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In the early 1970's, the Sahel region suffered a devastating drought and lost 
one-third of its livestock. In some areas losses reached 90 percent. As one of 
the Sahelian countries, Senegal was not spared. Since 1975, AID has committed 
about $13 million in support of Senegal's natiotial policy of rebuilding the 
herds to feed an undernourished population. By 1984 
achieved minimal results. The herds were again in the 
drought and the livestock sector is essentially where 
1970's. This report discusses: 

these 
grip of 

it was 

projects had 
a devastating 
in the early 

-­ why these projects did not achieve their objectives; and 

-- how USAID/Senegal can improve project management by establishing better 
administrative and accounting controls and promoting a positive and 
supportive attitude within the Mission toward these controls. 
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EXWrIVE SUftRY 

Introduct icn
 

The Sahel region of Africa experiences large variations in rainfall and faces
periodic droughts. Such a drought in the early 1970's focused world attention 
upon the plight of this region. Crops and livestock were devastated,threatening the survival of the Sahelian populations. The world comvtunity,including the United States, responded with a massive drought relief effort. 

This effort, undertaken in 1973 and 1974, was costly and complex. The donors
and Sahelian countries soon realized that far more costly relief efforts in
the future were inevitable unless furdamental long-term changes were made to
provide for the minimal self-sustaining needs of the people. AID started programs to meet this challenge in various economic sectors. Livestock was one 
of these. 

In Senegal, the AID strategy was to recover the losses in livestock, sustain
livestock production, and P-0- -. meat.promote n of Critical
the success of this strategy 

to 
was the management of rangelands so resources

would balance with livestock. The overstocking which existed in the country
prior to the drought contributeo to the huge losses. AID undertook two 
projects:
 

-- The Senegal Range and Livestock Development Project in Bakel,
eastern Senegal, established in 1975 tc manage a grazing reserve of
110,000 hectares, increase cattle from 11,200 to 16,000, develop
year-round water resources, and provide veterinary care. Amendments
increased the range to 220,000 hectares cattleand to 25,000. As ofDecember 1983, about $3.9 million of the $5 million granted had beenspent. Completion was scheduled for January 31, 1985. 

--The Sodesp Livestock Development Project in northern Senegal,

established in 1978 to provide integrated 
 livestock production by
financing production and commercialization activities. The project was
also to develop a system for water and range management, forestry,
improve the quality of life of the herders' families and create a data
base for research and monitoring. As of Septeeber 1983, abott $7 million
of the t8 million granted had been spent. ,Qqletion was schoduled for 
June 30, 1984. 

Project acconliehments ,.ere, however, far less than planned: 

-- By December 1983, most of the $3.9 million in Bakel had been spent to
develop, at most, 110,000 hectares of range, instead of the 220,000 for
which the project was ultimately designed. Cattle population increased
by 882 instead of several thousands, and other production factors had 
not increaned appreciably. In March 1984, year-round water resources he]
not bccn dovelordx and herders wore short of water. Deterloiation of the 
range had not been checked. On the other hand, the veterinary health 
progrAm had shown positive results. 



--

-- A USAID/Semcc;al technical assistance advisor concludod in t1arch 1984that a perm:anent solution to Bakel must include water develor""mnt,
accoiuipanied by a chuige in the existing livestock and range manr3j2nent
system. Tlese conclusions were essentially the sne as those used to 
justify the project in 1975.
 

-- Most of the $7 million spent on the Sodesp project was for livestock
production, essentially supplemental feeding and marketing. By 1984,
Sodesp had sold 263 cattle, ocmpared with objectives of 6,250 cattle and
4,950 small ruminants. The range management, quality of life for 
herders, and the research and monitoring components were not 
implemented.
 

Purpose of Review 

iuie purpos,. of our review was to determine the reasons for the limited results
achieved in these projects and to recommend ways to improve USAID/Senegal's
project management. We focused on USAID/Senegal's system of management
controls in an attempt to identify systemic causes of problems found in this 
and previous reviews in the gahel. 

Findings
 

These projects failed to meet their objectives due to factors similar to what we have found in reviews of other AID-assisted projects in the Sahel. There 
was (1) unrealistic project design, (2) poor project implementation, and (3)inadequate P':counting and management of project assets. A basic cause of these
problems could be attributed to weaknesses in USAID/Senegal's system of
internal administrative and accounting controls. We found: 

-- Project assumptions were not periodically reevaluated. Some assumptions
in the design made it impractical, if not iqpossible, for these projects
to succeed. For example, both projects assured that range livestock
populations could be controlled so that livestock, water and foragecould be balanced. Overlooked was the fact that these range areas are
public domain, accessible to transient herders who use them heavily each 
year. As a result, project attempts at range management were 
unsuccessful. 

-- Project activities were not adequately monitored or reported through the
Mission management system, so that variances which should have betteralerted the Mission to lack of progr ss were not highlighted. 

--There was an over-reliance on project evaluations to redirect the
projects in areas which ahould have 
 been resolved through Mission
monitoring. (onvursely, key evaluation findings were disregarded when it 
came to justifying now fundirng. 

Mission officials perceived that 1) considerable pressure existed to
 
program and spend project funds, with a lesser cor:ern for effective use
of the monies: 2) overstated projecl. objectives were required to gain
AID/washington approval; 3) project design, even though unrelistic arrl
ovrI)>iitious, could not easily be changed once approved; and 4)
bonefits can accrue from project activities despite little or no 
prcAjreas in meoting project objectives. 
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-- Tie Vission did not adequately monitor project accounting and the use of 

project assets. 

