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June 19, 1985

Mr. Iouis Cohen
Director USAID/Somalia

Mogadishu, Somalia

Dear Mr. Cohen:

This report contains the results of our audit of the Somalia food and
nutrition projects. The objectives of our audit were to determine the
projects' status and prospects for success, to selectively review project
controls, and to evaluate compliance with AID regulations and project
agreements.

USAID/Somalia has had a very difficult time implementing the project
agreements because of major design defects, problems with multidonor
coordination and lack of Government of Somalia capability to provide the
financial and management support needed by the projects. As a result the
projects are all behind schedule and many planned accomplishments have not
been achieved.

We recommended that the Assistant Administrator for Africa in concert with
USAID/Somalia reassess each of the projects with a view toward deobligating
funds for those activities and projects that have little prospect for meeting
their planned goals. Your staff and personnel in the Africa Bureau felt that
the projects should be allowed to continue through their respective completion
dates. Your staff now appears to be optimistic that the government action
agencies will strongly support AID's initiatives. During our audit we found
the situation to be otherwise, however, your more current assessment indicates
recent developments to support continuation of the projects. I, therefore,
will accept your assessment and will consider recommendation No. 1 closed when
the report is issued. But, I will continue to monitor progress as part of our
closed recomnendation follow-up procedures.

We have also made recommendations which address specific problems we found to
prevail on all of the projects relating to commodity control, participant
training and recurring costs. Please provide to me within 30 days of receipt
of the report the actions taken or planned to close these recommendations,

Thank you for the cooperation of your staff.

Yours sincerely

Poooores 7

Mervin F. Boyer/ Jr.
Regional Inspector General/Audit

Nairobi



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Office of the Regional Inspector General for Audit located
in Nairobi, Kenya made an audit of 5 Somalia food and nutrition
projects. The objectives of our audit were to determine the
projects' status and prospects for success, to selectively
review project internal controls, and to evaluate compliance
with AID regulations and the project agreements. Our audit
covered the period from September 30, 1978 through March 7,
1985. Through December 31, 1984, AID spent $29.5 million on
these projects.

The AID program in Somalia is directed primarily at
agriculture. As of December 31, 1984, USAID/Somalia's food and
nutrition project portfolio consisted of 5 projects. The
estimated cost of these projects was approximately $166.7
million of which AID will finance approximately $58.7 million.
Three of the projects are multidonor financed.

We found three major problems which seriously affected project
success. First, the projects' designs were predicated on
faulty assumptions and overly optimistic goals. Second, the
multidonor cofinancing arrangments under which 3 of the 5
projects were implemented had not worked. Third, and the most
significant, the Government of the Democratic Republic of
Somalia (GSDR) does not have the institutional capacity to
implement the projects. While the overall goal of all of these
projects is to increase food production, little progress has
been made as a result of project efforts. We also found that
USAID/Somalia has not been able to establish adequate controls
over commodities or participant training. In addition,
difficult recurring cost problems loom on the horizon as the
GSDR is bankrupt. Even with a large Commodity Import Program
(CIP) and a PL 480 Title I program generating hundreds of
millions in local currency the projects still lack adequate
local currency support.

USAID/Somalia is tasked with a formidable job, In 1978 and
1979, when the AID assistance program resumed in Somalia, AID
decided to piggyback on the World Bank designed projects in
order to get a modest AID program started quickly.
Subsequently, as problems surfaced, it was necessary for the
mission to go through major project revisions wherein the goals
were revised downward. Also, it was necessary to redesign AID
inputs to be parallel and complimentary to other donor inputs
rather than interdependent as originally designed. While
considerable effort has been expended by the USAID/Somalia,
little development has occurred.

Considering the political nature of the program, USAID/Somalia
is tasked with implementing a development program regardless of
the GSDR's ability to absorb, implement or sgupport the
program. The Congressional Presentation states:
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"U.S. interests in Somalia are based on
geopolitical, development, and humanitarian
considerations, which require both economic
and military assistance. Economic
assistance contributes toward improving
relations between the United States and
Somalia, and it further encourages close
cooperation in a region strategically
important to the United States."

Our review of USAID/Somalia's portfolio of food and nutrition
projects showed that all of the projects should probably be
cancelled based purely on lack of development progress after
6 years of effort. Therefore, we have recommended that the
Assistant Administrator for Africa in concert with
USAID/Somalia reassess each of the food and nutrition projects
to determine whether the projects in whole or in part should be
terminated and the funds reobligated for new project(s) that
are within the capability of the GOS to implement.
USAID/Somalia in response to this recommendation indicated that
it believes the study will be counterproductive and redundant
because regular portfolio reviews are made by AID/W to
determine whether projects should or should not be terminated
or revised.

USAID/Somalia indicated that revisions and responsiveness of
action agencies for projects 108, 112 and 113 over the past
four months strongly supports the Mission's current development
thrust. Further, discussions with Africa Bureau personnel
indicates that they support the Mission's pursuit of the
current project portfolio. Although we have retained the
recommendation in this report we will consider it closed when
the report is issued and will track it as part of our follow-up
procedures for closed recommendations.

In our draft report we recommended that USAID/Somalia reassess
its approach to increasing food production with particular
attention devoted to (a) project designs (b) multidonor
cofinancing, and (c) host country capability. We deleted this
recommendation because it will not solve the problems of the
projects under review, Further, based on USAID/Somalia's
response to this recommendation, we feel confident these issues
will be adequately addressed on new projects.

We have made recommendations which address the specific
problems in commodity control, participant training and
recurring costs, however, realistically we do not believe these
problems are resolvable in the short term.

Mission comments to the draft report are attached as Appendix
1. Where considered necessary in the report we have included
their comments. Some of their comments are directed to our
original recommendation No. 1 included in the draft report.
Mission comments to the revised recommendation No., 1 are
attached as Appendix 2.
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AUDIT OF
SOMALIA FOOD AND NUTRITLON PROJECTS

PART I - INTRODUCTION

A. Background

The AID program in Somalia is directed primarily at increasing
agricultural production. USAID/Somalia's food and nutrition
project portfolio consists of 5 projects. As of December 31,
1984, the estimated cost of these projects was approximately
$166.7 million of which AID was to finance approximately $58.7
million. Three projects are multidonor financed. The purposes
of each of the 5 projects are:

- Agriculture Extension, Training and Research (649-0101) -
to deliver existing minimum input technical packages
which will have an immediate impact on production to
farmers in the Bay Region.

~ Comprehensive Groundwater Development (649-0104) - to
develop a water development program which provides
potable and livestock water.

- Central Rangelands Development (649-0108) - to develop
and initiate a range management program in the central
region of the country.

- Agricultural Delivery Systems (649-0112) - to increase
indigenous food crop production through a strengthened
agricultural extension capability 1linked to applied
agricultural rescarcrch,

- Bay Regional Agriculture Development (649-0113) - to
increase aygricultural production in the Bay Region
through the development of necessary institutions,
personnel and infrastructure.

As of December 31, 1984, AID expended $29.5 million on the 5
projects.


http:649-0.12

B. Audit Objectives And Scope

This is our first overall review of the projects comprising
USAID/Somalia's food and nutrition portfolio. Our audit was
carried out from November 1984 through March 1985. The cut-off
date was December 31, 1984, although we did review cecrtain
activities through March 7, 1985,

Specifically our audit objectives were to: (a) evaluate the
projects' progress and prospects for success, (b) selectively
review preject internal controls, and (c) assess compliance
with AID regulations and the project agreements.

We reviewed pertinent records and files of USAID/Somalia and
the GSDR. We interviewed USAID/Somalia, GSDR and contractor
officials. We made field trips to selected project sites and
commodity storage facilities, and performed other auditing
procedures as dceined necessary in the circumstances. The audit
was made in accordance with the Standards For Audit Of
Governmental Organizations, Programs, Activities, and Functions.



AUDIT OF
SOMALIA FOOD AND NUTRITION PROJECTS

PART II - RESULTS OF AUDIT

A. Findings and Recommecndations

l. Design Deficiencies And Implementation Delays Impeded
Project Results

Food and nutrition projects in Somalia have made 1little
progress toward meeting their original or revised purposes.
This was due primarily to deficient project designs. &s a
result serious implementation delays occurred. We found three
major reasons for these delays. First, project designs were
predicated on faulty assumptions and overly optimistic goals.
Second, the multidonor system of cofinancing projects has not
worked. Third, the GSDR did and does not have the
institutional capability to implement them. While the overall
goal of the activities is to increase food production, little
progress can be related to project activities. Because the
problems noted were pervasive throughout all of the projects,
we believe that it brings into question the ability of
USAID/Somalia to effectively implement the current portfolio of
food and nutrition projects as presently designed. In this
regard, we believe that the Africa Bureau in concert with
USAID/Somalia necds to reassess these projects to determine if
the funds should be deobligated and reobligated for purposes
that are within the Government of Somalia's capability to
implement.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 1

We recommend that the Assistant
Administrator for Africa in
concert with USAID/Somalia
reassess cach of the food and
nutrition projects to determine
whether the projects in whole or
in part should be terminated and
the funds reobligated for new
project(s) that are within the
capability of the Government of
Somalia to implement.

Discussion

All projects have suffered significant implementation delays
while achieving few, if any, results. The average planned life
of these projects was over 5 years. One project had to be
extended three times beyond its original completion date and
its objectives were still not achieved. (See Exhibit 1). The
remaining four projects have been extended an average of two
years. It was also necessary to revise two of the four
projects. Another is in the process of major revision.

In addition, original AID funding has been increased an average
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of 33 percent for two projects. While 91 percent of the
original planned life had elapsed on the four active projects,
AID nad expended only 48 percent of the funds as of December
31, 1984. Project accomplishments to date are shown on Exhibit
2.

Majc¢r problems which have seriously hindered progress were
project designs predicated on faulty assumptions and overly
optimistic goals. Other problems were multidonor cofinancing
for' three projects which has not worked and the GSDR's
inebility to implement the projects.

