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MIIORANDUM 
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SUBJECT: 	 Audit of Grenada Agricultural Sector Revitalization RDO/C
 
Project No. 543-0005
 

This report presents the results of audit of the grenada Agricultural
Sector Revitalization Project. A program results 'audit was made to
determine 	if the project would attain 
its planned goals and objectives,

AID resources were adequately accounted for, and the project was being
implemented in compliance with AID regulations and the project grant 
agreement. 

The audit showed that the project would not fully achieve its planned
objectives by the extended January 31, 1987 project completion date, had 
not adequately accounted for project resources, 
and had not fully

complied with project agreement provisions and AID regulations.
 

Specifically, the audit showed that project 
activities had not been

adequately planned 
or managed, fertilizer distribution activities had not
 
been adequately monitored or fully accounted for, 
 counterpart

contributions had not been monitored, and 
 advances had not been

liquidated promptly. Furthermore, written assurances had not been
 
obtained from the 
United States Department of Agriculture's Animal and
 
Plant Health Inspection Service that project-funded fruit fly trapping

activities could lead to a United States 
Department of Agriculture

Certification permitting the 
export of tropical fruits to the United
 
States.
 

The report recommends that remaining project activities, be effectively

planned and implemented, project-funded commodities be fully accounted
 
for, counterpart contributions be identified, and advances 
be p)romptly

liquidated. The report also recommends 
 that written assurances be

obtained from the U.S. Department of Agriculture that project funded
 
fruit fly trapping activities are being conducted in accordance with
 
Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service approved guidelines and that,
 
upon conclusion of the 18 month program, successful completion of the

trapping program may lead to removing 	 importUnited States barriers
certain fruits and vegetables.	 

to
 



We discussed our f indings aid recommendations wi th your staf: in both 
Grenada and Barbados, and we submitted a draft report for review and 
comment. Your comments and suggestions were considered in finalizing the 
report.
 

Please advise us within 30 days of any additional information relating to 
actions planned or taken to implement the recommendations. We appreciate 
the cooperation and courtesy extended our staff during the audit. 



,X ClrlIVE SIR't'IARY 

Following the joint intervention in Grenada in October 1983, All) 
established an office there to work d i rec tly with the then interim 
government. Between October 1983 and August 1986 AlI) approved 25 grant 
projects totaling $81 milliion aimed at revitalizing the island's sagging 
economy. Among these, was the Grenada Ag r icul tural Sector 
Revitalization Project (543-0005) which was funded under a $1.964 
million Economic Suppo:'t Fund grant on August 1, 1981 for the purpose of 
restoring Grenada's once thriving private sector agricultural industry. 
The mul ti-faceted project was to hell) strengthen the Ministry of 
Agricultutre with technical assistance, establish a fund to facilitate the 
transfer of Farms from state ownership, create a pest control unit within 
the Ministry of Agriculture and rehabilitate a central market facility. 
The original project assistance completion (late of January 31, 198C was 
extended one year to lanuary 3V, 1987 and will have to be extended again 
if ongoing and planned activities are to be colpleted. 

A program results audit was made to determine whether the project would 
attain its planned goals and objectives, AID resources were adequately 
accomted for, and the project was implemented in compliance with AID 
regulations and the project grant agreement. 

The audit sh'3wed that the project would not Fully achieve its planned 
objectives by the extended January 31, 1987 project completion date, had 
not adequately accounted for project resources, and had not fully 
complied with project agreement provisions and AID regulations. 

Nevertheless, the project had resulted in assisting the Grenadan iinistry 
of Agriculture with initial stages of agriculture sector reforms, 
strengthening pest control activities, rehabilitating an aging 
agriculture market facility, and establishing a temporary fund to improve 
farm soil and drainage conditions. 

The audit showed that project activities had not been adeqmately planned 
or managed, fertilizer distribution activities had not been adequately 
monitored or fully accounted for, counterpart contributions had not been 
monitored, and advances had not been promptly liquidated. Furthermore, 
the Regional Development Office/Caribbean-Grenada had not obtained 
written assurances from the lUnited States Department of Agricltuire's 
Animal and Plant lealth Inspection Service that project-funded fruit fly 
trapping activities could lead to a Un i ted S tates Department of 
Agriculture Cer t if ica t ion permi t t ing the export of tropical fruits to the 
[ni ted States. 

Project activities had continued longer than expected and had had less of 
an impact than originally anticipated. The initially planned 18-month 
project was designed to produce t?ngible benefits qlickly. Given this 
objective, close project management became essential. Al) regulations 
stress the importance of project management to ensure that objectives are 
achieved in a timely manner and that All) '.: is are used effectively. 
Among other management tools, All) Ilandhook gui dance emphasizes the 
iimpor tance of i mpl emen ta t ion 1)1 ans to ass i st )rojec t managers i n1 
efficiently and effectively carrying out project activi ties. 



Contributing to project delays and reduced benefits were inadequate 
monitoring and the failure to update implementation plans to reflect 
changed cond i t ions and ro ensure the effective use of project 
obligations. As a result, the project completion (late was extended by 
one year and will have to be extended again if ongoing and planned 
activities are to be completed. In addition, approximately $490,000 (25; 
percent) in project obligations may be in excess of project needs. We 
recommended that an implementation plan be developed for the remaining 
project activities and that excess project funds be rebudgeted and/or 
deobligated. The MIission generally agreed with the recommendation and 
had taken action to update the project's work plan and estimate remaining 
funding requirements. 

AID purchased an( shipped 1,323 tons of bagged :hemical fertilizer to 
Grenada in November 1984 with a value of $4113,166. The Regional 
Development Office/Caribbean-Grenada had exercised inadequate oversight 
of fertilizer distribution and utilization activities. AID regulations 
hold AI) project off icers responsible for ensnring the effective use of 
AID-funded resources. Becaumse of unsettled conditions at the time, the 
Regional Development Office/Caribbean-Grenada failed to provide adequate 
oversight or establish an effective reporting syst~n that. would have 
better ensured the safe-keeping and prol)er use of All) funded resources. 
Consequently, All) did not promptly learn of missing fertilizer and was 
unaware of how the remainder had been distributed. As a result, there 
was a shortfall of over $18,000 in the special soil conservation fund 
established witi fertilizer sale proceeds to provide grants to farmers 
for soil and drainag. implrovements. We recommended that project 
fertilizer activities be evalna ted and reconciled. The %fission agreed 
with the finding and had taken action to implement the recommendation. 

As of November 26, 1986 Government of ;renada project counterpart 
contributions had not beel identified or quantified. The project 
agreement provided that the Ministry of Agriculture would contribute not 
less than $35 1,000 towards accompl ishing project objectives. AID 
regulations requi re that AI)/Missions monitor local support contributions 
to ensure, among other things, compliance with grant agreement provisions 
and the timely completion of project activities. Lack of counterpart 
contribumtion information stems from Regional Development 
Office/Caribbean-Grenada's failure to monitor local contributions and 
require government entities to routinely provide such information. This 
,hf iciency was not confined to this project. As a resul t, the Regional 
Development Off ice/Caribbean-Grenada did not know the extent to which the 
Government of Grenada was complying with its counterpart contribution 
obligations on this or- several other projects with similar counterpart 
support prov is ions. Wi thout this informa t ion Regional Developmen t 
Off ice/Car i bbean-Greiada hadl little basis for knowing if project 
activities would be accomp Iished as planned. We recommended that 
Government of Grenada counterpart contributions be reported and updated 
on a periodic basis. The Mission agreed that it did not track 
counterpart contriblutions, 1)1t noted that it had taken action to 
imp lemen t the recommenda t ion. 
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AlIII[T OF GRENADA
 
A(IICULTIJRAL SF 'OIR REVITAILIZAT ION PROJEc'r
 

PART I - [NT ODUCTION 

A. 	 Background 

Grenada is the southernmost of the IVindward Is lan( ' s, loca ted 
approximately 100 miles off the northern coast of Venezuela. The island,
 
with a population of about 110,000 and an area of only about 133 square
miles, ga ined independence f rom Gea t Br i ta in in 1971. Previously known 
for i ts pictursSque scenery and product-ion of cocoa, nutmeg and other 
spices, Grenada drew worldwide attention in October 1983 when United 
States and Caribbean island aruied forces intervened to restore peace and 
order illthe aftermath of serious civil distu rbances. 

Following the joint intervention, AID established an office in Grenada to 
work directly with the then interim government. Between October 1983 and
 
August 1980 All) approved 25 grant projects totaling $81 million aimed at 
revitalizing the island' s sagging economy. Amor~g these was th,! 
Agrictul tcural Sector Revi tal izat ion Project (543-0005), authorized on ,July 
23, 1981 for the purpose of restoring Grenada's once thriving private 
sector agricultural induistry, which had deterioriated under the policies 
of 	the previous socialist-oriented regime.
 

On A.,utgust 1, It)81 the Re.g ional lDevelopment Off ice/Caribbean-Grenada 
signed a $1.961 million Economic Support Fund grant agreement with the 
Government of Grenada (OG) to (1) helpl strengthen the Ministry of 
Agricil ture (iOA) with technical assistance, (2) establish a fund to 
facilitate the transfer of certain farms from state ownership, (3) 
acqtiire 1,323 tons of fertili.zer for banana and cocoa farmers, (,1)create 
a pest control ii t wi thin the MOA and (5) rehabilitate tic: central 
market facility in the con try's capital - St. George's. The GOG was to 
contribute $355,000 "in-kind" support to the project. The original 
project completion date of January 31, 1986 had been extended to January
31, 1987 1/. As of September 30, 1986, about $ 1 million in All) funds 
had been disbursed. COG counterpart contritht i ons could not be fill])' 
identif ied.
 