Pocommendt ions and Mission Comments 

This relort 
establishing 

reconniends that USAID/Senr.gal improve
better administrative and accounting 

project 
internal 

management 
controls 

by 
and 

prormting a positive and supportive attitude toward these controls. We offersuggestions for the Mission to consistently reevaluate the validity of project
assumptions, develop a better reporting system, iprove monitoring and the usn 
of project evaluations, and provide better accounting.
 

In response to a draft of this report, the Mission stated that, given the
mature phase of these projects, the primary thrust of the recommerdations,
i.e., focusing on measures to improve general Mission management, was
constructive. It pointed out that attempts to improve project management havebeen continuing over the years, but it recognized that reporting and reviewing
procedures used in the past may not have adequately net project management
objectives. The Mission also outlined the action planned in response to our
recommendations. We concur with the Mission's plan of action. 
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BAMROtJND 

INr1JT Ia 

7he Sahel region of Africa experiences large variations in rainfall and, as aresult, is faced with severe periodic droughts. Such a drought in the early1970's focused world attention upon the plight of this region. Crops and
livestock were devastated, threatening the survival of the Sahelianpopulations. The world community, including the United States, responded with a massive drought relief effort. This effort, undertaken in 1973 and 1974, wascostly and complex. Through it, the donors and Sahelian states realized thatfar more costly relief efforts in the future were inevitable unlessfundamental long-term changes were made to provide for the minimal
self-sustaining needs of these people. AID started programs to meet thischallenge in various economic sectors in the Sahelian countries. Livestock was
included among these sectors. 

In Senegal, the AID strategy was to recover the losses in livestock, sustainlivestock production, and promote sales and consumption of meat. Critical tothe success of this strategy was the management of rangelands to avoid theoverstocking Which existed in the country prior to the drought and Which ledto the huge losses in livestock. AID undertook two projects: 

-- The Senegal Range and Livestock Development Project (Bakel) (Project
No. 685-0202) in eastern Senegal. 

-- The SOESPl/ Livestock Development Project (Project No. 685-0224) in 
northern Senegal. 

Bakel Project 

The project agreement was signed between the Government of Senegal (GOS) andAID February 26, 1975. AID funding of $2.225 million was provided for aboutfour years to assist the recovery of the livestock sector and prevent further
loss and degradation of the range. 

The project was to be implemented by the OS Ministry of e ral Development badHydraulics, Livestock and Animal Production Service. AID was to providefunding for construction, technical assistancep commodities, operating costs
and training 
of 006 personnel. Although the OS had primary responsibili.y
overall management, AID was responsible 

for 
for oversight and use of AID resources. 

The project was to establish a managed grazing reserve of 110,000 hectares toincrease livestock by developing water resources and a coprehensive animalhealth proyrmn, aa well as construction of about 300 km of firebreaks.Livestock Jr, the project ione was to increasr from about 11,200 to 16,000 overthe life of the project. Fertility and gr-wih rates, milk production and salesof livestock were to increase, and mortality was to decrease. 

1/ Societe de Developpement de 1 Elevage dans lt Zone Sylvo-Pastorale -- theparastatal organization under the Ministry of iural Development Which ischarged with the regional development of the sylvo-pautoral zone. 
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Later aenoilidiunts increased the rige to 220,000 hectares, and cattle to25,000. Funding also increased and, as of December 1983, $5 million had beengranted, of Udilch $3.9 million had been spent. Coqpletion was scheduled for 
January 31, 1935. 

By December 1983, most of the funds had been spent to develop at most 110,000hectares of rzage, instead of the 220,000 for which the project was ultimately
justified. Cattle population increased by 882 
instead of several thousands,
and other proxuction factors had not increased apreciably. In March 1984,
year-round water resources had not been developed and herders were short ofwater. Range deterioration had not been checked. The veterinary health 
program, however, had shown positive results.
 

A USAID/Senegal technical assistance advisor 
 concluded in March 1984 that apermanent solution to Bakel must include water development, accompanied by achange in the existing livestock and range management system. Theseconclusions were essentially the same as those used to justify the project in 
1975. 

Most of these problems were reported to the Mission in a 1980 AID evaluationof project activities, when the initial $2.225 million had been spent.
Fbrernost was the conclusion that there was no evidence that the small recovery
in the Bakel herds had resulted from the project. The Mission was advised toreduce the cattle objectives from 16,000 to 9,000 and to reevaluate thevalidity of continuing feveral project activities. Instead, the Mission
expanded the project. 

SODESP Project
 

The grant agreement was signed between GOS and AID on December 30, 1978. AIDfunding of $8 million was authorized for five years to help develop a moreproductive system of livestock raising, consistent with the preservation and
improvement of the natural resource base. The project was to be implemented by
SODESP.
 

The project was to establish a system of integrated livestock production byfinancing the extension, production, and commezcialization activities of
SODESP; develop a system for water, range and forestry resource management rycontrolling cattle; improve the quality of life of herders' families; anddevelop a comprehensive data base for research and monitoring and improved
 
resource management.
 

Productivity was to be increased by improving the quality of the herds in theproject zone and by buying weaned livestock, raisir it in better pastures inthe south, and selling it to urban centers at higher weight than livestock:handled under the traditional marketing system. Project zone activities
involved registering some 12,500 cattle and 12,500 :4ieop and goats withSODESP. Upon registration, the herders were to se.l their old non-productivn.
livestock. SODLSP wuuld also buy all weaned livestock not necessary forproduction. In all, 6,250 cattle and 4,950 sheep &,A goats were to be sold. In
exchange for this, SODI:SP was to ensure a controllod range livestock 
population, a' veterinary health program, and food swpplements. 