Project Desiqgns Were Predicated On_ Faulty Assumptions And
Overly Optimistic Goals

Ir all of the prcjects, we found the design to be based on
faulty assumptions and overly ambitious goals. This was
especially true with the Agricultural Delivery Systems, Bay
Regional Agriculture Developmnent and Central Rangelands
llevelopment projects cofinanced by the International Bank of
Reconstructien and Development (IBRD) and other donors (See
axhibit 3). 1Two of these projects started in 1979, and one in
1980. With little or no modification AID adopted the basic
IBRD project design., This was done because AID was anxious to
move forward with an assistance program in Somalia, The
cofinancing of these projects was deemad expedient in getting
the program moving. Unfortunately, AID gave little attention
to how well these projects were designed.

A project predicated on faulty assumptions with optimistic
goals was the Bay Regional Agriculture Development project. An
evaluation report prepared by Hunting  Technical Services
Limited in December 1983 supported this view. The Hunting
evaluation stated that the original design was based on the
belief that the Bay Region possessed o« large rescrve of
cultivatable land for rainfed cercals and droundwater for
irrigatiomn, Also, it was believed that a large surplus of
grain and livestock could be drawn fronm the arca by introducing
farmers to simple improvements, In reality, there were no
large unutilized land areas which could be readily exploited
nor were there obvious ways in which farmers could dgreatly
increase production given the resources of capital and family
labor available to them.

The rceport also commznted that the assignment of staff from
different field ministries and agencies Lo the project to
function under the PMUL/ (under the MOAZ/) proved difficult
and did not work smoothly. The PMU became staff heavy and
overloaded with duplicate functions. The planning and
direction of the proposed rural devclopment program took second

1/ Project Management Unit - A parastatal established
specifically to manage the project.

2/ Ministry of Agriculture.



place to solving the day-to-day problems of managing a complex
operation with too few experienced staff. As a result, the
project incurred cost overruns and had to be scaled back. To
date, little has been achieved.

We noted similar design problems under the Agricultural
Delivery Systems project. For example, the project design
assumed that a number of sound research recommendations was
available which, in combination with common sense, could be
used by the National Extension Service (NES) and the Farm
Management Advisory Service (FMAS) to raise preductivity
without increasing risks to the producers. Actually, few
recommendations, agronomically and economically adapted to
Somali conditions, were available. Consequently, extension
messages were based largely on recommendations that had not
been verified, as a result nothing changed,

The designers of the Agriculture Extension, Training and
Research project also lacked adequate planning and foresight
with regards to the extension methodology which was to be
used. The project paper prescribed that the NES would adopt a
methodolcgy that emphasized continous training of extension
personnel and regular contact with farmers, This training aad
visitation (T&V) system called for NES headquarters staff to
define the messages that should be both transwitted to farmers
over a given period of time, and communicated to the regional
and district extension officers at monthly training sessions.
These officers, in turn, would hold hi-weelly training sessions
for the ficld cxtension adgents who would in turn visit a
predetermined nuwber of farmers daily.

The T&V system also assumed the existence of a neotwork of
rescavch stations whose staff would develop and continually
expand the content of the messaqges. In rcality tho T&V
methodology proved ineppropriate for Somalia because of the
size of the country, its poor road network, the high cost of
fuel and the shortage of skills and facilities for vehicle
maintenance and repair.

In addition, wuccording to a joint Regional Economic Development
Services Office/Bast & Southern Africa (REDSO/ESA) and
USAiID/Somalia internal evaluation made in Deceomber 1982, the
Agricultural Delivery Systems project designers were oblivious
to the inordinate time required Lo construct training
facilities. In their judgement, the project designers were
inexperienced and  used little forethought in scheduling
implcmentation activities. 1In view of the delay to implement
the civil works component, the contract team had to lease
living quarters and find temporary training facilities in the
capital city of Mogadishu., As a result, all phases of the
training pregram suffered. Thus, almost 5 years after the
project started, the training facility had still not been
coastructed.

In addition, while possibly not as obvious or significant as



those discussed above, design problems were noted under the
other projects included in our review as well., In all casesg,
this has resulted in wasted resources, delays in implementation
and minimum achievement of project results.

Multi--Donor Coordination

AID is involved with tihe IBRD and other donors in cofinancing
the Agricultural Delivery System project, the BRBay Regional
Agriculture Deveclopment project, and the Central Rangelands
Development project. In all three cases, AID is onc of the
major sources of funding to the project.

These projects comnenced in 1979 and 1980 when AID was
re-establishing its program in Somalia. AID was anxious to get
a program moving and since the IBRD projects meshed with AID's
proposed areas of assistance, cofinoncing was deemed to be an
expedient way to get the AID program started.

In cach case, aID was essentially financing the technical
assistance portions of the project while the IBRD and others
were financing the manageiment and civil works components. This
financing mix made each donor's componcnt dependent on the
otherr donor's component. For example, the TBRD was to
construct the offices and housing for the technical assistance
stalf. In some cases, other donors were providing vehicles for
USAID/Somalia funded sataff, F'or the Agricuvltural Delivery
Systems project, the African Development Fund  (ADF)  wvas  to
build a training school where the ALD technical assistance team
was to teach, Conceptually, this approach was sound in that
cach donor was contrinuting according to its own or assumed
comparative odvantage, Unfortunately, this interdependence has
jeopardized cacn of the projects.

The timing of donor inputs has been a major obstacle and as a
result much of AID funding has been wasted due to lack of
codonor provided facilities on several of the projects. An
example of poor donor coordination was the Central Rangelands
Development project which was designed to have interrcelated
development  activitices/services provided by various donors,
The International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) was
to provide project coordination and management at the national
level, informal education/training at the fiecld level, and
vehicles., The Intcrnational Development Association (IDA) was
to finance the construction of office space and  provide
advisory focilities at the national, regional and district
levels. usarn/sSomalia  was  to provide inputs to support
forestry, animal health, and vehicle maintenance and
secvicing. The World Food Program (WFPP) was to support program
wide development activities throuygh food ftor work. The IFAD
and the WP initiated project activities in 1980, USAID/Somalia
in 1982, and IDA in 1983. As a result, interrelated components
were handicapped by lack of coordination in donor inputs. For
example, IFAD had vehicles in country two years before the AID
financed maintenance and repair program was in place.



Under the Agricultural Delivery Systems project, there was a
lack of careful planning in the proper sequencing of
implementation actions. In the preproject stages, the IBRD was
pressing AID to catch up. Onca the agreements were effective,
the urgency seemed to dissipate quickly. As a result, the AID
financed technical assistance team arrived to find that the
IBRD financed houses were not constructed and the training
schools were not ready. Accordingly, it was necessary for the
technical assistance team to 1lease 1living quarters and
temporary training facilities. At the completion of our audit
in March 1985, almost six years after the project agrecment was
signed, the training facilities and houses were still not
completed, Similarly, under the Bay Regionul Agriculture
Development project it was necessary to delay the arrival of
the tcchnical assistance team., When they arrived after a two
year delay there was <till no laboratory or offices from which
to operate,

In addition, there was little joint donor supervision or
monitoring of projects. Sometimes AID learned of the visit of
a supervisory team only after they had arrived in country and
wvere woriking. In other instances they did not find out until
after the team bhad departed. Copics of supervisory reports
were nolt disseminated among the various donors.

Donors undertook  their  own  separate evaluations without
consulting other intercsted parties. A classic example of the
lack of c¢oordinstion wos when TURD reguested ALD to send a
representative  to  Phame for a  joint  project review. AID
rccoived the telen two days ofter the mecoting had concluded.,
Wnile cflozts have bheen made to  dnprove coordination, the
general o) ing among USAID/Somalia's otelf is thet involvenent
in future mudtidonor coflinanced acsistance projects should be
avoided. AL three projects expericnced numerous delays due Lo
inadequate donor ceordination and ATD funds were wasted as a
result.,

Host Counry Capabiliting
ALY projec. designs vere predicated on the GSDR's capability to
implement the projects, However, little analysis of the host
country cupabilitics was made to supporlt this assumplion. As a
result, too much money was provided too fast and the GSHDLR was
unablce to gsupport or provide the inputs agrecd upon.

Four of the 5 projects were started within a period of less
tnan one yoear. The authorized funding for the 5% projects,
including host country and other donor conlribution, was
$166.7 million (fece Exhinit 3). The average life of these
projects was to be 5 years. Fach of the 5 projects has been
eitended an averaye of two ycars.

Somalia, virtually bankrupt, was required to finance more than
$27 million of the projects. As a result, all of the projeats
have experienced GSDR input problems. We found that 96 percent
of the GSDR development budget comes from foreign donors.
Other than zome in-kind contributions, such an buildings, host
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country contributions were generated from the sale of PL 480,
Title I commodities and the implementation of a Commodity
Import Program. Even using these resources it appears certain
that the agreed to host country contributions will not be
forthcoming. Based on our analysis of the one completed
project (Agriculture Extension, Training and Research), the
GSDR was short approximately $3.8 million. According to the
project agreement, the GSDR was to contribute $6.7 million but
contributions totaled only $2.9 million.

In addition to not providing the agreed upon funds, the GSDR
has not provided fucl as required by conditions precedent which
has further delayed project implementation. For example, the
Comprehensive Groundwater Development project had 80 percent
down time during the past six months due to the lack of fuel.
Over the past two years, down time averaged over 50 percent.

All of the multidonor funded projects are based on a project
management unit approach. According to USAID/Somalia officials
this approach is inappropriate because, at best, it is only
valid during the period of donor financing. After financing is
completed, the PMU is dissolved and planned ministry structures
will not be in place to manage the project. This donor concept
also conflicted with AID's policy to reduce the number of
government parastatals.,

We again refer to the Hunting Evalvation of the Bay Regional
Agriculture Development project. The evaluation stated that
the assignment to the project of staff from different field
ministries and agencies to work under the PMU was difficult and
had not worked smoothly. The PMU was overburdened and the
planning and direction of an integrated project had taken
second place to the day~to-day problems associated with such a
complex operation. This overloading resulted in inadequate
planning and monitoring, lack of timely participant training as
well as a lack of control over the use of materials and
supplies.