In une 1985, responsib ii ty for Grenada Control ler functions was 
transferred to AID's Regional D)evelopment Office/Caribhean (RDO/C) in 
,ridgetown, Barbados. In addition, beginning with fiscal year 1986, 
responsibility for all Grenada program budget allotments was transferred 
to RDO,/C, further reducing the relative autonomy the Grenada program and 
AID staff there had exercised immediately after the intervention. 

I_/	On November 6, 1986 the Associate )irector, Grenada requested the 
1)i rector, RJX)/C to approve a 10-month extension of the project 
completion da te from Janmary 31, 1987 to December 1, 1987. As of 
November 26, 1986 the \1ission l)irector had not taken final action on 
this request, although its approval was expected. 



3. Audit Objectives and Scope 

I'he Office of the Regional Inspector General for Audi t/Tegucigalpa, 
lotllras cond Icted a program resul ts audit of the Grenada Agri cu I tira I 

Sec tor Rev i ta Ii za t ion Project during the period October 20, 1986 to 
November 28, 1986. The audit objectives were to determine if: (1) the 
project would attaii i ts planned goa Is and objectiwves, (2) AI) resources 
4ere alequately accounted for, and (3) the project was being implemented 
in compl iance with AI) regl ations and the project grant agreemlent. 
Vhere project deficiencies were disclosed, applicable internal controls 
.ere xam i ned. The atd i t covered some $1 iaill ion in All) project 
:lisbursements from August 1, 1984 to September 30, 1986. GOG Counterpart 
vontrihutions 
ior the Mission 

coild 
had 

not be verified as neither 
quantified these amounts. 

the implementing agency 

Fo accomplish 
)eirtient data 

the 
were 

audit objectives, project Files, 
reviewed, and RI),/C officials in 

records and other 
Bridgetown, Grenada, 

md officials at the Ministry of Agriculture and two private agriculture 
issociations were interviewed. 1)iscuissions were also held with three 
:onsiltants providing technical assistance under the project. In 
mIdditi on, field visits were made to various project-si'pported development 
.ctivities including three farms tinder tihe GOG's model farm prcogram, a 
laboratory anl related activities in sqpport of th, GO,' s pest control 
)rogram, and a rehabilitated central market. The audit was made iln 
iccordance with general I y accep ted government aud it ing s tanda rds. 



AUD) IT OF GRlNAI)A 

AGRICiLTIIRAI SECTOR REVITAIIZATION PROJEiCT 

PART II - RESULT'S OF AUDIT 

The audit showed that the project would not fully achieve its planned 
objectives by the extended Janiary 31, 1987 project completion date, had 
not adequately accounte~d for project resources, and had not fully 
complied with project agreement provisions and All) regulations. 

Nevertheless, the project had resulted in assisting the Grenadan Ministry 
of Agricuiltire (.OA) with initial stages of agriculture sector reforms, 
strengthening prst control activities, rehabilitating an aging 
agricultire markec facility, and establishing a temporary fund to improve 
farm soil and drainage conditions. 

Specifically, the audit showed that project (1) activities had not been 
adequately planned or managed, (2) fertilizer distribution activities had 
not been adeqruately monitored or fully accounted for, (3) counterpart 
contributions had not been monitored, and (4) advances had not been 
liquidated promptly. Furthermore, RID/C-Grenada had rAot obtained written 
assurances from the tinited States Department of Agriculture's Animal and 
Plant lealth Inspection Service that project-funde fruit fly trapping 
activi ties could lead to a lni ted States Department of Agriculture 
Certification permitting the export oF tropical fruits to the Uinited 
States. 

The report recommends that RDO/C-Grenada ensure that remaining project 
activities are effectively planned and implemented, project-funded 
commodities are fully accounted for, courterpart contributions are 
identi f ied, and advances are promptly liquidated. The report also 
recommends that Rl)O/C-Grenala obtain written assrances from the U.S. 
Department of Agrictulture that project funded fruit fly trapping 
activities are being conducted in accordance with Animal and Plant lealth 
Inspection Service approved guidelines and that, upon conclusion of the 
18 month program, successful completion of the trapping program may lead 
to removing lni ted States import barriers to certain fruits and 
vegetables. 

3­



A. Ftindingis and Recominendati ions 

1. Closer Management Attention Could Have Enhanced Project Impact 

lroject activities had continued longer than expected and had had less oi 
an impact than originally anticipated. The initially planned 18-month 
project was designed to produce tangible benefits quickly. Given this 
objective, close project management became essential. AID regulations 
stress the importance of project management to ensure that objectives are 
achieved in a timely manner and that All) funds are used effectively.
Among other management tools, All llandbook guidance emphasizes the 
importance of i mplementa t ion p lans to assist project managers in 
efficiently and effectively carrying out project activi ties. 
Con t r i )1 i t ing to project delays and reduced benefits were inadequate 
monitoring and tle failure to update implementation plans to reflect 
changed cond it ions and to ensure the effective use of project
oblig ations. As a result, the project completion date was extended by 
one year and will have to be Atended again if ongoing and planned
activities are to be completed. In addition, approximately $490,000 (25 
percent) in project obligations may be in excess of )roject needs. 

Recommendation No. I 

We recomend that, if the project assistance completion date is extended, 
lISA ID/RD)/C-Grenada, in consultation with the Ministry of Agriculture: 

(a) identify remaining essential project activities,
 

(b)establish an implementa tion plan for those activities to include 

costs and implementation time frames, and
 

(c) rehudget and/or deobligate/reobligate excess obligations. 

Discuss ion
 

The project had progressed at a slower rate than originally planned. All 
of the project's components had experienced delays in implementation at 
the timc of our audit, and only two of the five project components -­
fertilizer distribution and market rehabilitation -- had been completed.
Both these components had experienced considerable implementation 
problems and the envisioned impact on revitalizing Grenada's agriculture 
sector was less than planned. For example, the fertilizer component was 
to increase the 1985 cocoa and banana yields over 1984 yields by 20 
percent and "25 percent respectively. Based on Cocoa and Banana 
Association figures, the 1985 cocoa and banana production levels were 
about the same as 1984 and it was anticipated that the 1986 prmmc tion 
levels for the two crops wollId actually be lower than the 1985 figures. 
rhe market rehabi li tation compoment took more than a year longer to 
complete than anticipated and exceeded the original All) budget of 
$1241,000 by $34,000 or 27 percent. Other than providing temporary 
employment oppotmities the activity had no measurable impact on 
revi talizing Grenada' s Agr icul ture Sector. Activities under the 
remaining three project components -- technical assistance, divestiture 
fund and pest control unit -- had not been completed and coold rot be 
fully completed unless the project assistance completion date were to be 
extended beyond the current ,anuary 31, 1987 date.
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This 18-month project was intended to yield quick and visible results in 
order to demonstrate, before the )ecember 1984 national elections, United 
States and (OG commi tment to agricul ture reform. Mission mianag:ment 
s ta ted they had been under pressure after the intervention to pro vide 
high impact activities for the purpose of puLtting people to work and 
increasing 1)roduc ti vi ty. Given this situation, close project management
became extremely imlportant. AID regula tions stress the importance of 
project iranagement to achieve project objectives in an efficient and 
effective manner. The regulations further emphasize the usefulness of 
updating implementation plans (See AID landbook 3, and especially Chapter
11) to guide project activities, and to better ensure that time frames 
are met and resources are effectively used. 

Project implementation was extremely slow during the first year, in part,
because of Iimi ted SAII) project oversight. The project's design
envisioned a full-time agriculture development officer to provide
essential management oversight and monitoring for the duration of the 
project. The general project officer assigned initial management
responsibility considered this crucial to completing project objectives
within the planned time frame of 18 months. However, when the project 
ag reemen t was signed, no ft lI - t ime agr icul ture offic'er was assigned to 
manage the project. A frill-time agriculture project officer was not
assigned to the IUSATI) Grenada office until .July 1985, 11 months after 
project funds were obligated. In the meantime, project management
responsibi l i ties were shared by a general project officer in Grenada and 
the chief of the Agriculture Division at RXOb/C in Bridgetown, Barbados. 
Project officials stated that, in retrospect, not assigning a full-time 
technical project officer at the project's outset had been a poor
decision. For example, they agreed that many of the problems associated 
with the project's fertilizer component were directly related to 
inadequate management oversight (see Finding No. 2). 

Hlowever, Mission officials also stated that the project's original timie 
frames were extremely optimistic and would have been difficult to achieve 
under the best of circumstances, let alone in a country whose government 
was in the midst of major social reform. USAII) officials revised the 
project's timeframes and corrected certain project design problems in the 
ferti 1izer and divestiture components in an appropriate manner. 
Nevetrtheless, project implementation continued to be slow. 

('onttribrltiug to the project's continued slow progress was tile lack of an 
updated plan to guide all project participants in their implementation
responsibilities. The original project paper contained a general
implementation plan which listed project activity timeframes. Ilowever,
there was no evidence that this plan had been use(d or updated to reflect 
changed project conditions. The development and ipdating of a detailed 
implementation plan would have helped minimize the impact of otiir 
obstacles to project progress. For example, an updated implemrentation
plan could have been useful in offsetting the effect; of OG budgetary
arid management i)roblems. These problems were especially visible in GOG's 
odel Farm Program. The Model Farm Program, which was partially funded 

from the project's divestitture fund component, was designed to transfer 
18 government-owned estates to private farmers at the end of three 
years. The project was to help develop nine estates which had no claims 



against them. With only two months remaining in the project, I ini ted 
progress had been made in preparing the model farms for transfer or 
settlemen . As of November 25, 1986 no farms had been turned over to 
private f irmer.; and it was uncertain that miore than one estate would be 

ready for settlers by die project's ,January 31, 1987 completion date. 