By Soptoemb..r 1983, $7.03 million out of the U million grant had beon 
obligated]. Il', project was scheduled for complution, Juno 30, 1984. 
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By 1984 most of the project funds were spent on livestock production,
essentially supplemental feeding and marketing. SODESP had sold 263 cattle.
Qualitative factors such as weight and birth rates had declined. Other aspects
of the project, i.e., range management, improvement of the quality of life ofthe herders, and research and monitoring, were either not implemented or
reduc3d to a point khere their contribution to the project was minitial. 

Livestock in the project range area could not be controlled, leading to
overstocking and increased land degradation. Because no provisions had been
made for drought conditions, most of the project livestock left the area by
February 1984 and moved several hundred kilometers to the south, seeking
forage. In 1984, SODESP, with the approval of USAID/Senegal, was using the
funds remaining on the project, some $1.1 million, to provide emergency relief 
to livestock stranded in Senegal with little forage or water. 

AID evaluated SODESP in 1982. In thethe project December evaluation
recommended that, unless SODESP was willing to remedy the problems noted in
the report, USAID/Senegal terminate the project. The Mission temporarilystopped funding in March 1983 to force SO(ESP to conduct an impact study of
the project. This study was conducted in late 1983. By January 1984, the
Mission resumed funding and ultimately extended the project to June 30, 1984.
The other recommendations of the evaluation team were not implemented by
SODESP to any appreciable degree. 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE AND WNEK)XD0jY 

I11e objective of our review was to determine the reasons for the limited
results achieved in these projects and to recomend ways to improve the 
management of futtnre projects in Senegal. kb conducted our review between 
December 1983 and March 1984. There were no prior audits of these projects. 

We reviewed 006 USAID records. We held withand project discussions 
appropriate 0OS and LShID officials and visited project sites. While at the 
project sites, we spoke with representatives of the local population.
 

our review was made in accordance with the Comptroller General'u Standards for
Audit of Governmental Organizations, Programs, Activities and Functions. Wb
reviewed selected aspectw of AID/Senegal's internal controls (accounting and
aiministrative). In so doing, we focused on USAID/Senegal's management system,
including 1) how the Mission evaluates or reevaluates assumptions made in the
project design phase, 2) how projfct activities are monitored, 3) how project
evaluation and redesign are handled, and 4) how Misnion personnel view their
responoibilities in helping to tchieve agency objectivt. 

As tests of accounting controls, wes 

-- reviewed the vdlidity of expenditures submitted by the 006 to M5AID, 
including use of revolving fundri 

-reviewed 
USAID irocedures to ensure that incom and expenditures wore 
properly reported by the 006g 
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-reviewd selected controls maintained by GOS organizations responsible 

for administering the projects; and 

-- determined Whether AID-provided assets were being a~propriately used. 

This is the first in a series of reviews on AID assistance to livestock
production in the Sahel. Livestock projects constitute the second largest
group of AID food production projects in the Sahel, following crop production
activities. Although USAID/Senegal's participation in livestock was
completion at 

near
the time of our review, we used these projects as a vehicle tofocus on the Mission's system of management controls. We attempted to identify

systemic causes of repeated problems reported in prior IG 1/ and General
Accounting Office reports on the Sahel. These problems included:
 

-- unrealistic project design;
 

-- poor project implementation causing little or no results; 
 and 

-- mismanagement of assets and inadequate accounting for project funds. 

1_/ "Inadlequate Dosign and Mnitoring Xmpodo Iesults in Sd l Flood Production 
ProJects" W. 84-20, dated 1/31/841
"Nisd to Iqprove Uw esign and Iqmentotion of Agricultural Credit Progrms
in the 8hel,*' No 6-690-84-16, dated 12/21/03 
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--

FINDINGS, CONCWSIONS AND RECWOEMEDTIONS 

BEIMM INTERNAL OONTHDIS aWLW
 
HAVE IMPJJED MISSICN MANAEM2F
 

AID's $13 million commitment notwithstanding, the livestock sector in Senegal
is essentially where it was in the early 1970's. 

As of March 1984, the Bakel project had not significantly assisted in the 
recovery of livestock or prevented further loss and degradation of the range.
SODESP did not develop a more productive system consistent with the 
preservation and improvement of the natural resource base. 

While some of the reasons for the lack of success of these projects can be 
attributed to GOS management, much rests upon the effectiveness of
USAID/Senegal's oversight of project activities. In our effort to discover
systemic causes, we found that they could be related in large part to the
Mission's project management system. This system can be examined through
analyses of administrative and accounting internal controls. These controls 
are recognized by AID as a means whereby an organization governs its 
activities to accomplish its defined purpose. In evaluatirq how the Mission
managed these projects, we fcund a number of problems which demonstrate 
weaknesses in its system of internal controls, namely:
 

Project design assumptions were not reevaluated periodically, and yet
these assumptions made it impractical, if not impossible, for projects 
to succeed. 

-- Project activities were not monitored in such a fashion that Mission 
management could clearly evaluate progress. 

-Mission management over-relied on project evaluations to redirect the 
projects in areas which should have resolvedbeen as the projects
progressed. (bnversely, it disregarded key findings when it cme to
further justification of new and substantial funding. 

-- Mission officials perceived that 1) considerable pressure existed to 
program and spend project funds, with a lesser concern for effective use 
of the uonies; 2) overstated project objectives were required to gain
AID/Wamhington qpproval; 3) project design, even though unrealistic and
overambitious, could not eaily be changed once qprovedi ard 4)
benefits can accrue from project activities despite little or no 
progress in meting project objectives. 

-- Mission management did not aequately monitor project accowting and the 
use of project assets. 

For AID assistance projects, intern,l controls are @stablished to ensure thati 

-projoct objectives are met; 

-- project funds are used for agreed purpx~os and in acoordanm with 
applicable lawl 



-- funds, property ani other assets are adequately safeguarded against
waste, loss, unauthorized use or misappropriation. 