Management Comments

USAID/Somalia in response to our recommendation indicated that
it believes the study will be counterproductive and redundant
because reqular portfolio reviews are made by AID/W to
determine whether projects should or should not be terminated
or revised. USAID indicated that revisions and responsiveness
of action agencies for projects 108, 112 and 113 over the past
four months strongly supports the Mission's current development
thrust.,

Office Of Inspector General Comments

We accept USAID/Somalia‘'s more current assessment that the
projects should continue, Further, discussions with Africa
Bureau personnel, indicated that they too support continuing
the projects. We, therefore, will consider the recommendation
closed when the report is issued, but, will continue to monitor
progress as part of our <closed recommendation follow-up

procedures.,




2. Commodity Management Continues To Neced Improvement

Management of AID funded commodities was unsatisfactory.
Despite USAID/Somalia's repeated attempts to get the GSDR to
implement controls over commodities, deficiencies were found in
ordering, tracking, receipt, storage, issuwance, and control.
Thus, it was impossible to account for the commodities
purchased for the projects under review, We found many
instances of inventories containing obsolcte and unused items;
variances between stock record card balances and actual
physical inventories; claims not made for lost or damaged
items. Also, commodities were not available when nceded.
These deficiencies were attributed primarily to the absence of
uniform policies and procedures, lack of continuity in
warehouse staffing, poor or non-existent record keeping and
inadequate storage facilites. Even more overriding was the
fact that GSDR management was unable and/or unwilling to
establish controls. In other words, without controls there is
more flexibility and latitude in the use of commodities,
Effective management requires that adequate internal controls
be established for more than $37 million of commodities. In
view of USAID/Somalia's past inability to get the host country
to take cffective action, we believe that overall commodity
management must be developed by the applicable contracts.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 2

We recommend that USAID/Somalia:

(a) establish uniform commodity
management policies and
procedures, and (b) place

commodity management under the
control and direction of the
contractor at the outset of a
project to establish and/or
implement the mission's uniform
commodity management policies and
procedures, with increasing
responsibility being shifted to
the Somalis as the project matures
and is phased out.

Discussion

The commodity component for the food and nutrition projects
totalled $21.3 million or 36.9% of AID's input. At the time of
our audit, $15.8 million had been earmarked. Types of
commodities included drilling rigs and accessories,
construction and laboratory equipment, farm and irrigation
machinery, vehicles and spare parts.

Commodity management is an integral part of AID assistance
programs. The timely arrival of commodities is important to
the success of the undertaking. Effective utilization of AID
assistance requires that commodities reach the end user in a
timely manner, in good condition and are used for the purpose



intended. AID policy requires the maintenance and retention of
records which document the procurement process from order to
end use. USAID/Somalia is responsible, as part of the project
review process, to verify that commodities are effectively
used. Unneeded commodities siiould be transferred to other AID
activities or disposed of.

Through discussions with USAID/Somalia personnel, and our
review of project files, we found that commodity management has
been in serious trouble for years. In the latter part of 1980,
two AID supply control officers were brought to Somalia for the
purpose of setting up a warehouse and an inventory control
system. Their report concluded that implementation of the
supply system detailed in Chapter 4 of AID Handbook 23, was too
complicated for the untrained GSDR personnel involved. The
individuals supplied by the PMU for commodity control training
and port clearing responsibilities lacked the skills needed for
this work.

In early 1984, another procurement specialist reported on
problems and deficiencies relating to the dearth of procurement
documentation in both USAID/Somalia's and the contractor's
files. He found that in some cases procurement files did not
exist while other files were incomplete. He also noted that
some items were received damaged with no claims filed with the
carrier. Receiving and inspection reports were not routinely
prepared.

A RIG/A/Nairobi audit report issued in August 1984 on the
Agricultural Delivery Systems project, noted that control over
project commodities needed to be improved. The report
recommended that the PMU design and implement an adequate
commodity management system to control and account for the
purchase, receipt utilization, distribution and physical

inventory of project commodities. USAID/Somalia has been
persistent in their attempts to get the PMU to implement an
adequate system but to no avail. During this review we found

the same problems we reported in August 1984.

Not only are commodity management problems still prevalent in
the Agricultural Delivery Systems project but throughout the
other four projects. USAID/Somalia and contractor personnel
cited continuing problems with regard to controlling
commodities. We confirmed their statements by visiting
warehouses and work sites in Mogadishu and Baidoa, by making
test checks of inventory balances, and by reviewing records and
procedures, The results of our work substantiated that
controls over commodities continued to be inadeguate. Some
examples were:

- Ordering - Eighty percent of the present inventory of
spare parts for vehicles wunder the Bay Regional
Agriculture Developmen: project was considered useless.
This was due to parts being ordered by an unqualified
person.



- Communications - Under the Comprehensive Groundwatet
Development project, some commodities remained at the
port for extended periods because arriva) notices were
not forwarded to the project management team. This
resulted in storage charges.

- Staffing - We noted during our review of the Bay
Regional Development project, that the constant turnover
of warehousemen has resulted in inexperienced staff. At
one warehouse location, the 2 staff members had been on
board for 7 days and 4 months, respectively. Not only
was turnover a constant problem, but due to language
difficulties, local nationals could not comprehend parts
manuals. As a result spare parts were not ordered as
needed.

Contractor personnel indicated that even before a
project terminates, local nationals leave to accept
better paying positions. In addition the 1lack of
continuity in local national staffing was a problem
because as soon as a local national becomes "trained" he
leaves.

- Controls Over Commodities - We tested commodity stock
record card balances to physical counts for three
projects included in our audit. Even though, the size
of our sample was limited, we found errors in 16 of 33
items tested. In some instances, stock record cards
were not maintained. At one site, no record was kept
for spare parts on loan. In other instances, issue
slips were prepared but the quantities were not recorded
on the sgtock record cards. Also, when receiving and
inspection reports indicated items were short, these
items and quantities were not identified. Packing lists
were unavailaple for inspection. While we noted that
inventories were periodically taken, the process stopped
at that point. A comparison of actual quantities
counted was not made with stock record card balances.
Inventory variances were neither investigated nor were
appropriate adjustments made to stock cards.

- Warehouse Facilities - We visited several facilities
used to store comnodities and without exception found
them to be inadequate. specifically, the facilities
were dirty, leaked, had no lights, were too small and
lacked adequate security. As a result, project
commodities became commingled, lost or damaged.

Commodity management has not been satisfactory. 1In our view,
USAID/Somalia needs to develop and implement policies and
procedures for the management of commodities from the time of
ordering to the final end use. We believe that making the
contractor responsible for commodity management will result in
better control and use of commodities.



3. The Participant Training Program Can Be More Effective

Participant training is a wvital element of AID's project
assistance and is critical to implementation and sustentation.
Our review of food and nutrition projects showed that (a) many
participants failed to return to Somalia after long-term
academic training in the US, (b) training was not completed
within the allotted time, (c) USAID/Somalia was not receiving
timely academic reports on participants, and (d) excessive
costs were incurred for English language training. The reasons
for these problems were: (a) an adequate mechanism did not
exist to ensure that participants return to Somalia wupon
completion of training; (b) candidate selection processes were
inadequate and protracted; (c) the Office of International
Praining (S&T/IT) in AID/Washington was not submitting academic
progress reports in a timely manner; and (d) little attention
was given to alternative avenues of English language training
other than in the US.,

These problems severely limited the effectiveness of
USAID/Somalia's participant training program. Although, it was
difficult to quantify, it was obvious that a significant amount
of assistance funds was wasted due to poor management of the
program. Of even greater impact were the unnecessary costs
incurred and benefits foregone due to extensive project delays.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 3

We recommend that USAID/Somalia:
(a) develop a mechanism to ensure
that participants return to
Somalia upon completion of
long-term training; (b) require as
part of conditions precedent on
future project agreecments that a
plan be submitted by the host

country identifying qualified
candidates, type of training, and
timing of training; (c)

investigate why the Burcau for
Science and Technology, Office of
International Training is not
submitting academic progress
repocts in a timely manner and
ensure that they do so; and (d)
explore alternatives to English
language training 1in the United
States.

Discussion

We reviewed the status of 48 long-term participant trainees
sent to the U.S. from the 5 projects. Obligations for this
trcaining totaled about $3.1 million, The status of the
participants is detailed in Exhibit 4. We found that after
completing long-term training in the US, many participants were




not returning to Somalia; training was not completed in a
timely manner; USAID/Somalia was not receiving current
information on the participant's progress; and excessive
training costs were incurred.

Participants Not Returning To Host Country

We found that 1l of 23 participants having completed long-term
academic training did not return to Somalia. Thecre were 25
participants still in training at the time of our review.

Most of the project agreements included the following special
covenant:

"Grantee agrees to retain returned
participants at 1levels within the GSDR
commensurate with their enhanced
qualifications for a period twice as long as
their training. In the case of

undergraduate degree returnees who wzre in
training for three or more years, the
grantee agrees to retain them in government
service for a period of not less than 5
yearsS...."

The training objectives of the projects cannot be achieved
unless the participants utilize their newly acquired academic
skills in Somalia. While it is difficult to pinpoint the
reasons why participants are not returning to Somalia, it is
apparent that a mechanism is needed to ensurce that they do
return, Without such a mechanism, the program's effectiveness
is in question and AID's recources wasted.,

In response to the draft report USAID/Somalia stated that in
more rccent project planning the mission has been following a
serics of basic strategies intended to significantly reduce the
problem of trainces not returning: (a) undergraduate programs
are to be conducted largely in country using improved
facilities available at the National University of Somalia
(NUS); (b) graduate study programs will, whenever possible, be
designed to require final research projects be done in Somalia,
and the degrecs granted at the NUS. While thesc degrees will
not have the sale value of recognized degrees from US
universities, they will have almost all the educational values,

Training Was Not Completed In Timely Manner

Twenty-threce of the 48 participants entering long-term training
had not completed their program prior to the original PACD.
The original PACD had expired for 3 of the 5 projects. Each of
the projects has been extended an average of 2 years. For 3 of
the projects, it was a minimum of 2 years after the project
agreement was signed before the first participants departed for
training. For 29 participants who entered training under these
projects, 12 did not enter the program until 4 years after the

project agreements were signed.
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For example, under the Agriculture Extension, Training and
Research project, 3 participants were in training at the time
of our review. We found that none of these participants was
able to complete the curriculum by the revised PACD of Dacember
31, 1984. The original PACD for this project was September 30,
1982, Accordingly, it has been necessary to continue these
participants under a follow on project.