Ilpda t i ng implementatio plans to reflect GOG budge tary and managemen t 
problems might have resulted in minimizing their impact on implementing 
project activities. In addition, updIating implementation plans would 
have better ensured the effective use of project obligations. 

Excess project obligations had not been identified and effectively 
managed. Tbis was especially apparent in the three on-going project 
components. Implementation delays and changed conditions had resulted 
in approximately $290,000 (21 percent of the total for these three 
components) not being used as follows: 

--	 The technical assistance contract provided for two resident technical 
advisors for 18 months. However, only one of the two long-term 
advisors had been with the project for the entire project period. 
'['he other left after nine months. This and over-budgetil.g in other 
technical assistance categories, resolted in app'roximately $130,000 
in excess obligations.
 

--	 Model farm development expenditures had not occurred as planned. 
Internal roads and other activities planned for the Bocage, Perchier, 
and Paradise estates had either been eliminated or not started due to 
the onset of the rainy season in Grenada, while planned feeder road 
activities at Bocage, Samaritan and Belle Vue had also been 
eliminated or not started. An estimated $89,000 will not be expended 
as planned on this activity. 

--	 Expenditures had not heen made as planned on Pest Management Unit 
activities. As at September 30, 1986 there had been approximately 
$102,000 r'-aining to be spent in this activity. However, it 
appeared tliat only $31,000 would be used by the end of the current 
project assistance completion date. As a result an estimated $71,000 
was in excess of project needs. 

In addition to the above $290,000 in excess obligations, an additional 
$200,000 in project funds had not been earmarked. These obligations 
should have been (obligated in accordance with All) Handbook 3, Chapter 
131)8 which provides that, when funds authorized and obligated for the 
life of the project exceed the amount actually required, actions should 
be taken to deobtligate and/or rebudget such funds.
 

As a resul t of management weaknesses, project activities had not been 
efficiently and effectively implemented. The project comipletion date had 
to )e extended once and will have to be extended again to complete 
ongoing and planned activities. Completed fertilizer and market 

benefitingrehihbilitation activities had not resulted in substantially 
Grenada's agricl tural sector, and an estimated $490,000 in project 

obligations had not been effectively programmed. 
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Project implementation requi res appropriate management oversight to 
ensure project act i v it ies are implemented in a timely and effective 
manne r. RIDO/C-(;renada and Br idge town failed to provide adequa te 
management oversight which contributed to implementation delays, reduced 
benefits, and excess funds. 

Managemen t Comments 

UISAI1D/RIO/C stated it had extended the project assistance completion date 
10 mnonth,; to December 1, 1987, in order to accomplish remaining project
activities. These activities were identified in a ;evised work plan with 
estimated costs. All unexpended project funds identified in the report
will he required to complete the planned activities. 

IJSA[D/RDO/C sta tell that man), of the implementation issues discussed in 
the report could he attrihunted to inadequate and hurried design rather 
than mismanagement. In fact, Miss ion officials sta ted that good
management was often responsible for overcoming some design problems and 
cited examples in their orfficial response to the draft report, (see
Appendix A). 

Inspector General Comments 

The actions taken by the tMission to implement the recommendation appear
adequate. However, before the recommendation can be closed the Mission 
needs to provide evidence that the Mission Director has in fact approved
the project's 10-month extension and that the Government of Grenada has
approved the revised project plan. Changes were made in the report based 
on comments provided by the Mission. 

-7­



2. Fertilizer Distribution Needed to Be Evaluated and Reconciled 

AID purchased and shipped 1, 323 tons of bagged chew ical FerLti lizer to 
Grenada ii,November 1981 with a value of $113, 166. The RIX)/C- renada had 
exercised inadequate oversight of fertilizer distribution and utilization 
activities. All) regulations hold All) project officers responsible for 
ensuring, the effective rise of A[I)-funded resouirces. Because of unsettled 
conditions at: the time, the RIX'/C-Grenada failedl to provide adequate 
oversi ght or establish an elffective reporting system tiat woul.l have 
better eisuired the safe-keeping an( proper rise of' All) funded resources. 
Consequently, RD()/C-, renada lid not promptly learn of missing fertilizer 
and was unaware of how the remainder had been distribiuted. As a reslt, 
there was a shortfall of over $18,000 in the special soil conservation 
frund estahl ished with fertiiizer sale proceeds io provide grants to 
Farmers for soil and dra inage improvements. 

Recommendatiorh No. 2
 

Ile recommend that the Regional Development Office/Caribbean-Grenada 
issue project implementation letter(s) to request the Ministry of 
Agricull ture to: 

(a) Suhri t a de tai led final report ful ty accoin t, i n7 for al I I)-funded 
fertilizer distributed l)y the Grenada Cocoa and Grenada 1a nana 
Cooperative Associations. (This report should identify tire total number 
of bags received and unit price paid by each Fertilizer recipient, and 
should also describe the actions to be taken by the Reg io.,al Bevelopment 
Office/Caribbean-(;renada and the Minis try to ensu re tLha t proper 
restittion is iade for incorrect fertilizer transactions. This should 
include, For examlple, the Govornment oF Grenada restoring to the soil 
conset'v~tion Fr1m1 tire diFfe rence between acttial fertilizer cost anl tre 
subsidtized pi"ice the Grerada Farms Corpora tioo pa id tire Banana 
association for project fertilizer.) 

(W) ni tiate an investigation of the missing Fertilizer estimated at 
4,192 bags worth $74,427, and repor't its findings to IISA I) and, if 
necessary, to the appropriate local authorities. (IF this investigation 
does not recover the missing commodities or their equivalent market 
value, then the MIinistry along with the two associations responsible For 
safeguar, ing thre fertilizer should restore to the soil conservation Fird 
an amorunt equal to what wou ld have been deposi ted if the missing 
fertilizer had been sold to elligible growers at the established price of 

IS$1.,6 per bag.)
 

(c) Submit a detailed periodic report on the staturs of soil conservation 

activities ""irt the special fund has been liquidated. 

Discussion 

RIX),/(:- Grenada did not ensure tire effective use of All) Finaiced 
commolities. Uinder the project iniearly 1,323 tons of fertilizer, vaItied 
at $413,166 including sh ippi ng cos ts, were procured wi th All) grant Funds 
for the purpose of quickly improving private cocoa an banana Farmer 
yields. Duri i ig p)reoj ec t ipleieit a tion, approx ima tely 231 tons of 
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fertilizer (18 percellt of tile total) valued at $74,427 disappeared. Of 
the tota I missing fort itizer, 215 tons (3,904 110 lb. bags) destined for 
Grenadla banaria growers disappeared from a Government of Grenada warehouse 
wile 16 tons (288 110 lb. bags) scheduled for Grenada cocoa growers 
disappeared during transit to Grenada Cocoa Association warehouses. As a 
resil I of these disappearances a shortfall of over $18,0{;0 to the special 
soil conservation fund was rea I ized. The fund was established with 
fertilizer sale proceeds for the purpose of making grants to cocoa and 
banana farmers for soil and drainage improvements. 

In addition, not all remaining quantities were distributed in accordance 
with project agreement provisions. For example, according to a Banarna 
Cooperative Society official, 900) bags of project fertilizer were sold to 
Grenada Farm Corporation (FC) estates. The GFC was a government 
corporation responsible for managing state owned Iands. Project 
officials stated that the All) funded fertilizer was not meant to benef it 
state-run farms. This prohibition was well documented. For example, in 
an April 25, 198.) ilplernentat ion letter concerning a cocoa fertilizer 
distribution proposal, RDO/C-Grenada stated that it concurred with the 
cocoa grower's proposal provided that, among other things, "Grenada State 
Farms will not he a beneficiary under this activity.''- , A. a result of the 
sale to the (ACM, less subsidized Fertilizer was available for intended 
beneficiaries-- the private farmers. In our opiriion, the government 
should te imi)urse the soil conservation fund by an amount equivalent to 
the difference between the fertilizer's subsidized price and its actual 
costs. For the 900 bags affected by this transaction, this would be 
about $12,000. 

In addition, i t appeared that some private growers may have unduly 
benefited from AID-funded fertilizer because of inadequate controls 
and/or [,ecause the dis tribultion guidelines were not consistently followed 
by the two associations. A. sample review of cocoa association records 
disclosed tlat one large cocoa grower purchased 300 bags of project 
fert ilizer in ,June 1985 even though a 200 bag I imi t had been 
es tab] I shed. This farmer may have already received project Fertilizer as 
recor'ds showed that 608 bags had been delivered at the project's outset 
to the farmer's warehouse. It is unclear, however, whether or not the 
farmer used aniy of the original fertilizer allotment or merely provided 
storage space for time (VA. This same farmer also purchased banana 
fertilizer through that association 2/. A sample review of the banana 
growers' association records discloseli tie farmer had purchased 183 bags 
of AID-financed fertilizer in .anuar, 1985. 

2/ 11ixed-crop farming is common in Grenada, As a result, it is not 
umnstia I for farmers to belong to more than one agriculture 
association. 
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AI) hlandhook Nos. 3 and 15 hold the AID Missions responsible for 
monitoring project activities and for ensuring the effective use of All)­
funded resources. RDO/C-,renada failed to adequately monitor 1project 
fertilizer activi ties. Lack of a full-time agriculture project manager 
during project fertilizer distribution and the Iiss ion' s failure to 
require the \,OA to submi t appropriate reports contributed to tile 
M ission's limited awareness of fertilizer activities. It was not until 
March 1986, about seven months after the arrival of a fuL-t time 
agriculture project officer, that it became known that some GBCS 
des igna ted projtc t fertilizer had disappeared. During the subsequent 
Ifithis the project manager had investigated the missing banana fertilizer 
and had consulted with RDO/C officials and the All) Regional Legal Advisor 
on possible corrective actions. However, mission records contained no 
evidence that All) officials were aware that some cocoa fertilizer had 
also disappeared or that project fertilizer had not been distributed in 
compliance with distribuition agreements. 