Fundw~iental to achieving these objectives are periodic reevaluations of theprojects, a monitoring system to ensure that cbjectives are met effectively
and ecnomically, good project accounting, and a system to ensure that project
assets are properly protected and effectively used.
 

A good internal control system is even mrre ctitical when dealing with a hostgovernment which may have a different syEtem of management than AID's. If at any point the system breaks down, information may not be passed on at the
right level; thus, decisions may not be adequate or timely. 

In overseeing a project, AID management faces difficult choices. It mustgenerate enough enthusiasm to enlist the cooperation of the host goverrnment;yet it must ensure that the practices followed are effective, business-like,
and in accordance with, AID procedures. In these endeavors, it has to haveenough flexibility to ensure that daily problems are properly and speedily
addressed. Major disagreements about nr rijectives muchoroiect cN.,als are moredifficult to resolve. It takes fortitude on the part of a mission to tell thehost country that the project is being discontinued, or that funding is being
terminated or reduced.
 

Such decisions cannot be taken lightly. Conversely, if management does notbelieve in ati sustain the objectives which have been set for the project an-dwhich have been incorporated in the agreement between AID and the hostcountoy, convincing the host to them becountry meet would difficult. If theobjectives cannot be met, they should be revised, vnuisatent with the project
still being worthwhile.
 

Project £' sign Assumptions ust be eovaluated Periodcfally 

Assurnptions 4re used to justify project goals and objectives. If an assuption
is invalid, most often all subsequeL uecision and acconplishments will bejeopardizwd. The AID iandbook notes that because ausuqpti.na can be erroneousduring design, or as social, economic and administrative vnvironmono.s chango,they may have to be reevaluated and the project redesigned accordingly.
Periodic review is usaful in apprising manaement once there is pro~oct
experience, or when conditions chago. 

In undertakingj theae projectu, AID wan notivated by the drotygts of the 1970'sand the need to provide suntainod growth to wiet the minimal noodo of thepeople -- Uthrdtj rexducing t),e future n.ml for wre oetly f(I reliof. Yt, afundo.trital mawurption of loth projo-vts wan that rorml climatic corditicna
woulil proiveil. "61,ou aumtio ciolurt of "h 9MESP design iict=*nt rettla,basic clieurjo in 1hx:oil conditirnnu, i.*j., no m~ajor drow,#ita 

'Th 
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short of forage. GOS project officials expected large losses this year. In
addition, about 500,000 cattle from northern Senegal and Mauritania wore saidto be on the n.ove in late 1983 and early 1984. The. Gas appealed for help in1983, and various donors, among them the United States, responded. An emergency progrLm was to bring food to these cattle.
 

In its reply to our draft report, the Mission indicated that the intensity ofa drought year like 1983 is a 50- to 100-year probzility, ai that allowancefor cvents of that nature were not designed in the project paper. he agree'iLat planning carnot be refined to that extent but thatbelieve droughtconditions of varying intensity are 
so pervasive in the Sahel 
that projects
have to deal with drought as a matter of course. This point is supported by adraft of the revised Sahel Development Strategy Statement Ohich states that:"***despite the fact that average precipitation, even though improved, is notat the level of the "wet years" of the sixties, i.e.. the "drought" although
diminished in severity, continues.". 

Another assumption vich made project doubtfulsuccess was that the number oflivestock in the project zone could be limited to water andthat which forageresources coold support. Poth projects envisaged sustained growth and carethrough management of water and forage, by keeping a 
balance between resources
and the number of livestock grazing in the area. This assumed that the numberof livestock using the range could be controlled. If not, livestock within andwithout the project zone would exceed the capacity of the range, anddegradation of land and overgrazing would occur. 

The project areas are public domain in Senegal and accessible to sedentarytransient herders. The Bakel project documents conterplated changing 
and 

the legalstatus of the prcject areas to set aside the land, but provided no means toenforce this in areas traditionally used for cattle migration. For 1983, theGOS estimates that over 150,000 head of cattle from Mauritania passed throughnorthern Senegal. Without control over 
water or ferning and police power to
enforce it, the G0s project director recognized that herds on the range cannot
be controlAed. Also, GOS project officials have indicated an inability tocontrol these areas because they are traditional migration pa~hu. result,At athe range ,intce.7nt components of those projects could not be implemented an 
designed. 

In February 19:34 an indper1ont study of SODMP projt inpact noted that soildogrtation in the ha overlrojoct trea worsencJ the years. Mien we vinitodthe 6)0", projct 4roa that month, for the goat ?Wt only san wan loft onthe groundl. 7biu ic due to drought conditions, an |l an inability to manao 
the rajq. 
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Progress Mlst b Consistently t~aasured 

Guidance contained in AID Handbook 3 is clear about the need for a continuing
assessment of the validity of project objectives and design. In order for 
management to gauge progrcsn, the objectives set for a project have to be 
monitored, i.e., compared periodically to established milestones. Field visits 
play an important role in this process. If this is not done, management cannot 
adequately correct or anticipate problems. kbr both projects, specific

objectives wre established as follows:
 

-- Fbr Bakel, a range of 110,000 hectares was to be developed initially.
The population of cattle was to increase from 1,200 to 16,000 and milk 
production from 150 liters to 300 liters; mortality was to be reduced 
from 12 to 8 percent; and the sale of cattle raised from 8 to 14 
percent. Certain other components were also included, such as health 
programs for the herds, construction of 500 km of firebreaks, and the 
construction of 44 wells, 17 reservoirs, 30 deep pits and 4 dikes. 