Underc the Agricultural Delivery Systemns project, 16
participants were selected for long-term training. The first
participant did not start training until 2 1/2 years after the
project agrecment was signed. It was over 4 years before 6 of
the participants began their programs. Twelve of the 16
participants had not completed training prior to the original
PACD,

Most project agreements stipulated through a special covenant
that:

"the Grantee agrees to nominate candidates
for training in a timely and efficient
Mannere...."

In accordance with AID policy, candidates should be nominated
and sclected so that time will be available to permit the
trainee to complete the required courses in the degree program
and return to the host country to work on the project and gain
experionce from the technical assistance tean.

In our view, the abhove situation occurred because inadequate
attention was given to the candidate selection process. The
project papers and files disclosed that none of the projects
had an adequate long-term participant training implementation
plan. We belicve that such a plan should include the number of
participants to veceivc training, criteria for selection, and a
time phased schedule for nomination, selection, departurc and
return of the participants.

If participants are not provided as planned, the value of
technical assistance is eroded and institution building is
doubtful. Also, when the phasing of participants gets off
schedule, subsequent project activity is disrupted.

Academic Reports Were Not Received Tn Timely Mannet

An  academic progress report should be  prepared by  the
participant after each term (semester, quarter) showing the
courses taken and grades received for the current term and also
showing the courses to be taken the following terml/, Our
examination of USAID/Somalia's long-term participant training
files showed that not all of the rcports were current. For
example, in the Agriculture Extension, Training and Research

1/ The report also contains comments by the participant's
academic advisor and S&T/IT relative to progress/problems.



project, the latest academic reports for 2 of 3 participants
were over a year old.

In the Comprechensive Groundwater Development project there were
no academic progress reports in the training files for 2 of the
4 participants pursuing degrees even though they had arrived in
the US in late 1983. Also, the latest progress report for one
participant was over a year old.

Under the Agricultural Delivery Systems project, 4 participant
files out of 17 were reviewed. The latest progress reports for
2 participants were about a year old.

Academic progress reports are prepared for the purpose of
allowing AID to adequately monitor a student's progress. If
project officers and training officers are to perform this
function, it is imperative that these reports be reviewed upon
the completion of each academic term. Significant resources
are involved with each long-term participant which is another
reason to highlight the importance of these progress reports.
To illustrate, under the Agricultural Delivery Systems project,
the average cost for a participant to earn a Master of Science
degree is  $45,000. Without current progress reports,
USAID/Somalia does not have sufficient information to evaluate
the participant's progress and value to the program. According
to Section 5D3a(3) of AID Handbook #10, the academic progress
reports (AID form 1380-69) are to be submitted by the
participants through their acedemic advisors to the S&T/IT in
AID/W after each academic term. S&T/IT 1is responsible for
forwarding these reports to the appropriate USAID.

Participants are to prcepare progress reports in collaboration
with the academic advisor. At the USAID/Somalia level we were
unable to determine whether the source of the proolem was at
the university lecvel or with S&r/IT for not forwarding the
teports in a timely mannerc.

Without academic reports, the USAID/Somalia is not in a
position to monitor the participant's progress or to take
action when needed. This could result in a waste of valuable
training funds.

In commenting on the draft report USAID/Somalia stated that the
mission is sensitive to the nced for carly identification of
problems and/or nced for additional support, and is restricting
future training programs for institutions whose record of
reporting has been the most satisfactory. Also, usalb/Somalia
feels that in order for corrections to be done ecffectively,
S&T/IT must provide the services or the responsibility must be
be assigned to an agent that can and will make timely academic
reports.

Excessive Costs Were Incurred For English Language Training
Numerous participant trainees were sent to the costly Amecican
Language Institute, Georgetown University (ALI/GU) for English




language trasning. In our opinion, this was done without any
consideraticn to less costly alternatives. The tuition cost
for Englisn language training at ALI/GU is $90 per month. 1In
addition,-ecach participant receives a living allowance of about
$60 per day for the first month. The per diem cost thereafter
is $£50 per month.

Under the Agriculture DExtension, Training and Research project,
the Central Rangelands Development project, and the
Agricultural Delivery Systems project, we noted that 9 of 13
participants had attended [English language training at
Georgetown University for three months each, Total cost was
about  $34,000. AID Handbook 10 on participant training
stipulites that English language training is to be requested at
ALI/GU only under special circumstances when the USAID cannot
arrange intensive traianing locally. Wec found no evidence that
any alternative was considered.

USAID/Somalia officials agree that 1language training in the
U.S. is expensive and other options should be explored. These
options inc.ude training in Egypt and Kenya. Another
possibility 1is to expand the English language facilities at
United States Information Scrvice in Mogadishu.

In commenting on the draft report, USAID/Somalia stated that
current plane for upcoiing agricultural projects will include
English language training in  Somalia for all project
participante.  Tuls will be accompliched through a major human
resources developnient project which will come on line in mid -
1986. It will have as one of its first tasks the upgrading of
the English language programs at both the KNUS and the Somalia
Institute of Devcelopaent Adininistration and Management.



4. Recurrent Cost Problem Was Not Being Adequately Addressed

Many countries in the world where AID provides assistance are
not allocating adequate budgetary resources to finance the
recurrent costs of their present portfolio of development
investments. The GSDR falls into this category. Given the
present financial condition of the GSDR, we doubt whether they
can now or will be able to meet recurrent costs in the
foreseeable future. With minor exceptions, all of the projects
under review were totally dependeint on outside donors. The GOS
could not pay their agreed to contributions much less absorb
recurring project costs. Accordingly, we believe that
USAID/Somalia needs to think in terwms of a long-term strategy
to solve the problem.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 4

We recommend that USAID/Somalia
develop a 1long-term strategy to
address the recurrent cost problem
in Somalia. The strategy should
address those factors identified
in AID's policy paper on recurrent
costs dated May 1982.

Discussion

Recurrent costs are defined simply as those costs that recur,
as opposed to capital, or fixed, costs, which are concentrated
at the beginning of a project's life. Thus, in an agricultural
research project, the costs of providing the buildings and
equipment, as well as the costs of initial training and
expatriate expertisc, are fixed costs which occur only in the
start-up phase of the project. The annual cost of salaries,
utilities, maintenance, matcrials, and replacement of worn-out
capital are recurrent costs which continue as 1long as
agricultural reseacch activities are carried out.

Our audit showed that all the projects will experience
recurrent cost problems, We found that 96 percent of the GSDR
development budget comes from outside donors of which 45-55
percent represents AID assistance, Other than some in-kind
contributions, such as buildings, host country contributions
are providecd from revenues gencrated from the sale of PL 480,
Title I commodities and the implementation of a Commodity
Import Program (CIP). This 1is a short term measure. ['urther
evidence that reccurrent cost was alrcady a problem was that all
of the projecte were experiencing fuel shortages. The GSDR had
agreed to provide project fuel but it was financially unable to
do so.

USAID/Somalia officials acknowledged the existence of this
major problem in Somalia. Tentative plans have been considered
which would provide some relief on recurrent costs such as
import/export tariff and tax reform. However, to date, no
definitive strategy exists, Further, necither the Country



Development Strategy Statement (CDSS) nor the project papers
comment on methods to address the problem,

We see no short-term solution os long as AID continues to
provide project assistance to a government that is virtually
bankrupt. No long-term benefits can he expected from AID's
short- term development projects. Thus, without continued
financial support, AID's projects will accomplish very little
long-term benefit. Accordingly, we belicve that USAID/Somalia
needs to address this problem. In consideration of AID
providing support for recurrent costs, the strategy should
address the following tests as spelled out in AID's May 1982
policy paper on this subject:

- An acceptable policy framework or clear movement toward
such a framework;

- An assurance that recurrent cost support has higher
development impact than new investments;

- An inability of the host country to undertake recurrent
cost financing; and

- A carefully phased plan exists for shifting the entire
burden to the host government.,

This review raiscs questions about project assistance in
Somalia. The projects have accomplished little yet are
creating a financial burden on a government that is bankrupt.

Managcment Comments

USAID/Somalia  takes exception to the statement that "no
definitive strategy exists" for addressing the recurrent cost
problcm.  They point out that cince January 1985, Somalia has
under the current International Monctary Fund (IMF) program
engaged in an aggressive plan to put its financial house in
order and subsequently alleviate its rccurrent cost burden, 70
date, the GSDR has complied with all aspects of the IMF
agreement. They also point out that the CDSS for Somalia
supports the IMF efforts. They beclieve that the success Or
failure of the IMF program, other donors, and USAID/Somalia's
stabilization strategy will determine the capacity of the GSDR
to absorb the recurrent costs from developnent projects. They
also believe the quote made in our report from AID's May 1982
policy paper on recurrent costs was taken out of context.
their position is that it only applies to the use of
appropriated dollar funds not local currency gencrated from
Economic Support kund riograms such as PL 480, Title I and CIP.