:ission and iMOA officials agreed that project fertilizer activities had 
been poorly mianaged. RDO/C-Grenada officials stated that the absence of 
a full-time agriculture project officer (luring the first year of project 
implementation had limited tie Mission's ability to',physically inspect 
fertilizer receipt, storage and distribution. Ministry officials stated 
that they relied primarily on the two associations to iiplement the 
fertilizer project component in accordance with the provisions in 
a:,reemients the MOA had signed with the two associations. The MOA did not 
make physical inspect ions of fertilizer stocks or the associations' 
fertilizer records, nor had it required the associations to periodically 
report the status of fertilizer activities. Ministry officials stated 
that they had no knowledge of missing projuct fertilizer until mid-1986 
when the associations were requested to deposit fertilizer sale proceeds 
into a special soil conservation fund. Lower than anticipated deposits 
raised questiouis that led to the discovery that some project fertilizer 
had disappeared. Both Mission and MOA officials agreed that a full 
accounting was needed for all completed project fertilizer distribution 
activities as well as for current soil conservation and drainage 
activities beingl funded from fertilizer sale proceeds. 

The failure to ciosely monitor project activities prevented the Mission 
from taking action in a timely manner to minimize fertilizer losses and 
to ensure appropriate distribution of AIl)-funded commodities. As a 
resul t , a shortfall in special soil conserv tion fund deposits was 
real i zed. 

Management Comments 

IJSAII),'RIY)/C agreed with the finding and recommendation and submitted 
cop ies of implementation letters that it had sent to the Ministry of 
Agriculltuire to imDplement the recommendation. 

Inuspector General Conmenlts 

The %fission has provided adequate evidence that it has satisfactorily 
imp'lemeniited part (c) of the recommendat ion. The remaining parts, (a) and 

can be closed upon evidence that the Ministry uf Agriculture has 
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completed its investigations and satisfactorily reported its findings o 
the disposition of the AI) funded fertilizer along with recoverie 
obtained for incorrect Fertilizer transactions and fertilizer losses diu 
to inadequate management oversight. In addition, the Mission needs t 
submit a copy of the signed implementation letter (No. 34) requesting th 
linistry of Agriculture to investigate the missing fertilizer. 
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3. Host Country Counterpart Contributions Had Not Been Monitored 

As of November 26, 1986, C)G project counterpart contributions had not 
been identified or quan tif ied. The project agreement provided that the 
NIOA would contribute not less than $355,000 towards accomptishing project 
objectives. AID regulations require that AID/Miissions monitor local 
support contributions to ensure, among other things, comptiance with 
grant agreement p rov i s ions and the timely comp Ie t ion of project 
activities. Lack of counterpart contribution information stems f rom 
RI)O/C-Grenada's failure to monitor local contributions and require the 
COG to routinely provide such information. This deficiency was not 
confined to this project. As a result, RDO/C-Grenada did not know the 
extent to which the O)G was complying with its counterpart contribution 
obligations on this or several other projects with similar counterpart 
support provisions. Withoumt this information RDO/C-Grenada had little 
basis for knowing if project activities would be accomplished as planned. 

Recommendation No. 3 

We recommend that RDO/C-Grenada obtain from appropriate Government of 
Grenada entities, through project implementation letters or equivalent 
documents, a report summarizing their contributions to All) projects by
element, as of September 30, 1986 and updates of this information on a 
quarterly basis for the remainder of all AID projects in Grenada 
containing a Government of Grenada counterpart support obligation. 

Discussion 

Inspector General auditors were not able to determine to what extent MOA 
resources had been contributed toward accomplishing project objectives.
The MOA had supported project activities by providing, among other 
things, office space and supplies, personnel costs, and construction 
equipment and materials. The extent of these contributions, however, had 
not been fully identified or quantified. 

The project agreement provided that the NIOA would contrilte not less 
than $35,000, including costs borne on an "in-kind" basis, towards 
accomplishing project objectives. The project agreement further 
subdivided the planned C)G total counterpart contribution by the 
project's components. AID regulations require tha t IISAII)/Missions 
monitor project activities to ensure compliance with project agreement 
provisions inc lud ing coun terpar t con tr ibut ion commi tmen ts. 

RDO/C-Grenada had not, as a matter of practice, monitored C)G compliance 
with local project support obligations to any of the five projects in its 
portfolio with specific counterpart contriution commitments. These 
commmi tfmen ts totaled $2.5 mi I I ion. 'Mission officials s ta ted tha t 
counterpart contributions were not required for Economic Sup)port Funded 
Projects, although contrilltions were encouraged. Mission officials 
stated that (OG budgetary constraints precluded cash contrib1utions to 
projects and therefore all counterpart support was on an "in-kind" 
basis. Quantifying these costs was not always easy. For example, under 
the Agricultutral Revitalization Project, the Mission was aware that the 
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,.1OA provided: offices and sipplies for the resident technical advisors,
constrmction equipment and materials for model Farmi development, and 
administrative and other siupport for the pest managemnent unit. Mission 
officiais statediltey di I not feel it was necessary to require the OA to 
quantify and repoort these costs. We disagree and have recently issued aregionwidle report (No. 1-500-87-07) on this subject whose recommendations 
have been Sulpportetd hv AA/IAC.
 

This issue, not imon toring counterpart contributions, was also a 
deticiency dIiscussedl in an earlier AI) Inspector General audit report,
No. I-538-85-9 on RIX)/C selected agricultire projects. This July 1985 
report recommended hat "RIX)/C obtain From its bor rowers/g ran tees 
periodic reports on their :ontrilutions to projects, and that project
officers review these report. for reasonableness nd detenine whether or 
not coilti'part contrihu tion requirements are )eing met." RIX)/C had not 
yet s;a t i sfac tor ily imp Iemento t I 5sirecolmmtetnda t i on. 

AS a resuil t of not tracking coun terpart contributions, the Mission had no 
assurance that the Q)G had or would fully comply with the grant agreement 
counterpar t contribut ion provision. Furthermore, without this 
infor;rition the Mission had one less indicator frm which to gauge 
project progress anld to identify potential problens.
 

Manageitern t Commen t s 

R!/C agreed tha t it had not monitored Government of Grenada counterpart
conitrihitions to its Agricullture Sector Revitalization Project. In 
accorlance withl this report recommendation, the Mission submitted an
implementation letter to the Ministry of Agriculture requesting that this 
information he provided and periodically updated for this project. 

Inspect(r Gee'ralI Coimen t s 

The Mission has taken appropriate action to satisfy the report
recommendation as it pertains to the Agriculture Sector Revitalization 
project. towever, as the report discussed, the Mission had not monitored 
the countiterpart contributions an any of its projects with the Government 
of C;rerad, wi th suich support commitments. The report, therefore 
recoimmenled that the Mission, through project implementation letters or 
equivalent documents, obtain counterpart contribution information on all 
All) projects with ,overnment of Grenada counterpart support obligations. 
This recomlndation will 1he closed tpon receipt of evidence that the 
(;overitrrerit of Grenada has provided this informitation for the Agriculture
Sec tor Revi tal izat ion and the other 1II)projects wi th specific 
cOtiioterpar t contr iiut ion colliti tmtlents. 
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4. Advances Had Not Been L.iqu idated Promptly 

The MK)A had not promptly liquidiated project advances. In accordance with 
AlI) regulations, advances should not remain outstanding for more than 30 
days, or not to exceed 9() days if the MIission has made a forma I 
determination to this effect. However, $28,913 in advances made to the 
MOA in support of model farm development and pest managemelnt unit 
activities had remained outstanding for about six months. This occurred 
because MOA construction and other activities had not been implemented as 
quickly as expected and hecuse MOA had not s hbm i tted votchers in a 
timely manner. As a result, unnecessary II.S. Government interest costs 
may have been incurred while advances remained outstanding. 

Reconmendation No. 1 

We recommend that RO/C:- Grenada ob ta in Mini stry of Ag r icul ture 
submissions of expense vouchers promptly, aid the return of advanced 
funds which exceed 90 days' reqnirements. 

Discussion 

IUnder this the was advanced $81,355 perform various 
activities under two project components - pest mana,,ement ($57,101) and 
model farm developrment ($21,2' 1). As of November 26, 1986, $28,913, or 
36 percent of the total advances, had remained outstanding for nearly six 
mnr ths. 

project O.V:A to 

A\dvances helI by the implementing agency in excess of 90 days' 
requiremnen ts violate the provisions of All) Ilandbook 1, Supplement B, page 
1-8, Section (c) which states that advances should be based on an 
analysis of cash requirements ariu limited to the minimum amount needed 
for immediate disblursing needs. This peried is normally 30 (lays, however 
it can he extended to 90 days if it' is determined that project 
implementation woul d be interrupted or impeded by applying the 30 day 
max i rmurm. 

Mlission and .OA officials stated that the advanced funds had been 
required for project activities, bu1t that the NIOA had merely not 
submitted vouchers promptly. In contrast, 1ission financial records 
showedt that a $24,2S1 advance made in May 1986 from the project's 
diyestituire furd componrnt, for ise in developing model farms, had not 
been itit i zwL ,I officials stated that work had performed,Yission been 
altmugh less than planned, by the NlOA with these funds but vouchers for 
the work had only recently been submitted. MOA officiat,, had been 
advised of the Mi ssion's concern aim stated that vouich rs would be 
sutlhmitted in a mnore timely manner in the future. 

Becatse advanced funds mnay not have been used as promptly as plannried, the 
11.S. (overnment tay have incurred unnecessary interest costs of abotit 
$8S0. 