-At SODESP, the rant was to be controlled at 5,000 head of cattle 
around each of four deep wells. Cattle milk production was to increase
 
from 250 liters to 400 liters; mortality was to be reduced from 20 to 10 
percent; 6,250 cattle were to be sold from the project area to a ranch 
300 km south for fattening; 4,950 sheep and goats were also to be sold;
650,000 trees were to be planted; and a health program was to be 
introduced for the herds. To help monitor the project and help refine 
future goals, a research and monitoring component was also included. 

We found that results in both proje:ts could be obtained by analyzing AID and 
GOS pioject files. This information was either not gathered or, if gathered, 
was not organized and presented in such a way that, periodically, management
could know where the project stood relative to these objectives. Mission 
management had little knowledge of 1) cattle population in each of the project 
zones, 2) milk production, 3) mortality and birth rates, 4) increases in 
weaning weight, or (5) sales. All of these data were used in the project
document to demonstrate how the project could be successful. 

Project results showed that objectives were not being met to any relevant 
degree. For example, available data for SODESP showed that indicators such as 
milk production, birthrates, etc., were regressing (see Appendix I). Mission 
analysis of such data would have shown these projects were not economically
sound based upon the criteria used t. justify them. Had the Mission monitored 
these data, it would have been in a better position to assist in implementing
and redirecting project efforts. If mission management does not have the 
relevant information, a project can flounder, and the day of reckoning occurs 
at the project's end. For Bakel, for example, this translates to nearly all 
project nm.nies having been spent to support activities mostly in one project 
zone, with no significant increase in livestock.
 

Field Visits can be More Effective
 

In monitoring the project, USAID requires inforr.ation through written and/or
oral reports Lrom the host governmnnt. The only independent means available to
know what is actually happening are site visits by the project officer anl 
Mission personnel. The project offic-er told us he visited SODESP about once a 
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month initially to check construction. lie visited Bakel 14 times during the 
last three years. 

7he project officer told us his visits consisted of discussions of overall progress with GOS personnel. Thle visits were limited findingto out what wasbeing done on the project, e.g., was construction tak.ing place -- necessaryinformation but short of demonslrating whether the project was doing any good.He did not, nor was he required to, prepare reports of site visits. Heprepared them only if he felt there was something significant to report andindicated that his primary interest was project progress. If administrative
problems were found, he would contact the GOS in Dakar. 

With regard to comparing results to project objectives, the project officersaid he had to translate the objectives contained in the project paper intoreality. He considered the project paper a "sales document" with objectiveswhich might be realistic but timeframes which are not. Another Missionofficial told us projects should be designed for longer periods of time -- as
long as ten years. 

We believe that comparisons of project results with objectives is the type ofinformation which could alert management that timef:ames are not realistic.The project officer, through his constant association with the project,provides a continual link between the project activities and Missionmanagement. As stated in the AID handbook: "An apraisal of performance based on comparison of written reports and visitsite findings againstimplementation plans should provide a basis for isolating problem areas * ** 

Project Evaluations Cannot Replace Gcodx
 
Management but Can Help Greatly 
 in Project Redesign 

The AID Handbook stresses that evaluations are essential to compare actualproject results to those anticipated during project design and to provide anobjective and rational basis for redesign if necessary. Evaluations: 

-provide a mechanism for objectively reviewing projects: 

-- reinforce judgments and commitments to the project; 

--provide additional information; and
 

-provide those outside the project with evidence that a process for
managing, assessing, and redirecting the project exists as a means to 
improNe the chances for project success. 

The evaluations should consist of a thorough review of all facets of theproc'ram, including such parameters as the sociology and economics of the area. 

Usually these evaluationis are the of a prescribed toat end Filase decide iffurther phirzes uhould be undertaken, or at the end of the project as "lessons 
learned." 

The SO)CCSP evaluation wcu condluctod in 1982, When alxut $4 million out of t6.2million ha] beon upunt oraJ four yoara after the project startu. Tho Bzkol 

-9­



evaluation was conducted after project funds of $2.06 million had been
expended. We found that the Mission: 

-- over-relied on scheduled project evaluations to redirect the project in areas which should have been resolved as the project progressed, and 

-- disregarded key evaluation findings when it came to further 
justification of new funding.
 

The chief of the office of agriculture, (Who oversees about 85 percent of allUSAID/Senegal projects) told us he preferred to wait until scheduledevaluations for hard evidence before making a decision to redesign.
project officer indicated that evaluations do not 

The 
reveal anything new. OtherMissioa personnel we interviewed were not very aware of the problems faced bythese projects. They, too, relied on evaluations, and on the knowlkdge of theproject officer and the chief of the office of agriculture. Since evaluations 

are the only documents known to us which compare project objectives andresults, it follows that these personnel would be constrained in solving
problems not known to them until the evaluation.
 

We believe these views partly explain why timely corrective action was nottaken on these projects before the evaluations. Flor example, the SODESPevaluation, four years after the project had started indicated livestock inthe range area could not be controlled. USAID/Senegal told us that theevaluation was scheduled in part because of these Yetproblems. this
information was known to the former project officer three years earlier, whenonly $81,000 had been spent on this project. No action was taken at that time,or at the time of the evaluation. This inability controlto the rangejeopardizes any attempt at range management inand results waste of the monies
assigned to that component. 

The evaluation also indicated that the research and monitoring component hadnot been implemented, yet USAID considered this a must if the project were to
continue. This was known to the Mission in 1981 but not effectively resolved.It finally became a factor in the December 1982 evaluation, and the Missiontemporarily stopped funding the project in January 1983 until SODESP conducted 
an impact study. 

Throughout the Bakel project the Mission knew, or at least had enough
information to know, that prcgress was not being achieved. The range could notbe controlled, a year-round water supply was not developed, and sale of cattle was minimal. In short, all the ingredients were there to ensure that theproject would not meet its objectives. Waiting for the results of projectevaluations only delayed decisions which should have been made earlier. 