Office OF Inspector General Comments

While we agree that the IMF program, other donors and
USA1D/Somalia's stabilization strategy should have an impact on
the capacity of the GSDR to absorb recurrent costs, Wwc do not
belicve it alleviates the need for USAID/Somalia to develop a
definitive long term strategy which addresses those factors




identified in AID's policy paper on recurrent costs. We found
little discussion in the January 1985 CDSS related to recurring
costs. In our opinion recurring costs are a Key issue 1in
providing project assistance, Project assistance is
ineffective if the GSDR can't sustain the project activities,
and maintain the infrastructures provided by donor assistance.
Furthermore, in our opinion the wuse of 1local currencies
gencrated from PL 480, Title I and CIP programs to provide GSDR
contributions to the projects and to meet recurrent costs is a
stop-gap measurce. While these currencies may be owned by the
host ¢overnment, the fact is that they were generated through
AID funcded assistance programs and would not be available
otherwise. We assume these programs will not be perpetual
sources of local currencies. Accordingly, we believe a
long-term strateqy for addressing the recurrent cost problems
of AID's project assistance to Somalia should be developed.

We have retained our recommendation because the CDSS does not
address the recurring cost issues nor does it provide a

recurring cost strategy.



B. Compliance And Internal Control

Compliance

Our survey identified major project issues that were pervasive
on all of the projects reviewed. Accordingly, we reviewed
compliance with laws, AID regulations and the project
agreements as they relate to those issues. We found that the
GSDR lacks the capability to comply with agreement provisions
in such arecas as implementation, management controls and
recurring costs.

Internal Control

We noted significant problems with regard to internal and
management controls as discussed in findings 1 thru 4,
Specifically, the managment of project resources, AID-funded
commodities and participant training lacked effective
management and intcrnal control procedures.
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pemonstration
Plots

Extension

Training

Survey

COMPARISON OF ACHIEVEMENTS
AGRICULTURE EXTENSION, 'I'RAINI

T0 GOALS (COMPLETED MZ-F
NG AND RESEARCH PROJECT NO. 649-0101

8 TO DECEMBER 31, 1984/

SEPTEMBER 30, 197

Project Paper Goals
PACD September 30, 1982/

To increase agricultural
production through an
intensification program
implemented by the NES.

peliver the existing minimum
input technical package to
pilot facrmers in the Bay
Region while gaining
experience on the ground in
developing methodologies

for delivering technology

to the farmers.

40 rainfed (Sorghum)

20 ircigated (naize)

25 Base level Ments
trained and working

Training materials
developed

12,500 families having access
to extension information,

12 long term Somalis.
10 specially trained Somalis.

Baseline survey.

st

Date of Project Agreement to PACD.
PACD extended to December 31, 1984 to accommodate participants.
Review of dociuunentation and discussions with USAID/S officials.
) 'Ihere was no project revision.

Actual Accomplishments
As Of PACD December 31, 1984Y

PMILIT L
e 1 of 1

Cannot be quantified due to lack

of baseline data. Also, some
results are mixed with those
of projects 649-0112

and 649-0113.

Cannot specify any technical

package to this project. Several

from project 649-0112 assumed
because of foundation laid by
this project

120-240 trials in about 60
villages. Size of plots much
less than 1 hectare planned.

None.

75-90 in three areas.

N> cecords available to quantify

trcaining materials developed.

No idea of how many farmers wete
getting information which is in
verbal form due to material not

being translated into Scmali

language and most Somalis being

unable to read.

4 of 14 pacticipants received
degrees and returned by PACD,

9 participants completed short
teria training

tone received.



Components

Goals

Rurpose:

Qutpiess

Produ~tion
vells

Institution
Building

Deilling

OOMPARISON OF ACHIEVEMENTS TO GOALS (I

QUMPREHENS]IVE GROUNDWATER DEVELOPMENT »

mmmm‘)‘

SEPTEMBER 30, 1979 THROUGH JANUARY 2!; !!!iy

Project Paper Goals
PACD September 30, 1984

To provide olequate water
supply for the population
and livestock of Somalia.

To develop an on-going water
Developgment progzam to provide
potable and livestock wataer.

66 livestock.
74 Domestic.

WDA undertaking annual
work plan.

Drilling rigs averaging
8 wells per year

Revised Goals?/ Latest
PACD Septenber 30, 1986

No Change.

No Change.

60-65 rural, borehole
water production
systens,

WDA Planning Dept.
updating data
continously,

Hydrogeologic and natural
year-round water source
maps developed,

One set per year input
studies being produced.

Water Data Center esta-
blished in MMWR.

2 private sector firms
starting up.

4 private boreholes
drilled,

Pramotion plans devised.

WDA capable of
independent drilling of

50 boreholes/year,

Interia Goals As Of

January 31, 19853/

19 drilled,

Established and fully
staffed.

Not Sm‘f‘“c

Mot specified.
Established and fully
staffod,

Not specified.

Not specified,

Not specified,

DHIBIT 2
FageTol Y

Actual mun-nu
As Of January 31, 1985/

80 drilled, about 45-50 producing.

No data updated. To start
in May 1985 when advisor
arcives.

None, Presently drafting
agreement with UN with approval
anticipated for end of Macrch 1985.

508 staffed, but not officially
appcoved by GSDR.

None. Contractor conducting
studies. Recommendation by
July 1985 for inclusion of
peivate sector in water
develomment,

None. Mission plans to phase out
WDA as a driller and to contract
this activity out to private
mw'-
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OOMPARISON OF ACHIEVEMENTS TO GOALS (INOOMPLETE mmcxss
IVE TER DEVELOPMENT PROJECT NO. -

SEPTEMBER 30, 1979 THROUGH JANUARY 31, 1985/

Project Paper Goals Revised Goals?/ Latest Intecin Goals As Of Actual Accomplishments
Ooponents PACD September 30, 1984 PACD September 30, 1986  Januacy 31, 1985Y/ As Of January 31, 19854/
Adequate data Hydrogeologic maps See above,
base for at 1:100,000 developed.
defining the
water
gesources
Hydrogeologic data with
regular updates being
processed by MR, Mot specified,
Txaining Not specified. 4 long term in US, Not specified. 2 of 4 participants in US will
not ceturn before PACD.
10 short term in US. Not specified, 8 participants sent to US.
All Staff receive QJT. Not specified. Staff receiving continous QIJT.

Date of Project Agreement to date of audit.

Revised 5,26/84.

Per Implementation Schedule,

Review of documentation and discussions with contractor and USAID/S officials.

ESSS



Components

Goal:

Qutputs;

Range De-
velognent

OUMPARISON OF ACHIEVEMENTS TO GOALS (INCOMPLETY
CENTRAL

RANGELANDS DEVELOPMENT PROJECT NO. ¢

AUUST IB. 1979 TO JANUARY Ji‘ 1985/

oject Papetr Goals Interim Goals As Of
PACD September 30, 1986 Januacy 31, 1985%/
T0 implement a system of No Change.

range management which
balances animals and
forage to optimize
livestock production while
peeserving the resources.

Develop and initiate No Change.
4 range mangement pro-

gran in the central

region of the country.

Resource Inventory. Completed.
Range Ground Survey. Completed.
Range Investigations. 788 complete,
$ trial areas of 100 Completed.
hectaces each.

40 person-months of Completed.
consultant time.

Grazing Assoclation formed 908 completed.
focr each of 78 resecves.

45 Town/Village Grazing Completed,
Reserves established.

20 Range Grazing Reserves Completed,
established,

1 famine qrazing resecve Completed.

established and equipped
with borehole for
each of 13 districts,

Datablish boundacies and Completed.
subdivisions.

Bage 3 of 9

-:13761'68—"'-

Actual Aocomplishments
As Of January 31, 1985%/

The World Bank in its multi-donor
Mid-Term Review Final Report stated
®that the project was too large, too
complex and too geographically
dispersed. These problems, in turn were
exacerbated by the chronic national and
international security problems which
plagued the project from its inception,®-

Completed, but livestock estimates
questionable and more photographs
needed.

Completed, but nonc of 284 planned
monitoring sites established.

Actual nurber of 92 planned cange
ceference areas unknown., No grazing
trials conducted.

None completed,

None to date,

3 formed in Mobyo district.
only.

None established.

None established. Water
points have yet to be
determined.

None established. Revision to
exclude this component.

None established.



Conpoents

Pormal Trainings

,mmsouonaumnsmm (1
RANGELANDS DEVELOPMINT PROU

JECT NO.

COVTRAL RANGELANDS DEVELORENT 4D
AUGUST 18, 1979 TO _JANUARY 31, 198

Project Paper Guals
PACD Septenber 30, 1986

Inte: ir Goals As Of
January 31, 19852/

Page 4 of 9

'NCOMPLETE PROJECTS)
49-010

Actual Accomplishments
As Of January 31, 1985Y

21 1/2 person-years of 918 Corpleted. Not quantified. Some staff
professional services. on board.
Establish Range Management 808 completed. Accomplished.
Dept. at University.
Provide 4 lectucers. 918 completed, 2 lecturers provided.
Prepare course 908 completed. Accomplished.
curricula and field
training progcam.
20 person years Completed. 9 stacted, 1 obtained
of fellcwships. training and returned,
Soil Conservation:
Design and execute Completed. Accomplished.
trials in three
locations.
Technical
Assistances
40 1/2 person years. 908 completed, pid not quantify.
Other Donor Activities:
Training Various. Completed. Accomplished.
Range Bducation Vacious. 89% completed. Not quantified in some
instances.
Forestry Various. 87% completed, Not quantified in some
instances.
Veterinary
Services Var ious. 87% completed. Not quantified in some
instances.
NRA Head- Not quantified in some
.quarcters Various. 92-1008 complete. instances.

Date of Project Agreement to date of audit,

2/ As per Project Paper Lnplementation Schedule.
3/ Review of documentation and discussions with USAID/S officials.

(A) There has been no revision to-date.
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Qutputs:
Fxtension

Scrvice

Training

Page 5 of 9

OOMPARISON OF ACHIEVEMENTS TO GOALS (INCOMPLETE PROJECTS
AGRICULTURAL DELIVERY SYSTEMS PRQJECT NO.
AUGUST 18, 9 TO JANUARY 31, 198

Project Paper Goals

PACD Septexber 30, 1984

Increase productivity in
the small farmer segment
of the Agriclutral Sector.