The prompt submission of vouchers to liquidate advances is necessary to 
demonstrate that funds are being used as intended and in a t i mel' 
ma nine r. Without this (loci imen ta t ion, All) had no assurrance that project 
funds were being used effectively and/or even required. 



M.inagveinei t Conmen ts 

RIX)/C agreed that the linistry or Agriculture initially had an advance oF 
f[unds dihich exceeded AI)'s 90 day requirenent. The Mission provided 
evidence that this situation had been corrected through the subnission of 
project expense vouchers, In addition, tire Mission had advised the 
Mlinistry' of Agrictl ture through an implementation letter that future 
requests for advaces wouldt not be processed for payment in excess of 
expenditures projected over a ninety-day period. The Mission submiitted a 
formial determ ination made by the All) associate )ire:ctor in Grenada that a 
cash advance for up to )() (lays was required for orderly project 
Sip l emen ta t ion. 

Inspector GenralI (Colmments 

l1e lissin has provi ded adequate evidence that it has satisfactorily 
implemented the recommend1ation. Accordingly, the recommenda t ion is 
closed with the issuance of the final report. 
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5. Fruit Fly Trapping Activities Were Not Adequately Documented 

Iroject fnds were committed to fruit Fly trapping activities withoiut 
idequate assurances that trapping activities couldd be completed or that 
the prograin's resullts could he used to enhance Grenada's efforts to 
expand its fruit. and vegetable exports. All) regulations place primary 
responsibility on project officers to ensure tiat proje,_t resources are 
used effectively. The RI)O/C-Grenada project officer, however, did not 
ensure before+ commi t.i i project fUlds that t lie overa I 1 projQC t 
assistance date wouldIbe extended to accomiumdate the 18-month trapping 
project. Nor lid lie ensure that the trapping results wouldl be accepted 
by the IIniteI States Jepa rtment of Agriculttre's Animal anui Plant lealth 
Inspection Service (API itS), the agency which regulates the conditions 
under which foreign produce may be exported to the inited States. As a 
resullt of not ohbtaiinirg these assurances, the success of AMl)'s $125,000 
investment in fruit fly trapping activities remains doubtful.
 

Recommendation No. 5
 

We recommend that, if the Grenada Agricultural Revitalization Project 
assistance completion date is ex tended, Rl)O/C-Grertada of)ta in, as a 
cor tti on to con t irned fund ing of the fruit fly prog ram beyond March 3 1, 
1987, a signed Mlrnoridunm of Ilrderstaning or other written assurrance 
that IIS)A's Animal and Plant Heal th Inspection Service formally sanctions 
the Li apping program aid that its resul ts woul d he used to furtlier 
Grenada's efforts to export certain fruits and vegetables to the IUnited 
States. 

)iscuiss ion 

The Pest Lanagement Ihrit of the Ministry of Agricultutre had undertaken a 
frurit fly trapping program urder the auspices of the Ui.S. Department of 
Ag ricul tture's Animal and Plant Ilealth Inspection Service (APHIS) to 
determine the existence or non-existence of fruit Flies in Grenada. This 
activity, bludgeted at $125,000, was started in April 1986 and was being 
funded under the Agricrl ltral Revitalization PIroj ect's Pest Management
IUnit. Depending on the resul ts of the planned 18-month program, Grenada 
could [),ossibly obtain certification that tHe island is frtrit-fly-free, 
which could then facilitate tie export of certain fruits ano! vegetables 
to the lit ted Stici s aind bring in mich needed foreign exchange. 

A .1 oii nllm of Iinderstaidiig (MOW) between the \IOA and API11S was 
prepare(I detailing the terins ail conuditions of tIIe 18-inonth tlrapping 
progr-ain. The M.1)1I was prepared for the pulrpose of docuiment ing the 
trapping prog rain aid to oh ta in assirainces f roin All*I S tha L, t)OII 
c mp Iel 1i)11 of tii Al )-fIndeI ac Liv i Ly, A IIIS woil d assess its iuilpac t oil 
G;'eiiali 's fl'loint to export certaill fruits and vegtahltes to the 1li ted 
St a t"S 

The MIiiistry approvedI thie ,IO)!!i Anqust 1I85 and began full-scale 
t rapp iI1, act ivities in April 1986. In tile meant ime, however, 
Rlx).'(:-(;ml.rlda had trot ohtained a signed MOm rOll r1- iAidicatilng iSlA's 

- 16 ­



official agreement with the project activity or its willingness to assess 
trapping results in connection with Grenada's efforts to increase 
agriculture exports to the Ulnited States. 

As or November 26, 1986 neither the 14ission nor the !'Ainistry had received 
a signed Miemorandum of' Inderstanding or other formal document from APIIS 
providing assurances that the Grenada frui t fly trapping program was 
sanctionied by APII[S. Mission officials stated that there was no doubt 
tihat .lWI IS was full), cognizant of the trapping program and that it had 
approwed its 18-month design. Mission officials stated, however, that 
PItIS was hesittnt to commit ;nything in writing or otherwise give the 
impression to a foreign government that the trapping program would 
defini tely leadN) tihe nNi ted States' acceptance of certain fruits an0( 
vegetables from Grenada. 

In retrospect, MIission officiais stated that the activity should not have 
been funded until APIS115 had signed the MOti or provided some other written 
evidence of their involvement in the project. However, with six months 
already invested in trapping activities, Mission officials were reluctant 
to terminate this activity even though continuance would require 
extendling the project completion date beyond the already extended January 
31, 1QR)7 date, Mission officials added that some form of written 
acknowledgment from AI'ItS was anticipated in the near future and that it 
was expectedI that RIP:/C would extend the project completion date to allow 
for completion ot the IX-montt trapping program. 

(:ommi It ing project Funds t) activities which cannot Ie completed before 
the current )oj.ect completion date or without finut assurance tiat their 
end-resriIts wouldt )e used as intided reflects poor managemen t jtlglnent 
a.(l coold] lead to an erl)arassin, situation between All) and the G()G. Even 
if the currttent project assistarnce completion date was extended to allow 
corpletion of trapping activities, Mission otficials would still have no 
assurarice that th! I8-onth trapping program was cost-effective unless 
some formal acknowledgermert was o)tained from AWIlTlS tilat the results 
wol I he used to) firthier Greniada's efforts to export certain friits and 
vegetables to tire United States. 

Ma nagenvu t Commen ts 

ISAII),7kW[/C agreed w i th the finding and recommendation. In I)ecember 
1986, the Mission receivel cabled assurances from the IU.S. Animal aid 
Plant IHealth Inspection Service representative stationed in the )ominican 
Repub lic that AIllIS would meet all commitments made in the Mlemoratdlu of 
hnlersta ndling between it am! the (;renada Ministry of Agricrti tre. The 
representa t ive also staled that APIIIS Washinig ton off ic ia Is were 
at tempt ing to locate tihe mremlOranhumnr. 'ir Miss ion reques ted i theha t 
recomm'nelat ion be closed lasd oin tie assuranice5 provided by the AIII[S 
rep resen t.ativ' in the l)ormirnican Relp blic. 
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Inspector Genela I Comments 

The information provided b) the Mission indicates that the Memorandum of 
JInde rs tandin(g may have never been reviewed by the aplpropriate Washington 
officials. This possibility raises further doubts as to the impact this 
I8-month trapping program will have on facilitating the export of certain 
fruits awl vegetal)el to the IUnited States. This reconmmendation will he 
cl sed U11)uon rPceipt of evidence that the subject memorandlul or other 
equivalent (Iocume,mt hs been signed by appropriate U.S. Department of 
Ag r iculutre authori ties. 
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B. 	 Coinp I iance .ud In terna I Control s 

I. 	 Comp Ii anc 

The 	 audit disclosed four compliance exceptions: 

--	 Some project-funded fertilizer was unaccounted for while remaining 
quantities were not always distributed in accordance with project 
agreement provisions (Finding No. 2). 

--	 The Government of Grenada's counterpart support obligations were not 
monitored by IDI/(C management to determine the extent of compliance 
with project agreements (Finding No. 3). 

--	 Project fund(]s were Committed to fruit Fly trapping activities beyond 
the project assistance completion date (Finding No. 5). 

--	 Reg ional I)evelopment Office/Caribbean management did not promptly 
report miss ing Al)-funded commodities to the Inspector General's 
Office for Inspections and Investigations as required by All) 
regulations (see following section). 

Other than the cond i ions cited, tested items were' in compliance with 
applicable laws and reglulations and nothing came to our attention that 
would indicate that intested i tems were not in compliance. 

2. 	 Interna I Controls 

The 	audit disclosed internal control weaknesses in the following areas­

--	 Project implemenitation plans and budgets were not prepared and/or 
revised to reflect changed project conditions (Finding No. 1). 

--	 Regional Development Office/Caribbean management had not estab lished 
adequate monitoring controls over receipt, storage and distribution 
of project funded commodities (Finding No. 2). 

-- Project 
project 

financial statis reports were 
managers (See following section). 

not routinely provided to 

-- Projec t advances were 
regulations (Finding No. 

not 
1). 

I iqu i da ted in compliance wi th All) 

WVi th the 
attention. 

above exceptions, no other control weaknesses came to our 
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C. 0 ther Pert i nen t Ma t tels 

Two otI Ier i ssues were i len t if ied dur ing the audit. First, it came to out" 
at tent ion that the Reg iona I Deve lopmen t Office/Caribbean had not 
a IItolla ted its accoiintinig system to p rovide periodic project financial 
s ta ttis reports on its por tfo I io of approx ina tei y 60 ma jor projects and 
200 sma 1Ier ac t iv i t ies. The crrent manua. accoulting system had the 
information av:i lable to prepare reports, however, due to staff 
limita-ltions tiese re)orts were prepared on an as-requested hasis only. 
The Controller's Office had otLine d the eqUiplrelit necessary to install 
the fission Au tomated Accounting, System and was currently in the )rocess 
of ente'ring project Financial data i n the system. The Controller stated 
that, barring any further staff ing problems, all financial information on 
projects in the RI)O/C portfolio would be entered into the automated 
system hy March 31, 1!987. ite strongly encourage RhI)!C managenrent to 
devote ttle necessarv resotn'ces toward this end so that vital project 
financial reports can be rou tinely provided to project managers to assist 
t em with their oversiglht responsibilities. 