Additionally, the Mission disregarded key evaluation findings. In spite of thecritical evaluation in 1980, the scope of Bakel project wasthe expanded andcompletion dates For althoughextended. SODESP, funding was temporarily
suspended, the wasproject extended with no substantive changes. Bakel 
illustrates how the mission redesigned the project.
 

The eviluation found that project objectives had not been met, and wasthere 
no evhJ#.nce to indicate that the limited recovery of the herds was facilitatedby the project. The evaluation recoi=&-txled a retrencment of projectactiviticj, including loworing the 16,000 head of cattle objective to 9,OC0 
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because it was over-optimistic. The 1982 $1.6 millioni amendment increased the 
project area from 110,000 to 150,000 hectares, ponds by ten (see photograph 
next page), fircbroaks by 62 kms, and livestock population objectives from
 
16,000 to 25,000. This was justified to AID headquarters on the basis that "an 
evaluation was performed Which determined that the project was sound in goal 
and purpose." 

We asked Mission personnel how they could translate the evaluation findings 
into "sound in goal and purpose." We were told tlnat the evaluation was 
negative and the Mission rewrote it. The rewritten prauct, which was produced 
concurrently with project redesign, was referred to as a combination 
evaluation and redesign document. Another rationale ws that the Bakel project 
was an existing institution, in place to receive av ilable funds. The impact 
of the Mission's actions is demonstrated by the contimued lack of progress of 
the project.
 

Mission Perception of Project Management Must Change
 

Two important elements of, AID's implementation policy are to provide
assistance as speedily as possible while ensuring its proper and efficient 
utilization, and to aim at an increasingly larger role for recipient countries 
in the implementation of projects. The likelihood of conflicts between these 
principles is well recognized. Stressing efficiency in project implementation 
may run counter to maximizing involvement of the recipient government's 
personnel. Stressing the speedy provision of assistance can violate applicable 
laws and legislation, negate project objectives and, thus, be of minimal
 
benefits to the people we are attempting to assist, despite our substantial 
investment. 

One of the most important contributions the AID mission can provide to the 
host government is to exemplify a genuine belief in the objectives which have 
been set and agreed to by all parties in the project agreement, and that it 
wants to see quality results through a prudent utilization of AID resources. 

We spoke with Mission officials concerning their perception of Mission policy 
in regard to project implementation and management. Views expressed by Mission 
officials explain, in part, why certain decisions discussed in this report 
were made which: 

-- did not make best use of project fund3; and 

--were of limited benefit to intended recipients.
 

Mission officials perceived:
 

-- considerable pressure to program and spend project funds with a lesser 
concern for effective use of the monies; 

-- overstated project objectives were required to 9vin AID/Washington 
approval; 

-project design, even though unrealistic and overambitious, could not 
easily be changed once approved; and
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--benefits can accrue from project activities decpite little or no
 
progress in moeting project objectives.
 

Some of the problems which stem from these perceptions hav been reported in 
previous General Accounting Office (GAO) and IG audits.I/ For example, in 
March 1979, the GAO noted the limited capability of Sahelian countries to use 
the large amounts of aid being provided. It cautioned AID against providing
too much financial help too soon, and urged AID to improve design performance
and emphasize project implementation. A March 1981 IG report carried much the 
same message.
 

In commenting on our draft report, the Mission acknowledged that, especially
in the earlier days of the Sahel program, there was considerable pressure to 
program and spend project funds. However, an overall thrust to focus greater
attention on implementation, project progress and results started at least
foir years ago. The tlission asserted that statements made by Mission officials 
and included in the draft report did not properly reflect past and present
Mission concerns for implementation of projects. 

We do not dispute that Mission policy emphasizes effective project
implementaition and management. We do suggest, however, that the Mission needs 
to better communicate and reinforce its policy goals with its staff. 

The attitude of AID staff that project goals are unrealistic and incapable of
being attained can be reflected in that- of host country personnel. Is it 
therefore reasonable to expect host country project personnel to meet the 
objectives set for them which their AID counterparts consider unrealistic? Itwould appear that agreement on reasonably attainable goals would improve
credibility and AID's relatioaship with the GOS. 

Monitoring Project Accounting and the Use of
 
froject Assets Can Lrove
 

AID is responsible for ensuring that AID resources are protected and utilized 
in a prudent business-like manner. AID must also provide an acceptable

accounting of these resources, even though most of the project resources are 
placed with the host country through its implementing agencies. In addition to 
requiring the host country to use these resources responsibly, the Mission 
must visit the project periodically to verify the accuracy of reports and 
determine that the resources are used as intended. 

We found that the Mission did not adequately monitor project accounting and
the use of project assets. In addition, Mission monitoring of SODESP accounts 
and SODESP's accounting for project conmodities was inadequate. We also 
believe that project assets could have been better controlled in both 
projects. 

hile none of these issues are significant in and of themselves, they further 
demonstrate the need for better project monitoring. 

1/ "U.S. Wevelopinent Assistance to the Sahel -- Progress and Problems", 
Io. ID-79-9, dated March 29, 1979 

"Improvements Must be f1aIe in the Sahol Regional Development Program", 
1b. 0-625-81-52, dated March 10, 1981 
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SODESP I\ccountin 

Since 1978 the Mission has not reconciled SODESP's operating and revolvingaccount balances with those of USAID/Senegal. Mission verifications have beenlimiLed to chucking the supporting documentation accompanying the vouchers
submitted by SODESP. This is a necessary procedure, but short of what is
needed to ensure that all SODESP income and expenditures are reported to USAID
and adjustments requested by USAID are implemented. 