To revitalize the
institutional base for
delivering techno-
logical information

and training to farmers,

NES staffed and
operating.

75 FEA per year in
intensive courses,

PMETC staffed and
operating.

50 students/year coming
out.

Curriculum emphasizing
field training.

30 Interns/yeat

Participants - 40
person/yeacs

Other Donor Activity:

Ndvisory Secvice
Facilties not built.

Revised Goals
Aug. 1983 - Latest

PACD September 30, 1986

Increase indigenous
food crop production
through a strengthened
agricultural extension
capability linked to
applied agricultural
research.

Establish NES head-
quarters at Afgoi.

Not specified.

Build center including
60 ha, farm,

Not specified.

Not specified,

Not specified.
Upgrade 2 extension
centers at Bonka &
Janale.

Introduction of ex-
tension methodology.

Continuous training of
extension pecsonnel.

38 graduates.

Avisocy Service,

Actual Accomplishments
As Of Januacy 31, 19852/

Not established.

Partially staffed. Short on
technical/counterpart staff,
over on support staff,

None.

Completed except for classroom.
Problem with no water or power,
Bguipment ordered, but not rec'd.
Anticipate long delivery time,
60 ha, farm being used.

None., Students not available

Developed.

20 instructors graduated,
Not upgraded, BEquipment
ocdered. Bonka replaced
by Johar.

Aoocomplished,

Not quantified.
16 started; 4 obtained
training & returned.

Establish Facm Management

v



Page 6 of 9

COMPARISON OF ACHIEVEMENTS TO GOALS (INCOMPLETE
AGRICULTURAL DELI NO. 6
AUGUST IB. 1979 _TO JANUARY 3[‘ 193;.]

Revised Goals
Components rroject Papecr Goals Aug. 1983 - Latest Actual Accomplishments
PACD September 30, 1984 PACD Septenber 30, 1986 As Of Januacy 31, 1985%/
Operate 400 ha, demon- 320 ha. Problem with
stration farm. getting water.

Access to 2 other demon-
stration farms, Status Unknown,

Provide technical and
managecial back-up. Not functioning as proposed.

Date of Project Agreement to date of audit.
2/ Review of documntation and discussions with USAID/S officials and contractor.

{A) There were no interim goals provided foc in the Project Paper ot its revision.

//V@
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Project Papet Goals Actual Accomplishments
Components PACD September 30, 19853/ As Of January 31, 1988Y
OBAJECTIVES: Increase crop and livestock The baseline data survey was not available
production in the region by until Januacry 1985. Increased production,
increasing production an if any, cannot be measured. Land docs not
currently cultivated land have access to water and groundwater is
and expanding cultivation not available.
into new lands;
Intergrate extension opera- working well, Extension agents cooperative,
tions to incorporate both GSDR provided livestock and forage research
crop and livestock intec- underway.
veintions in a farm systems
approach; and
Estoblish a basis for de- working to a large degree. Concept may not
centralized integrated de- be continued as reseacch needs centralized
velopenent planning and management and the integrated concept is
implem:ntation through the too cumbersome.
MU
OUTPUIS:
-Agcicultural 350,000 ha. expanded into At best, between 79,000 and 100,000 ha.
Intensification productive lands. will be expanded. Will pcoduce only
28.6% of goal.
Extens’.on packagyes pco- None from this project.
vided to farmecs.
4 Pilot Agricultucal De- None accumplished. Concept dropped.
velopment Units (PADU)
established.
1,525 MI' sorghum produced.
Not quantified as baseline data
survey not received until January 1985.
450 MT pulse prodiuced.
4% increase in cattle off
take.
Cannot be achieved unless export
problem i3 resolved.
4% increase in sheep
and goats.
Regional Extension 106 Field Extension Agents, 50 in four districts,
Scevices
Infrastructure. In place, but not really active,
Tasks and Practices to Aoconpl ished,
farmers,
Sophisticated technologies None from this project. Some from
and inputs introduced. projects 649-0101 and 649-0112.
Extension Spocialist. Not on board.

)
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Conponents

Megional Weterinacy

Secrvices

Seed Farm

Water Supply

Monitocing and
Evaluation

ONER DONOR ACTIVITY:

Mrcicultural
Intensification

Regional Extensicn
Secrvice

Regional Veterinacy
Secvice

OOMPARISON OF ACHIEVEMENTS TO GOALS (INCOMPLETE
BAY REGIONAL AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT PRQJECT MO,
AUGUST 31, 1980 THROUGH JANUARY 31, 198

Project Paper Goals

PACD September 30, 190§y

2 mobile vaccination
tean staffed & equipped.

4 Veterinary staffs trained
and equippod.

1) new dispensaries es-
tablished and stocked.

17 existing dispensaries
stocked,

Baidoa weterinary Secvice
Headquaters strengthencd,

Laboratory facilities
provided.

Staff trained,
Vetecinarian recruited,

200 ha. farm staffed and
equipped.

Technical Assistance.

Develop program to impcove
farim tools/implements,

Somali Farm Manager
trained abroad.

Comnodities.

100 boreholes.
Baseline Study,
Extecnal Evaluation,
land Use Capabilities
Study.

Civil Construction,

Operating costs.
Opecrating costs,

Actual Accomplishments
As Of Januar ' 31, 1985Y/

3 teams established.

7 established, but not fucnished
or staffed.

Did not quantify,

Did not quantify.

Accormplished,

In process,

On board,

100 ha. under production, but

workshop not established,

Sizeable quantity of commodities not in.
Farm may be relocated to Afgol.

On board.

Accompl {shed,

In training.

About 70% conplete. Nced specs to
complete final ocdec.

Did not quantify.
Recelved.
Planned for FY 86.

Accomplished,
Not M‘QMU

Did not quantity.
Did not quantify.

Page 8 0f 9
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COMPARISON OF ACHIEVEMENTS TO GOALS (INCOMPLETE mmm&_
BAY REGIONAL AGRICULIURE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT MNO. 649-011

AUGUST 31, 1980 THROUGH JANUARY 31, 1985%Y

Project Paper Goals

Actual Accomplishments
As Of January 31, 1985Y

Not quantified. No construction
and equipment not maintained.
No evidence of reporting system,

Components PACD September 30, 1985%/

Seed Farm Seed Distribution System. In place.
Workshop. Not established,

wWater Supply 10 dug wells, Did not quantify.
4 uars, Did not quantifty.

Access Roads 600 km feeder/access
coads,

1/ Date of Project Agreement to date of audit.

§j PACD extended to July 31, 1987.

Y/ Review of docurentation and discussion with USAID/Somalia pecsonnel,

(A) There nas been no project revision to date.

(B) There wece no benchmarks established.
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Title

Meiculture Extension,
Txaining & Research

Compeehensive Ground-
wvatet Develogment

Central Raywelands
Development
Mricultural Delivery
Systems

Bay Regional Mgri-
culture Development

Totals

FINANCIAL STATUS
IA_FUOD_AND NUTRITION PROJECTS

USAID/SOMALIA FO0D AND NUTRIT
AS OF DECEMBER 31, 1984

BOUBIT )

($000)
AID _ LIFE OF PROJECT QOST
Latest Othat
Number startl/  PACD Obligations  Disbursemcnts  Total  AID GSDR Donors
649-0101  9/30/78  12/31/84  § 3,99) $ 3,810 $11,708 § 5,050 §6,658 § -O-
649-0104  9/30/79  9/30/86 18,800 10,901 25,100 18,800 6,300 -0-
649-0108  8/19/7%  9/30/88 14,94 5,618 46,300 15,000 5,000 26,300
649-0112  8/28/79  9/30/86 8,635 4,97 31,335 8,635 3,90 20,800
€49-0113  8/31/80  7/31/87 1,an 4,301 $0,266 11,171 5,610 33,485 ¥/
$22.34) $23,541 816,700 $38,636 RRLJGA 9 0,583

Mate of Project Agrecment.
- Includes $4,785 from USAID/Somalia projects €49-0101 and 649-0104,

AV



EXHIBIT 4

RECAP OF STATUS OF LONG-TERM PARTICIPANTS

AS OF JANUARY 31, 1985

Projects

Number of Participants

Started Returned In Training Not Returning

14

16

B |

0101 Agriculture Extension,
Training and Research
0104 Comprehensive Groundwater
Development
0108 Central Rangelands
Development
0112 Agricultural Delivery
Systems
0113 Bay Regional Agriculture
Development
TOTALS
1/ One of these 5 participants
requirements.
2/
3/

are no longer

in training,

More than likely,

s 1/

2%
5 1/

K lo

returned without

One of these 2 participants returned and resigned.
These pacticipants did not return to the host country when schaduled and
there will be others

conpleting training and not returning.

3 6
4 0
6 1
7 4
] N
25 y Y

completing degrec
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SOMALIA FOOD AND NUTRITION
PROJECTS

USAID/Somalia Comments (Original Draft)

l. Executive Summary: The mission feels strongly that the
executive summary must be revised to put the problems noted in
their proper perspective, and to give recognition to the steps
that have already been taken to address those problem areas.
The reader of the summary is left with the impression that the
mission has not taken any steps to address these problems when
we have been working on them for over two years. We suggest
the following clarifications:

Recognizing that "the projects' designs were predicated on
faulty assumptions and overly optimistic goals". (it should
also be noted in the summary that in 1978 and 1979, AID had
little choice but to piggy-back on IBRD designed projects, in
order to get on at that time modest AID program off to a quick
start. Subsequently as the mission's experience indicated the
faults, the mission did go through major project revisions
wherein the goals were revised downward to come in line with
more realistic assumptions.

Multi-donor cofinancing arrangcments under which three of the
four projects werc implemented have not worked. Therefore,
recognizing the deficicencies to the multi-donor arrangements,
USAID, during the project revisions also redesigned the AID
inputs to be parallel and complimentary to other donor inputs
rather than inter-dependent as originally designed. Further,
the mission has established a policy of not entering into
further joint financing projects.