Second, in regard to the missing fertilizer discussed earlier, it 
appeared that Mission officials in Grenada were ulrfam iliar with the 
reporting req i remen ts of All) Ilandbook 21 which requir es the prolmpt 
reporting of crimes, or the suspicion thereof, to the Inspector General's 
Office for Inspections and Investigations. RIX)/C-Grenada officials 
immediately advised RIX)/C, Bridgetown, including the Regional Legal 
Advisor, of the missing f.rtilizer and requested guridance. However, All) 
officiais from neither office had immediately advised the Inspector 
General's Off ice for Inspections and Investigations. This office was 
eventiially notified by ,IY)/('-Greiada, but not rntil Mission officials 
were advised by the audit team tiha the mere surspicion of a crime was all 
that was. required undeor the regulations to warrant a report to the Office 
of Inspections and Inivestiga:rtions. Based on this incident, it appears 
that :a Mission memo or directive calling employee's attention to the 
reporting requirements of AI 1)Handbook 24 would be appropriate. 
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$,E.CC','YNEATICN FiE CLOS};D. ADVISE I.,IOHITY. 
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FlLY LIQCIDA'fEr. RDO/C HAS A-READ , 
r T ON T. STATUS CF THE SPECIAl FUND. 

PFCPr IS PFEIG 'AILED TO ElIZ/A/T. 
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C -34 

r. C 
F IGVA/'I 

r, 

'A.E 
ClOSE 

7t,''C F IG/A/T. 

fICVE ACT IONS 'TA :N 
EICO 1ENDATIGN NO. 

EY 
2 

DO/C FEQUEST 
A, P, AND C. 

3. P ECC NATICN N0. 3 

;rO/C ."F iXMLE ENTAT ICN LE'rPTR NO,38, DATED 
1't'l"A3Y-1,, REQUESrFD THE MINISTRY OF 

AC'JCUL'UE 10 FREPARE A RfPOFT S:Ui'... THE0,V 1.'1 CF IGP:NADA S CCNTRIBUTIC.NS TO THE
AG?!CII,'.AL?}EYVITALIZATICN -ROJECT NO. 543-0e05 FOR
"FI 71JOD AV-ST 1C34 TPRUH DYCE,-tYR 1986. THE 

AYIU1ER ALSO INSIRUCTED THE MINISTRY TO PROVIDE AN
ACCC,UNTING FCR CUCTE COUNTERPART CONTRIBUTIONS ..
U.NQU07£ AT IEE END OF EACH CALENPAB OUARTER IN THEI FuTU?,. 

F t-' 12, 

, 

' - . 

RPO/C IS WFEFAFING SIMILAR IMPLEt<ENTATION LETTERS FOR 
OTPFR PROJECTS CURRENTLY 1EING FUNDEID BY USA ID IN
GFNArA WHICH RECUIRE REPORTING OF COUNTERPART 
CONTRIPUTIONS PY THE GOCG. PDO/C EXPECTS SUCH

.) I,,.LE,_ENTATICN LETTERS TO BE SENT BF]FORE JANUARY 30,icE7. 

1 ?"9/C IS AILING'A COPY OF iMIEVEN'ATION IETTv? 

) =,-, 

.-

q.,..... AC7 1,N
-D OrN .'E LT4 ' . AC ICN 'iA.'.Y'N 

./A.TcI.C I Is RiCC Ki P'ATI 
. c . 4'. --. ' .1"V0 rPA 

-.O , NIA rIoN NO . 4 

-,/A/
.BY ""' /C"" 

N AS IT 
-.IP . 

... ... T 

-.,.,.""z T 

" 
AS cF 1l// 6 THE GO :-'A FAD AN O'TSTANDING ADVANCEyF U 0ID?,S 19.. I, sNUFPor OF 040DF:L FARM 
A?.Vw.'IC:,,'.NT AND PYST :AA G}:MNT UNITS. DC/C *ASyA.a A iG?2AT. >,tR'NATION ON 12/6/it ,,HAT AN 
AVANCE LCR 'INTY (?-) DAYS WAS .. UITzD TO

I .. ?OJ XT. 
P.DO/C ECORES REFLECT TPE FOLLOWING ADVANCES UNDER 

THIS F:;CJECT AS CF 11/1../fIr: 

, t"OrYL YAl'S CC>FCENT 

SAT.E OF ALVANCE iCDOLS USDOLS 

t-, -
4.,I- :6 

TOCTAL 

/,24,254.15 
v vu . e.' 

-75,2.; 
3 ,?19 1.9'6 

27, 74.11 

-:..... . ..... ... , . c- .... .... . . I ) T 0 'r- " . ­
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C.'UAL 0CTC: 'R 1 e 4,423.3E
 
I,1rU.L v 86 4,512 .0 1 ,678.45
NC \" 

ACTUAL PrCE".E? S6 4,9 2-.2 1,855.51
 
EST. JANUARY E7 6,722.5ec 2,5c. c0
 

TOA L 634.69 -3,~X6 

- CViR ADV.AN CE 	 I ,reo.31 2 , t,2 

F:ST XANAS.XiENT UNIT COMPONENT 

h Al-VANCE AVAIIAI.E 11/28/66 1:75, e69.08 5V,245.17 

EXP' r[TuPFS (RECORDED AFTER 11/28/-6): 

- AC 4.I2AL '?/2/F5 - ie/10/6 67,224.28 25,2-e7.17
 
- sr. 1/11/..6 - 11/,"/66 33,5'eO.00 12,461,87
 
- iST. 12/l/i.6 - 2/28/E7 eojmo". 22,319.76
 

CI'A 	 160,?24.2B 59,788.8 

UN hR ADVANCE 	 25,655.20 9,_43.63
 

TEE ACVE PRESENTATION SPOWS AN ACTUAL OVERALL 
. AIVANCE CF I.SS THAN NINYTY DAY REOUIRE,.,ENT. IT DOES .
 

PFL.FCT FCWkVEP TEAT THE MOA IS NOT SUBIITTINO ITS
 
VOUCHE.RS ON A TIl'IELY BASIS. IMPLEMENTATION LETTER
 

.) 	NO.40 WAS ISSUED ON JANUARY 13, 1987 RECUESTING THE 
MCA TO SUEMIT ITS VOUCHER FOR ADVANCE LIQUIDATION NOT 
LATER THAN TWO MONTHS FOLLOWING THE MONTH FOR WHICH 

) 	EXPENSES WERE INCURRED. 

EASED ON 'fI3.i ACYE PRESENTATION REOUEST RIG/A/T

)FFVISX FAO'S 21 AND 22 OF ?F:.F DRAFT REPORT TO '}nF..JCT


ACTA. FF,?;:D ADVA CES AS OF Ii.2/&e AND
 
1: , 	 " , -S ,,.~;% A, L AND P'CJ FC 	 • ,,. UTDR 

,. , !> .,N ,. .', u;_ Y F.DO/c. R C:C :,END'iT C.N NO. 4 SFOULD
 
1 F .S'A AT TO RDO/C SROJLD 01N PRQ: PT
,,D tJ AD 


U'-i$ ('CNVCUCH}FRS fICM THE !iNiS'TY OF
CI 
")AGMICLLlFE. PlEASE NOTE TH;ERE V'AS AN OVER ADVANCE 

AT NC-PTICN CF THE MOD'L YARMS AND PXST VANAGEIENT 
UNITS DUE TO SLOW START-UP." FCWE'VFR, XPENDITURS 

. ...>. ~R . , .NOV}I*',?Yp, 1986 HAVE OVER 'AKEN T' IS
 
F Ll T:tCUENTYY%..' AfrVA CFS $Ht(.ULD NCGT IFFE
; w 

N; C '.SA'iY 1"RICR TO .F1, 3RIiAR Y 19 7. . ,. ,, T 

CCNC."N IC UN...,.' C",Y..S- S ~iY[Nf'r) COSTS SVCOUSE ., 
- N"ACCCII 	 c sNGLY. 

?.iO/C CONSI]ERS THIS RECOlIMENDATION TO B6E MET AND
 
lp'.cUES 'IS FIG/A/T PRIORITY ADVISE THIS RCCIMMENDATION
 
IS C0lCXS.D.
 

6. } CO ,I.,,AT ON NO. 5 

P,.R il.FLYt,.N'ATION LETTER NO. 35 DA'iD DIhCE.I.;R 16
 
1UU$ 1i:O/C O]1LOIALY EX' 'ND.;D ,T.HE ACD UNL
 

D R 1, ]-7. PER CALFE S.NTO DOMINGO ,
 
SI, -"J!CT USTA/W}"ADA CO(;i'r,ATIVE FRUIT PLY
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C : "A ' ' EA E i AT I. 'W1, [. MEK A1,
C'c S A1rE' IN S,.rfJ C:" C; UN i(t.p 

,., .- 1 ; XA 1llA; C1P IIS OF BOTH I)OCU,":7INTS TO RIG/A/T. 

PLC 3(N~I7.R.h SR FCONi: ND T 10N --TO--- MET --AND:'R ~ .f G:~ P.P R.I;OR tIIII Ai'~9ETI HAT T E[ISTYf 11 

. I " , U, TICN IS CLOSE) .
 