A limited review of the revolving fund and operating expense accountsdisclosed 1) receipts and expenditures not reported to U&ID by SODESP and 2)disallowed vouchers which were not adjusted in SODESP records. As of March 31,1983, SODESP received CFA 39.8 million in advance (about $100,000, at a rateof CFA 400 per U.S. dollar in Narch 1984) -- more than it should have
received. It had not reimbursed the revolving fund account for about CFA 20.7million of expenditures which had been disallowed by USAID, and had not madevarious other adjustments. This issue was addressed in our draft report, and arecommendation was made for USAID to adjust the advance account (see Appendix
II for detail). 

In July 1904, ission officials told us that SODESP had submitted documents tojustify project fund advances. The expenditures disallowed and interest notreported were offset (this would represent about $68,000). The Missionsuggested that other adjustments not be made because the grant agreement andproject papers did not clearly indicate what was required of SODESP. In view
of the Mission's action, we have deleted this recommendation.
 

Use and Maintenance of Project Assets 

Assets furnished to these projects included vehicles, equipment,
air-conditioners and barbed wire. 7b properly account for and safeguard these 
assets, a system must be place which records the receiptin (1) of the assets,
(2) receipt in stock, (3) issuance from stock, and (4) delivery. There must 
also be adequate maintenance of project assets. 

In making limited end-use checks on selected items, we found receipts and
issues which were not recorded, and stock cards which not agree withdid thequantities purchased by USAID for che project. In those cases where the stock 
was issued, there was no numerical control of issuance slips. Similarly,
project officials stated some items should have h.men on hand couldbut not 
furnish any receipts that commodities were delivered.,
 

The impact of the absence of sound procedures is reflected in the results of 
our limited tests on three items -- air-conditioners, fans and tents. We foundonly 9 of 19 air-conditioners, 30 of 32 fans, and rne of 10 tents which were 
on project records. Although there was no documentation, SODESP personnel told us that 1) the missing air-cory]itioners were installed in their headquarters,

2) the two fans were mounted in the house of one 
of the project advisors, and
3) the tents had recently been sent out to the field. 

Maintenance problems were reflected by the poor condition of project vehicles.
About 16 piwsunger vehicles were purchased for Bakel td 15 for SODESP. heCnovehicles were to be used by project personnel to contact herders for
enrollment in the project and to provi,'k veterinary heali care. During our
January 190. visit to SODLSP we observed that most proj,,ct vehicles had b.L 
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inoperable since June 1983 (sce photo on page 14a). Thlese cars averaged only
40,000 miles of usage. The vehicles at Bakel did not fare well either. Thu 
causes can be attributed to lack of preventive maintenance and repair, parts
manuals, and spare parts. 

To resolve the spare part problem, we suggested the Mission purchase a full 
set of spares ;hen the car was delivered. Mission personnel indicated this was 
now bing done on other projects. 

L.)NCLXWSIONS AND RE(XC*21N1DATICNS 

Despite a heavy commitment by AID since 1975, the plight of livestock in
Senegal has remained essentially the same. This has occurred in part because
project design included aspects which made success impractical, if notimpossible. Even if design had been better, problems, once they did occur, 
were never effectively resolved due to a poor monitoring system, or lack of
Mission resolve. Both projects, in spite of critical program evaluations, were

either expanded or continued with no substantive changes. In addition,
accountability for AID funds could have been better.
 

A major cause isof these problems the Mission's unwillingness to hold the GOSand itself accountable for the effective -ise of AID-provided resources. We 
believe 
 this stems from deficiencies in USAID/Senegal's system of

administrative and internal accounting controls. Mission management simply haseither not established adequate controls, or not properly used existing
controls, to minimize risks, thereby maximizing successful implementation ofthese two assistance projects. Yet, by withholding funds from SODESP when
SODESP did not agree to conduct an impact study, the Mission demonstrated it 
could hold the GOS accountable for its actions.
 

We recogjnize the difficulties faced by the Mission in dealing vith the host
government, and the high risk 
 generally associated with implementing
development projects, particularly in Africa. A certain amount of flexibility
is necessary to manage these projects if the capability of the host government
is to be enhanced. We also recognize that hardship conditions found in therural areas of a country like Senegal can stifle the best of intentions. 

However, we believe tha- when issues arise which virtually ensure project
failure, lack of effecLv.'e management action leads not only to a waste offunds but is detrimental to those we and the host government are trying to
help. The problems mm not be totaily resolvable, but if the attempt is madeand, upon deliberation by the proper level of management, a decision is made 
to continue, the ri iks and benefits ought be clearly set andto forth the 
basis for the decision defensible.
 

We also believe that involved Mission staff has not been attentive to internal

control matters and has not demonstrated a positive attitude toward effective
project results. Unless Mission officials believe in the objectives which have
been agreed to by all parties, they cannot convirce the host government itshould conply with them. If the objectives are not realistic, they ought to bechanged. USAID/Senegal must exemplify concerned but effective management. 

We recommend that:
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Reconmondation 1o. 1 

The 	 Mission Director, USAID/Senegal, improve project
matiagement by establishing better administrative and 
accounting internal controls and promoting a positive
attitude toward these controls. As part of its project 
management system, the Mission must:
 

a. 	 At least once a year reevaluate project
assumptions and the continued validity of project 
objectives as part of the Mission's semiannual 
project reviews, the results of these
 
reevaluations to be submitted to the director. 

b. 	 Design a simple system listing project objectives
and require that project results be compared
periodically. The current format of host 
government project activity reports will need to 
be revised as necessary. This information will 
become part of the decision-making process during
the semiannual project reviews. 

c. 	 Ensure that project officers submit trip reports 
of site visits as suggested in the AID Handbook. 
These visits should be designed to verify the 
validity of reports of project activities,
 
compliance with AID regulations, and the grant 
agreement - including the use and maintenance of 
project commodities. Conversely, the format has 
to be kept simple enough not to overburden 
project officers with paperwork.
 

d. 	 Include justification whenever a significant 
evaluation finding or recommendation is not 
accepted by the Mission when redesigning a 
project. This need not be elaborate but must 
include the finding or recommendation and
 
management's rationale on how its decision will 
contribute to AID objectives.
 