Recognizing the validity of the third problem area, one of the
objectives of the development program is to create within the

government the institutional capacity to carry on the proposed
projects. Thus, while the problem remains, USAID, CDSS has
already begun targeting its new programs on Human Resource
Development as a major thrust to overcome the dearth of
qualified personnel now facing almost any development activity.

The mission would agree to inserting “"adequate® betwecn
establish and controls in the summary where reference is made
to commodities and participant training.

The mission believes that the audit statement regarding
increased food production should indicate in the executive
summary that while food grain production between the GU season
of 1982 to GU seascn of 1984 increased dramatically from 91,100

1,‘(
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to 170,000 tons, the more than 87 percent increase 1in
production is more likely due to weather and liberal pricing
policies of the GSDR, promoted by the AID mission's policy
dialogue, than technological yield increases from the mission's
more recent two to three year technical assistance efforts
where significant technological progress is not yet evident,

Regarding recurrent costs, the mission feels that the report
would be more factual if it stated that very difficult
recurring costs problems loom on the horizon as Somalia is
bankrupt, and must get the macro-economic stabilization program
and reforms (under IMF) implemented (through private sector
approach) for both import substitution and exports in order to
generate revenues and avert a domestic liquidity crisis.

Specific comments on recommendations are as follows:

The audit draft clearly indicates that the perspective of the
audit team is constantly referring to the original design of
the projects in question and further reflects that their
reference to the mission's CDSS has been shallow. Three of the
projects in ° question have undergone intensive
rodesign/modification, thereby placing the mission in a better
position to manage the projects through their PACDs. The
wearness noted in the report has been taken into account in the
mission's CDSS with emphasis shifting to address the dearth of
manpower available to the government to implement its recurring
and developnent activities. In addition, in the agriculture
sector, the migsion's proposed project for FY 86 recognizes
that the task to strengthen the Agricultural and Veterinary
faculties in support of developing viable National Agricultural
Rescarch program is a long term effort. That project would be
designed as a 10 yecar project with funding to be ooligated for
the first 5 year phase, thereby taking into account that short
run initiatives would be inadequate to that task. The audit
team's report makes no mention of the mission's redirected
strategy, a highlight of the CNSS which has been submitted to
AID/W, and approved prior to completion of the audit team's
report,

With respect to audit tecam recommendation No. 1:

"We recommend that USAID/Somalia reassess 1its approach to
increasing food production with particular attention devoted to
(a) project designs, (b) multidonor co-financed, and (c) host
country capability.”

Two new projects, the Somalia Management Training and
Development project (SOMTAD) 649-0119 and the Mission's
Proposed Human Resources Mobilization and Training for
Agricultural Research project (HRMTAR) 649-0126 reflect a major



Page 3 of 8

change in the mission's direction to assist Somalia achieve
results in its development efforts. As the CDSS points out,
Somalia's dearth of trained technicians and managers serve as a
major impediment in the development process, The project
designs have paid considerably more attention to achievable
targets and time frame for their accomplishment, there is no
multidonor cofinancing, and the major emphasis on human
resource development is directed to correct the host country's
capability or lack thereof,.

Further while the audit team recognizes the mission's need to
initiate programs in 1979, its attitude toward the mission's
relationship to the Bank's project designs 1is a little
cavalier. The IBRD spends as much and often more time in its
project design activities, To immediately require redesign
activities as a first step in cooperative participation 1in
three already designed multi-donor projects would have soured
relations and stalled initiation of projects which were
probably long on the drawing board. Furthermore, given the
turnover of mission and Embassy personnel it is not justified
to suggest that the mission should have expected that the other
donors would be unable to mobilize their interdependent inputs
in a timely manner, i.e., that only AID is able to implement
projects.

The audit should have noted that the mission has responded in a
logical way  to the inability of the other donors to merge their
inputs in an cffective way by redesigning AID's inputs to be
able to function indepently, but complementing those of the
other donors too little mention has been made of the turnaround
that has taken place since the redesign of the Central
Rangelands Development project 649-0108 in September 1983,
Agricultural Delivery Systems project 649-0112 in September
1983, and the Ray Region Development project 649-0113 in March
1985. Further, we have defined a mission policy, stated in the
CDSS, that future coordination with donors will be above the
project level and our programs will be independent of other
dono: projects.

While the draft report covered activities through December 31,
1984, lack of mention of any other donor inputs expected to be
on line within the short run adds negative bias to positive
factors which will contrioute to continued USAID contractor
outputs. One ecxample would be the completion and activation of
the Afmet Hecadquarters and training center facilities (649-0112
project) in Afgoi funded by the African Development Bank.
Similar facilities can be expected to come on line tor the Bay
Region Development project in Baidoa in November of this year.

With respect to audit recommendation No. 2:

Ap
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"We recommend that USAID/Somalia (a) establish uniform
commodity management policies and procedures, and (b) place
commodity management under the control and direction of the
contractors",

While USAID is not satisfied with the commodity management of
its ongoing projects, considerable improvement has been made
over the past 6 months. More improvements are needed, and the
mission is initiating steps for project mangers to randomly
sample 5 to 10 items during site visits and in addition is
preparing Handbook whicn will provide the guidance on the
mission's uniform commodity management policies for project
managers and contractors. In the first instance, a conmplecte
inventory has been completed for the Agricultural Delivery
Systems project and the spare parts and workshop ecquipment will
be turned over to the field support wunit, PFSU with an
appropriate credit being given to the project. The inventory
and usc of those items will rest with the PFSU wiich will
support most projects. In the second instance, in two of the
projects (CRDP, ANSP), there has been mixing of the commodities

supplied by donors. For example, furniture, equipment and
vehicles, suppliced by the IBRD, may be used by AIb funded
techncians., while USAID will be  insisting upon tighter

controls of ATD funded commodities, the objective of our inputs
is not golely property managyement. The miscion contends that
common sensc should prevail through the respective PAChs.

Since the team's recowmmendation Lo place coamoditios ontirely
under the contractors is subject to the saome criticisi but more
so that it leveled at the project managemenlt units regarding
viabhility after project is complete, the mission staff suggesto
that. section (b) of the recomrendation be revised to require
more responsibility be given to contractors ot the outsct of a
pioject to cstablich and/or implement the mission's uniform
commodity management policies and procedures, with increasing
cesponsipility being shifted to the Sowulis as  the project
matures and goes into a phase out situalion,

With respect to recomacndation No. 3:

The draft audit clearly identified the four (4) problems most
appacert to migsion personnel, rcecommended solutions to which
have bcen used as benchinarks for more recent project planning:
1) the need for a mechanism that will insure that participants
will return to Somalia, and do so in a timely fashion; 2) the
need to have qualified candidates identified, and these persons
available for training when scheduled; 3) develop with ST/17T
and/oc OICD/IT/USDA an operational plan for timely submission
of academic progress ceports (AETRS) to mission project
backstop officers; and 4) identification of effective
altecnatives to English language training in the United States.
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Participant return. Two recent USAID/GSDR studies, the Somalia
Education and Human Resources Sector Assessmcnt (January 1984),
and the Somali Civil Service Study (September 1984) have
identified extremely low salaries, and few if any possibilities
for professional advancement as primary causes for the high
rate of participant non-return with current monthly salarics
for middle grade public servants comparable to U.S. Dollars
30-35, and almost no promotion policies that relate
professional advancement to a level of training, there is an
obviously high level of temptation to seek employment in a
non-Somali setting. This situation was also exacerbated in
early agriculture project planning by sending students for
associate (AA), two-years degree programs. As these degrees
are not recognized in any fashion by Somalia institutions, a
large percentage of the participants so assigned exerted
whatever pressures possible to have their programs extended to
at least Bachelor degrees.

In more recent project planning the mission has been following
a series of basic strategies intended to significantly reduce
the problem of non-return: (a) undergraduate programs are to be
conducted largely in-country, using improved facilities
available at the National University of Somalia (NUS); (b)
graduate study programs will, whenever possible be designed to
require final research projects that must be done in Somalia,
and the degrees ygranted at the NUS. These degrees will not
have the sale valuc of recognized  degrees from U.S.
universities, yet have almost all the cducational values.

Identification of qualified candidates. Current project
planners have the decided advantaye of prolonged cxperience
with the exposure to Sonwuli Agriculture, its personnel,
practices, and problemns. The projects being evaluated were
planned under extreme pressures te produce obvious results
rapidliy folleowing the return of the U.$. mission to Sowmalia in
1978. On-sitc experience with a wide variety of counterparts
since that time has provided opportunities to identify a large
number of well qualified, motivated Somali Agriculturists.

USAID/Somalia, along with all other AID missions, suffers as
the last-to-be notified with respect to 1its participants
academic progress. This matter has been repeatedly raised with
AID/W offices, which report that the matter is under constant
pressure to improve, Given the massive task of AID/W or USDA
personnel gathering quarterly, semester, tri-scmester, etc.,
academic information from literally hundreds of universities
and other training institutions/facilities, it is little wonder
that the problem is not worse than it is. The mission is
sensitive to the need for early identification of problems
and/or needs for additional support, and is restricting future
training programs for institutions whose record of reporting
has been the most satisfactory.
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In the last analysis, however, the mission feels strongly that
this task must be done effectively. It also is of the opinion
that to be held responsible for this short-coming is not in
kecping with fair evaluation. ST/1IT and/or OICD/IT/USDA
receive payment for services rendered each month €for each
participant. If they, for whatever reason, are unable to
perform the task, it should be assigned to an agent that can
and will make timely academic reports,

English language training. In early planning years, 1978 - few
satisfactory language training opportunities were available for
Somali students. Additionally, the nced for Fnglish as a
second lanjuage had not been seen as a crucial part of the
National Education Pattern prior to the return of USG
programs. More recently, the United States Information Service
(Us1is) , in cooperation with USAID/Somalia and other USG
organizations, has developed effective ELP facilities in

Mogadishu. Additionally, current planning for upcoming
agqriculture projects will include in-Somalia English training
for all project participants. A major Human Resources
Developnent project, Somalia Management Training and

Developnent (SOMTAD) will come on line in Mid-1986. It will
have ac one of 1its first tasks the upgrading of the English
lanquasne programs at both the NUS and the Somalia Insitute of
Developmant Administretion and Managemenlt (SIDAM).