7. C'PjiV2 . CC V'NTS : 
A) ,... C. 

C-'/C .: TT SST.','AT.FJ i'1 . T{; F:CC 1) TEAT MANY OF IH";*:> ;N[i.., ssu;;S I~NI~ ~I N TE ' T'; OX T :,fi'N R :1P..-.1:P CAN ' AT (I ?,.*,TI'. TO INADCUAT,EP; :.,l : 7 L- 5 .' N RAT'IY. THAN tMISN'A A -'.M,,NT. T F 
0* 11 4 GEIINADA IN TH FIRSTSI'UATIO'i 


' - ."t."';T T.:; : '"t"S F OCI'O?.;.,' 19 3 IS W'LL

"I *.." J2 I " " . .. V : N :• r; "2 I .u [,$ D' ? I'." - ',R A .4v 1,£10,4 Li IN3 

U'ICLA 5S I r'I l D. BRI DGETO','N QO110524/103 

alt. 

C 



UNCL, I.ISI f D' I 4/L4 APPENDIX A 

-z ir"~ ~~~iTF.ID'EN I. 'fEEJECT PKC'iCT 'AS V'FS I 5ED, Page. 7 of 11 

-:}.r, ?cIC LIEV YS F.AT aOD0 -AAGEMVNT WAS OY"1EN
N C;.S.I..ECV7VC IYTN CF TE SIN

FC.?i 'S ANr, .,F USE?F.1 LY AC YCZL'I NG TEE ?tiC IS
C T .F .,. CV .N:"ZN 1 iCTFD iN r,:. E 4.i.V 

) K OY' LE..T I.CE$?i Gt.AIONS" A?,E IN -ACT A
F SULT CF R-tCENT PROCJ .CT ,AA' NAT AND NOT TE.E LACK 
CF .LA',I G CE IN ArC'UAT. AID 'ANAG-V-'iNT. TEEY
F'0SU1T F--;iARILY FRC M 5AVIVGS IN T E TECN? C4L 
A SS%.NCE FUPGET PECAUSE EDO/C GCF,'4ADA DECTED TEAT
I ICIiICAL ASSISTANCE TO 'THE YARKETING AND NATIONAL 
IrPrCV1MENT }CARD, AS SET OUT IN INITIAL PROJECT 
,ESIGN, WAS INAFF?.OPRIATE WITH REGARDS TO PROJECT

GCAIS ANE C*J'!VCIVYS AND AID PCLICY, AND WAS GOING TO
E FFCVIr'.D UNrFR THE AEGIS OF ANOTH'R (I PRD -UNED)

F? OJRCT. WITHOUT GOCD PROJYCT MANACG7YNT THIS
INEIVIUL'AL EITHER COULD HAVE PEEN KEPr ON OR A SERIES 
CF SFT.-IR EXPERTS COULD HAVE P.EEN UTILIZED TO 
PROVIEF ALDITICNAL ASSISTANCE 'THAT WOULD HAVE EFEN

*NICE 'O HAVE, PUT NOT ESSENIIAL TO MlEETING THE GOALS 
AND OFJECTIVES CF THE PROJECT. WE PEILIEVE THAT IT IS
TO THE CRIDIT CF AID PROJECT MANAGE' ENT THAT THIS ',AS
NCT PCNE AND 'THAT AID FINACIAL RESCURC}S WERE 
CONSER VFD. 

, 

I NCTE ALSO -"CULD PE 1MADE OF TFF, FACT TEAT Ar TEE TIMl-E 
TI:.E F.OJiCT PAPYR WAS WRITTEN, IT WAS PLANNED THAT 
THE TiCHNICI. ASSISTANCE E].EMENT OF THE PRCJECT WOULD 

J TAXF EIGHT'VEN (IF.) MONTHS TO COMPLETE. 
U, FC'RTUNATFLY, THE PACD THAT WAS WRITTEN INTO THE 
GFA .TAGRI .. ,T ','.AS JANUARY 31, IqS6 OR SEV'LNTEEN
(1?) ',:',S. A .i' fE A tW. N'' WAS, S IG n ON JU-Y 

-
.....~~. "i 

" >',,"~ 
X\, Ii,:S 

CL",',:"C " .'., 

S,.... S.,.:S A 1)Yi&N I SE. : E N A'T~ ~ ~~L.. iT S.:A°D UE1,],Oi : u':" ~.D It.FA VE 
0,-f . CCOUNT 7't-" ]T .-IXI YAqsSTO 

TO i'?OCUEF A -'1CH.'I CAL A -SiTrAN
1' ,!D F?-'I ," T RiS I ,L ',T i*,'., 'I CI~kA ".. 

LC. I G fiit Y A.L FY.CCUJYmENT PROCEFDUP. ES. RDO/C
GRVAYdA F;:..LrWED AID PFOCU "' , v NT :YULATIS IN
STIr. T ',IE ".E!IoAL AS; STLNC CONT.'RACTOR AND AID 

rSI,.T"F CCYPR ACT CN YF.BUARY 2!5, '85. TEE }IRS'?.:;-5 1-. -LT '":O~ t, Ci .N AiR!IV:,:D iN ,, ,u:AC'.. , TI.'"ht. ..Or, E, IT 
S .}.~.. ,n 'C FXTFN' THE FACD TO JANUAiY ',,", 1 :7,

' "JCW iC.2 '[,,E FIG I ; tn N (c- ) NT'rs cF.. -C iNICAL 
ASSIS"-N.NCE AS 0Ic1INALLY CON "'"MPLATD IN TH F OJ-CT
FAYfP . 1HIS 1,XI'iNSION 'AAS APY-,ROPRIATE AN FOLLOW.D 
GO"D APOCiDURYS 

" 

Ai,B 'ICNAI.LY , IT SIHOULD IE ,,R}D THAT IN THE
INII ,LDfSIGN AND NEGOTIATION OF 'TIE PROJECT WITH 
T'E .IN TI Iji'.,-, NT, TE INT'ENT -YiIND THE 
DIV:.;:TIlJ .f YUNI 'WAS TO POPUCE TAN:;] LE !B ;iITS¢U]C ),Y, ,AS cCmi;eYC'LY NOTED IN ',, m;'i". )}PCRT. 
,PCY}\'. , TillS A1POACH "WAS VI ,;' .;D AS 1.O,1fICAI,]Y

IIiA"V!.L 'Y 11r1E NlE'W DEtvOCEATIC "I .n ,rXET ',li1
TOO CP A rF~ CF 'i"l, COUNTR'Y ArTR TI'i ,,,41',F - IM

(C\}:~:,' T JF T > k i 0 iCT, IAP' , ',,' AS ' TP Y,,, T;,-D 
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i'AI,,r,. l1, f 1> ' 'k) 5''yC:... ., '+ ''"; ": " i ''': .~u :'( '&GOV ,,a , 

A] \. S , ,.C1i . IN T,' i, ,MO 1'A,',, F::o 1 0 . AS .... ~~ £ T t i C '-, ...... A [C.N , A ID 
, . ;:. . AG,C T ' 1c'!LS A''Ft,,d C I(C!1 IT JU.. .!. , 
x:T'ho, 'irn i ' Ci.JW T V! 0 " T ,f: Pi,.,J;C'T TO PHI VA ,E 

~ A1,F.',, -1 : tATS L&---A -3A -1jN'r. A A st.Gi pHosr,4. FOR "li.ICH AID, -;A'JAG !P;T';T 
- ,,','P..,, :CTV AC'ION Pf i-X7T NDI)[G TiE 

A"J , T SA -'O1c T ; LC [S1C. BY A I
11'D' NT TOC FULLY MrN1 TH. FRUJIT FLY TRAPPINJG

,. I -' Tf TE HAI¢,)SMOOTH~ 

,..',.. iCN A D CC,-M PL "[. ,O1T1 N. TP CCPA "l'... .. 'IG-T 
. I i :~; ONG:'. ". OF' T ili PACD, WAS JU, I i'USf . 

.....~~~~~ f: SviI1 UIRV "~'Y. ... W ICR! B ,.AN 
. '. 0 J. A1" ' ' '....: r ... 'i ;rvr t"0 . .,,'! Tiffs r.[A, , . FV! ... 

7It-A.. . LY LIKE' TO N T" "'OR T? : :RCOF ' TF , 
-.. 0; , Is s IOZ ER COULD HAVl4.V y;,

" "", '1 ? "'F'T !." AID ,,-A T4 -,T fOT S. S 

APIENI)TX 
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,C'T rlISC.Viz.D iY AID CR THE ,OG UNTIL THE 

A"CIATICNS%' 
 F RiQCESfED LY AID TO DEPOSIT THE"CNIiS GENEFATEr FOC YETItIZER E.AES ,INTO A ,FCCIAL;SCIL CC.UV\ATICN FUNL£ AND' TO ACCOUNT FUR THIS@T 1 

£"$$C'E"dENT. TFE CREATION CF A SFECIAL FND FCR 

.. 'CCA5PUr-iNT, BUT WAS INS IUTED BY

?C/C ELFIN" PISCUSSICNS FOLLOWING 'fLiVEY Ci TIHE


Y.II L12} 'IC ZNA..DA . IT SHOULD PF R-FEK?.-ER.D TEAT
T-E[ CFIGIAL C"'NO.}FT OF TAE FROCT FAPER DESIGN WAS 
TO ric',RIFu'r ,.F FERTILIZER FIEE OF CHARGE. FAD
TEIS 'lAKYN FIACE, WE rAY 'HAVENEVER E.rTECID T!E
MI"SSING FiU.ILIZiR--wE WOULD HAVE ONi RECEIV.D A 
IISING OF IE.CIFIEFNTS. CREATION OF THIS ?UND HAD

T'WC YfFECTS: 1) IT FR'RVIlD FCR ACCOUNTABILITY CF
 
AID FCICUCES WQICH WOULD NOT OTHERWISE BEEN

PCV] E ; AN4E 2) IT PERM]TTYD ,CRE PEVYLCP?,F NTAL
I r LCT iM 'IHE !IETILIZER SALES PY ASSISTING FARMERS
WITH IIitLD DrAINAGE AND SOIL CCNSERVATICN. Tl, E
 
FY"C'P UFS TEAT 
 THIS LATTER ASPECT OF THE
 
Y;ETILIzxR 
 SALS HAS PEEN CUITE SUCCFSSFUL AND
 

EILI.-ECEIVL EY PAPTICIPATING FARt,.RS.
 