6. 	 Reconcile the balances in project accounts 
periodically with those of the Mission, with 
emphasis on 1) adjustments for cost disallowed,
2) unreported income, and 3) expenditures for 
unauthorized purposes.
 

USAID/Senegal Comments 

The Mission has agreed that, given the mature phase of the Bakel and SODLSP
projects, the primary thrust of the recommendations, i.e., focusing on 
measures to improve general Mission maagement of projects, was constructivo.
The Mission recognizus that reporting and reviewing procedures used in the 
past may not have equately met project mraagement objectives. It points out,
however, that efforts to improve project management have been under way since 
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1980. In part, theso efforts led to the joint GOU/USAID management review of 
project activities about every six months. 

The Mission has promised to stress the importance of internal administrative 
and accounting controls to the senior staff. It has outlined a plan of action 
to implement the other aspects of our recommendatibns. We concur with this 
plan. The Mission wants its management system to: 

-- Provide for periodic reevaluation of project asumptions and 
objectives. The Mission suggested this be dcma, yearly instead of every
six months, as we recommended. We have changed the recommendation 
accordingly. 

-- Compare results with project objectives through concise summary
presentation of the annual workplan, as well a a quantified analysis of 
project results obtained to date, and those to be reached during the 
current and next workplan. 

-Ensure that project officers submit trip reports, as provided in AID 
Handbook 3, Chapter 11. 

-- Support departures f.om evaluation recommend atins with statements 
justifying the decision and how it will contribute to AID objectives. 

-- Continue close follow-up of local currency accounts and improve
 
reporting procedures.
 

Other Mission comments are addiressed in the pertinent sections of this report. 
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APPENDIX I 

aIFARING RESULTS TO OBJE(IVES -- SODESP PIWMV 

Initial
 
Before Project At At At At
 
Project Objectives 6/30/81 6/30/82 6/30/83 12/83


CAfLZ
 

MSILLW (head) -0- 12,500 2,772 7,358 11,427' 12,778
 

SOLD 70 MT.(head) -0- 6,250 -0- 104
-0- 263**
 

WEANING Wr.(kgs.) 150 175 X 136 133 
 135
 

MILKPIRD.(lt s.) 250 400 X X X X
 

BIRTHRMTE() 60 72 X 58 X X
 

MR)rALITY(t) 20 10 X X X X
 

GOATS AND SHE
 

ENROLLED (head) -0- 12,500 1,941 1,787 4,648 5,217
 

SOLD (head) 
 -0- 4,950 -0- -0- -0- -0-***
 

WEANING wr.(kgs.) 8 12 X X X X
 

MIIA PROD.(ltrs.) 75 150 X X X 

BIR1 RATE(%) 110 150 X X X 


X
 

X
 

IKRFI".TY(%) 30 20 X X 
 X X
 

X No data .available
 

' Final sales to market
 

" As of December 1983, SODESP was holding 2,102 cattle for
 
fattening and for future sale
 

"' In 1984, SODEW was holding 389 sheep for future sale
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APPENDIX II
 

Expenditures and Incom not Properly Pacorded
 
in Revolving Account Fund
 

as of Match 31, 1983
 

CGA 

lAss: 
UWMD/SENE L AMNANC S 

imbursement vouchers 
135,580f567 

(127,534,226) 

Advances not yet coverld 
by vouchers 8,046,341 

Add: Expenditures disallowed by AID 20,653,885 
Loan repayments 

to AID 
not reported 

8,925,765 
Sales of cattle not repo-ted 

to AID 
Interest not reported to AID 

3,547,700 
1,548,262 

Funds available 
Balance per SO(SP books 

42,721.953 
(2,895,262) 

Difference 39,826,691 

As of March 1984, CFA 39,826,691 would amount to about $100,000, at a 
rate of C7A 400 per U.S. dollar. 
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APPENDIX III
 

LIMT OF EFIOR' RIPIEMTS 

No. of
 

tMD/se"al .. ,...................,.. 	 .... .... 5

A~aintant Mministrator - Bureau for Africa......... 1
 
Asistant to the Aaministrator for WMangem'nt ....... 1
Africa 	Bureau - Mxlit Liaiwn office ................ I
 

.g.gg * ee.. / ge.e *ggg g. g .g.2
 
A / .... ....... 	 .....
 

W *M..... . .. ...... .g.. 	 ... g
CPA. ......... ................ ..
 

Office 	of Financial Manage nt (M/n/ASD)&W S&T/*WR ............................................. ....... 2
1
 
SAA/ ST/Wural Deve lownt ........................... 1
 
Pw/f;Le. ..................... ................... 
I 
PPC//... .. eeeg.gee..g.ege 
 g e.•1 

1Gl..sl.. .g...g.g g .................. 2e
 
Asistatl nispetor Geera for A it................ 1
.(/I.. ..... .. ...... ........e1
IG/ppp o........... 	 ....................
 

RIG/I/Dek ege....... e~.eg.gg
 
6
IG/M /C i la. . . .......................... ge 1 

................................
RIG/A/W ie lgto e .J I/A/i ......................... 	 . . . . . . . . .
 

RIG/A/ ila ...... ee9...e
 
RIG/A/Karhi ........
 e.ege....
 

RIG/A/Nairbi.....e...... e...ge...geg*ec
 
RIG/A/1atin America. ..... c eeee*.e.. eeee 

MP/New Delhi .. g....e..e.~ e ~..eg ~...eee 
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