The wission has been well aware of the short comings of sending
participants to the U.S$. for English lznguage training -
prolonged absense from their professional assignments, dgreatly
increased costs, etc., but, given time restrictions clearly
identified in the cvaluation report, there seemed few
alternatives. It might be added here that attempts to have
participants receive their language training at the university
where they would take their academic training were often
disapproved by AID/W because of its contractual association
with the American Language Institute at Georgetown University
(ALIGU) .

With respect to recommendation No. 4:

"We recommcnd that USAID/Somalia develop a long-term strateqgy
to address the recurrent cost problem in Somalia. The strategy
should address those factors identified in AID's Policy Paper
on recurrent costs dated May 1982",

Mission Comments: - In 1985 most of the GSDR development budget
is funded with (GSDR-owned) PL 480 and CIP-generated local
currency. This 1is 1in accordance with IMF requirements, to
eliminate extrabudgetary expenditures, that all donor-generated
local currency be included in the Somali budget. The USAID
mission has agreed to include all the U.S. generated local

7 0
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currency in the development budget Dbecause it allows the
mission to participate in programing process and gives us some
leverage in the establishment of development priorities.

The GSDR, SAID and other AID donors are well aware of the
recurrent cost problem in Somalia. The audit report indicates
that "tentative plans have been considered which would provide
some relief on recurrent costs such as Import/Export tariff and
Tax reform". Further the audit report indicates that "nho
definitive strategy exists". This statement 1is incorrect.
Since January 1985, Somalia has -~ under the current IMP® program
- engaged in an aggressive plan to put its financial house in
order and, consequently, alleviate its recurrent cost burden.
To date, the GSDR has complied with all aspects of the IMF
agrcement.

The CDS for Somalia also support the IMF efforts. Our
strategy's goal is to provide short-term macro-cconomic
stabilization support and long-term structural adjustment and
developmrent. The short-term objective is to providc balance of
payments  support, reduce the public deficit, and support
promising areas for future growth. The long-term objective is
to build a base for productivity in a diversified and
oultwarda-looking cconomy .

We agree with the audit obscrvation that the Sowali government
is bankrupt., Ve also believe that, until the GSDR pults its
financial house in order their absorptien capacity  for
projects'  recurrent costs will rewmain very low. In this
connection, ovr strategy calls for reducing the number of new
projects over the CPSs period, and allow those ongoing projects
to terminate in an orderly fashion. 'The success or failure of
the IMI® program, olher donors, and USAID's stabilization
strategy will determine the capacity of the GSDR to absorb the
recurrent costs from development projects. lowever, at this
time the mission and other donors need to continue to allocate
the generated local currency to sapport development cfforts,
such as Agriculture and Livestock Development and Research,
which must be in place once the macro-cconomic stabilization
program achieves its purposc,

Finally, we consider the quote from AID's May 1982 Policy Paper
on recurrent costs included in Page 37 of the draft audit as
oul of context. The Policy Paper also states that:

"If recurcent costs constitute a serious problem and LDC
government policies are appropriate and projects designed
correctly, or requisite steps are taken to move toward
appropriate policies and designs, then missions should consider
funding a portion of recurrent costs of host country projects
through a variety of mechanisms at the project, sectoral and
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macro levels for a period up to ten years, providing the
country agrees to shoulder an increasing share of total costs
over this period. Policy performance should be monitored
closely and periodically to determine whether such assistance
should be continued".

Mission's interpretation of this policy is that it applies to
the use of appropriated dollar funds (not host government-owned
local currency) for the support of projects', sectors', or
. macro level recurrent costs in which case the ten year
limitation and the strategy requested in the audit report would
apply. The use of PL 480 Title I, and CIP-generated 1local
currency (which is GSDR-owned) to support recurrent costs, in
our opinion, does not fall within the above mentioned policy.
This is supported by PD-5 programming of PL 480-generated local
currency which states that the local currency is owned by the
host government and can be used in support of development
projects. "....Agency policy explicitly encourages AID
participation in the programming of country-owned 1local
currency generated by the sale of PL 480 Title I
commodities..."™ Further, PD-5 states that the 1local currency
may be used, as appropriate, to help meet the legal requirement
that the recipient government contribute at least 25 percent of
the total cost of activities financed by development assistance,

In summary. USAID/Somalia recognizes that the GSDR is in a
precarious financial situation and we consider it unlikely, in
the short-term, for the GSDR to be able to meet the recurrent
costs of foreign AID donor programs. However, the GSDR 1is
implementing an IMF agreement which, if successful, will
provide the mechanisms to increase productive economic activity
and consequently GSDR's revenues and resources. The CDSS
strategy supports the macro-economic stabilization program and
provides for short-term balance of payments and budgetary
support to the GSDR. This assistance will be provided through
PL 480 Title I, Commodity Import Programs, special studies
leading to policy reforms, and budgetary support through the
local <currency generations, In addition, the CDSS also
includes the provision of project assistance necessary to
establish the infrastructure necessary to in support of our
long-term development objectives. Should the economic
stabilization plan fail, the longer-term structural reform
effort will remain unfunded (unless the donors absorb all
recurrent costs). But if the stabilization plan succeeds, the
GSDR will be in a position to finance the recurrent costs and
increasingly absorb a greater share of its investment program.

The mission requests that, based on the above information
crecommendation number four of the draft audit report be closed.
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SOMALIA FOOD AND NUTRITION
PROJECTS

USAID/Somalia Comments
(Revised Recommendation No. 1)

1. Deleted.
2. Deleted.

3, Mission considers proposed change in recommendation No. 1,
if accepted, will be a counter productive and redundant
activity requiring scarce mission and AID/W personnel
resources. Reqgular portfolio review by AID/W is assessment of
projects and determination that they should or should not be
terminated or revised. Therefore there is no need to require
special reassessment forum. Secondly, in many respects the
proposed change, if accepted and acted upon, can and will in
retrospect be viewed only as "flogging a dead horse", i.e.:

- NAgricultural Extension Training and Research (649-0101)
- terminated;

- Comprehensive Groundwater Development (649-0104)
complete AID/W review in 1984, will terminate;

- Central Rangelands Development (649-0108) - PES revision
9/83, PES update with minor revision 6/85;

- Agricultural Delivery Systems (649-0112) - evaluated
1/83, revisions reviewed by AID/W 8/83, revised 8/83;

- Bay Region Development (649-0113) - evaluated 12/83 and
7/84, modification reviewed in AID/W 2/85, modified 3/85.

9. Revisions and responsiveness of action agencies for
projects 108, 112, and 113 over past four months strongly
supports mission's current development thrust and management
style. Revision of 112 and 113 have focused project input to
generate research outputs in support of the GSDR's extension
program. Relaxed pricing policies further strengthen the
farmers' incentive and willingness to adopt more intensive
production practices. Research concentration is on adaptive
research with increasing use being made of on farm
demonstrations in concert with extension service. In both
projects, the long-awaited facilities are either completed or
under construction by reliable contractors with completion date
before end of calendar year. Major shift or withdrawal at this
time will place AID in untenable position of being the donor
that is the bottleneck to development progress. Bay region
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development project PMU has just completed contract amendment
with University of Wyoming which will result in a replacement
team arriving within the next 6 weeks. Disruption of that
activity will result in the loss of research results from the
... crop, and preclude preparation of trials for coming
season. Farming systems adaptive research activities in 113
are beginning to highlight constraints in such areas as input
supply that have been 1largely ignored. These constraints,
substantiated on a broader scale, will provide the leverage,
and justification leading to remedial actions to facilitate
broader and more adequate production input supplies. Provision
of 8 million Somali shillings increment of a 23 million Somali
shillings allocation for rehabilitation of the agricultural
faculty at Afgoi is indication of interest and support of new
minister of higher education in concert with national range
agency that will result in real progress being made not only
for the range department created under the project, but also
will facilitate a new life for the total agricultural faculty.
All three projects have initiated the foundation building
process upon which the proposed faculty is strengthenina and an
agricutlural resecarch project will be initiated in FY 86.

Comprehensive Groundwater Development - Mission is undertaking
major study of feasibility of private sector water resources
development as part of project and will incorporate
recommendations into final year action plan.

5. Deleted.

Note:

Paragraphs 1, 2 and 5 of cabled comments were deleted because
they are not relevant to report issues.



List of Report Recommendations

RECOMMENDATION NO. 1

We recommend that the Assistant
Administrator for Africa in
concert with USAID/Somalia
reassess each of the food and
nutrition projects to determine
whether the projects in whole or
in part should be terminated and
the funds reobligated for new
project(s) that are within the
capability of the Government of
Somalia to implement.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 2

We. recommend that USAID/Somalia:
(a) establish uniform commodity
management policies and
procedures, and (b) place
commodity management under the
control and direction of the
cor.tractor at the outset of a
project to establish and/or
implement the mission's uniform
commodity management policies and
procedures, with increasing
responsibility being shifted to
the Somalis as the project matures
and is phased out.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 3

We recommend that USAID/Somalia:
(a) develop a mechanism to ensure
that participants return to
Somalia upon completion of
long-term training; (b) require as
part of conditions precedent on
future project agreements that a
plan be suomitted by the host
country identifying qualified
candidates, type of training; (c)
investigate why the Bureau for
Science and Technology, Office of
International Training is not
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Page

12



submitting academic progress
reports in a timely manner and
ensure that they do so; and (d)
explore alternatives to English
language training in the United
States.

RECOMMENDATION NO. 4

We recommend that USAID/Somalia
develop a long-term strategy to
address the recurrent cost problem
in Somalia. The strategy should
address those factors identified
in AID's policy paper on recurrent
costs dated May 1982,
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