P) CC,FPLIANCF AND CONTROL:
 

WE ?E'ER O 1}'E FIRST FULL FARAGRAPH ON PAGE 27 OF
 
'LRA}T FIPOT. 'AE RFCUST TEAT 
 T.E WORD QUO! E STOLEN

UNQUCIJ E iLETIED AND IN PLACE TIHYEFOCR TRE P RASE
QUOTE LNIACCCUN'rFD FOR UNOUOTE EE INSERTED. THIS 
CFA\'G 'AOUL] _FTTEP PEFI.ECT THE SITUATION AS ISI CUPENTLY AiNCWN. FR iXAt, Pl, TIf,,R. IS NO ABSOLUTE 
EVIDENCE OF TE..T AT THIS TIME. WE SUSPECT 
FIU7LEAGE, wT W'E.ALSO SUSPECT LYT';,"IORATION AS A
:$,-.," ¢ iOFA 'E STORAGE, AND IU 'A Y ?E '['EAT -E

CC.LCt .I N',*CF TYF. A;SOC.ARiCS hE IN, 
IN A..Y CASE, TlD, NICN IS 'fT TO IE

::.:,-? D F 641 E1, LIH'VE I V F..ko...D 
C£:CT 'TCIi U" CT/rE IS 1 APPA'T}. 

C) .i A i hTI NEN T VAT T kR S: 

5 A?-iO F?A u 2 iI;RS T PA"nAE AFlOF... TYE DnA FT AUDIT
I Fr" 0C CI'v1?CL-TR 'ILANS 10 C:U R51ON 

C 'At, iJALGCCUNT-I Ntl SIS! , TC ,ACS 'bY 111A's" Il,
f.7, f FiLINE PEPCRT FOR PYPJOD KLNP'D 9/3e/66 HAS . , I',. A .E AD f;I ' :h I' rT f'3; FK.RIOD X1E"D 

"'CV 

e..,1/e WIl. PE CC:.IAlYD EY JANUAY 23, 19"7.3 

irtc/c rO}FS NCT ACCEPT THE STATEMENT ADFE CN ?ASE 29 
SFCCND FAFAGEAPH CONCEPNING UNFAMILIA"jTY WITH 

. rYrt'I*I o IXEUIR,!.ENS OF AID IBB 24. 

GEOIC'1A.L L-. GAL AVISIOR, WiMN APPrISD OP SIT UAT ION ON 
, Y , ,?OTE ,,0PA ,DUM TO UAID,/0 LDA S.A T1G T4AT 

, WCT3• ; 'IAYY .S W NY, CF$SA}Y ,O ! CO .D. A VIsE
M,!A AiC' CN TC 'A' . I A :AS CF OPi NIN , 0 SfAT D

IN' 4ti-!., AI:D1TICN4T, , WAS N4C FRSA Y
J;:AT IT CIA''IOl 
Wll. 01'AO ANA[YSIS PY I.N;Ufi&)'D AND ADV ICEiR COILD 

4/.?5 
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C 	 GIVEN. AT TIME CF USAID/G 'RITTENPCCG",MEN ATICN 
"SCNSE TO RIA MEMIC IN lATE SETE, EER, A RESPCNSE
 

'AEICE CCN1AINED CCNSIDEALY MORE INFORPATICN AND A
 ..... ~~rACTION TO ADEFSS THE MATT.R, AN AUDIT E.D
 
D
S HEi F". TEE-,. ROJ.T,I"t AND CNLT REASONABLE 

.. , EE AUEIT r-A;, 'AS XACE A',eA?: CF TEE LCST 
• *'T.iIz SITUArION PRICOR TC ITS ARRIVAL IN':A A. ILA kND ISS ION OF CCURS E, A C
 
"-;" 'N UI ;'v7NT t STATED E,AF"T REOT, ,BUT
 

-.
.SE-r CN iNCCMPL.TE INITIAL INFCR-M ATICN FRCM USA ID/G,

CCULiE WITH LNCNG-COMPLETED STATE OF ALL FERTILIZER

C.LES, NO ONGOING SALES, RELATIVE LACK OF ANY
 
INCR.:..TI CN CR ALLEGATION RiGARDINC ',?CNGDCING CF
 
EITPER GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS OR T'OSE INDIVIDUALS 
C.-'. ,kE WITH CPiPATING THIS ASPECT OF PRCJECT, ELA
 
F.LT Il P??".2,ATURE FOR SUCH REPORT. RIG SHOULD NOTE
 
THAT PIL]i.RAGE AND SPOILAGE FROM INITIAL REPORTS
 

A.,~TOTC IE -1E CAUSE OF LOSS. THUS
 
CCNC AT EYES CF RLA APPROPIATELY LIES UPON
ArCN IN 

A'E.RTE A COUNTRY CLAIM FOR THE VALUE OF THE LOST

FEirILIzZER MAY BE ASSER'rED AND, IF SO, TEE AMCIjNT OF
 

|L
 

UB G.
 

5/£ NCE.SS~f FD R I GKTO,'N £Z .., /'I
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tSU-. POT.NTI'AL CLAIM. 'YE LL EVE IT SHOULD B E Page II of It 
FC.N Er OuT "ICAT, EV N AF'TER TBOROUGH EXAMMINATION,
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LIST OF REIORT RECOMNENDATIONS 

Page No. 

Recommendation No. 1 

We 	 recommend that, if the project assistance completion 
date is extended, IJSAID/RDO/C-Grenada, in consultation 
with the Ministry of Agriculture: 

(a) 	 identify remaining essential project activities, 

(b) 	 establish an implementation plan for those activities 
to include costs and implementation time frames, and 

(c) 	 rebudget and/or deobligate/reobligate excess 
obl igations.
 

Recommendation No. 2 

We recommend that the Regional Development 
Office/Caribbean-Grenada issue project implementation 
letter(s) to request the Ministry of Agriculture to: 

(a) Submit a detailed final report fully accounting for 
all AIl)-funded fertilizer distributed by the Grenada Cocoa 
and Grenada Banana CooperativV Associations. (This report 
shoul d identify the total number of bags received and unit 
price paid by each fertilizer recipient, and should also 
describe the actions to be taken by the Regional 
Development Office/Caribbean-Grenada and the Ministry to 
ensure that proper restitution is made for incorrect 
fertilizer transactions. This should include, for 
example, the Government of Grenada restoring to the soil 
conservation fund the difference between actual fertilizer 
cost and the subsidized price the Grenada Farms 
Corporation paid the Banana association for project 
fertilizer.) 

(b) Initiate an investigation of the missing fertilizer 
estimated at 4,192 bags worth $74,427, and report its 
findings to IISAID and, if necessary, to the appropriate 
local authorities. (If this investigation does not 
recover the missing commodities or their equivalent market 
value, then the Ministry along with the two associations 
responsible for safeguarding the fertilizer should restore 
to the soil conservation fund an amount equal to what 
would have been deposited if the missing fertilizer had 
been sold to eligible growers at the established price of 
US$1.46 per bag.)
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(c) Submit a detailed periodic report on the statIs of 
soil conservation activities until the special fund has 
been liquidated. 

Recommendation No. 3 12 

We recommend that RIX)/C-Grenada obtain from appropriate 
Governmen t of Grenada en t i ties, through project 
implementation letters or equivalent documents, a report 
siimmar i z ing thei r contributions to Al1) projects by 
element, as of September 30, 1986 and updates of this 
information on a quarterly basis for the remainder of all 
AID projects in (renada containing a Government of Grenada 
counterpart support obligation. 

Recommendation No. 4 14 

We recommend that RI)O/C-Grenada obtain Ministry of 
Agriculture submissions of expense vouchers promptly, and 
the return of advanced funds which exceed 90 days' 
requi remen ts. 

Recommenotation No. 5 16 

We recommend that, if the Grenada Agricultural 
Revitalization Project assistance completion date is 
ex tended, RDO/C-Grenada obtain, as a condition to 
continued funding of the fruit Fly program beyond March 
31, 1987, a signed Memorandum of Understanding or other 
written assurance that USDA' s Animal and Plant Heal th 
Inspection Service formally sanctions the trapping program 
and that its results would be used to further Grenada's 
efforts to export certain fruits and vegetables to the 
United States. 
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REPORT 1)ISMh IBUTION 

Director, RDO/C 5 

Associate Director, RlXD/C-Grenada 3
 

AA/I.AC 2 

IAC/ /Gl-C I 1 

I.AC/DR 1 

LAC/DI 1 

IAC/CON'F l 

LACC 1 

IAC/RIAs 1 

AA/M 2 

SIT/PO 1 

SI'F/AGR 1 

'4/S R/OP 1 

M/S.T/OP/COMS 1
 

GC 1
 

LEG 1 

%1/I4/ASI) 3 

PPC/CDI E 3 

AA/XA 2 

XA/PR 1 

IG 1 

AIG/A 1 

IG/PPO 
 2 

IC/PSA 1 

IG/LC 1 

S/VI tS/CR 12
 

IG/11 
 1 

RIG/Il 1 

Other RIG/As I 


