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This report presents the results of Audit of USAID/Liberia's
Management System for Identifying and Solving Project 1Imple-
mentation Problems. The program results audit was part of a
world-wide effort to evaluate A.I.D.'s project management
process. In Liberia we determined if the Mission's manage-
ment system adequately (1) measured project progress, (2)
ronitored and tracked project implemertation problems until
corrected, and (3) assured that unexpended project funds
were wutilized or deobligated. The audit also assessed the
adequacy of Mission action to implement a prior audit recom-
mendation.

Audit results showed that USAID/Liberia made significant
efforts to monitor its project portfolio and identify and
resolve project problems. However, its efforts could be
enhanced by better measuring project results, more quickly
identifying and resolving problems, and more effectively
determining how unexpended project funds can be utilized.
The audit found that the Mission had satisfactorily imple-
mented a prior audit recommendation to follow-up audit and
A.I.D. evaluation recommendations.

The project management system, an excellent tocl for moni-
toring the Mission's efforts, was providing limited informa-
tion. The system «could have better measured project pro-
gress by utilizing quantitative indicators. Furthermore,
the project management system did not provide enough
periodic information to identify significant problems and
track them until resolved. The audit also identified about
$5.4 million of unexpended funds which could be used more
effectively.



The report recommends the Mission improve its management
system to monitor projects, better monitor unexpended
project funds, and deobligate {unds not effectively used.

Your comments to the draft report were considered and
changes were made as appropriate. You essentially agreed
with the recommendations. However, you noted, and we agree,
that the issue of quantitative indicators falls in the area
of project design, not implementation. Therefore, we have
revised the recommendation to require that project papers
for current and new projects include quantifiable indica-
tors. Also, you did not agree that about $5 million in
project funds should be deobligated because the Mission was
redesigning the projects. The report favors deobligation
because of the 1lack of success of these types of projects
over many years. Still the report recognizns you have the
option to redesign if properly justified.

Please advise me within 30 days of any additional informa-
tion related to action planned or taken to implement the
audit recommendations.

I appreciate the cooperation and courtesy given to my staff
during the audit.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The United States has long been identified as Liberia's
closest friend. Cultural and historical ties date back to
the country's founding in 1847. The United States has
special interests in Liberia, including Strategic rights at
the airfield and port, communication facilities, and one of
sub-Saharan Africa's largest blocks of private investment.
Since 1946 the United States has provided Liberia with about
$674 million in economic assistance.

As of December 31, 1986, USAID/Liberia had 13 active
projects authorized at about $98 million, of which about
$60 million had been obligated. Of this amount, about
$34 million had been spent. The Mission proposed -about
$30 million in economic assistance for fiscal year 1988.
This amount could be reduced if Liberia does not remain
current on its payment of United States development loans.

The Office of the Inspector General is making a world-wide
audit of A.I.D.'s management process to identify and solve
project implementation problems. As part of this effort,
the Office of the Regional Inspector General for Audit/
Dakar, made a program results audit of USAID/Liberia's
management process for identifying and solving project
implementation problems. Audit objectives were to determine
if the Mission's management system adequately (1) measured

project progress, (2) monitored project implementation
problems until corrected, and (3) assured that unexpended
project funds were utilized or deobligated. The audit also

assessed the adequacy of Mission action to implement a prior
audit recommendation.

USAID/Liberia had made significant efforts to monitor its
project portfolio and identify and resolve project prob-
lems. However, its efforts could be enhanced by better
measuring project results, more quickly identifying and re-
solving problems, and more effectively determining how un-
expended project funds can be ‘utilized. The audit found
that the Mission had satisfactorily implemented a prior
audit recommendation to follow-up, audit and A.T.D. evalu-
ation recommendations.

Because of intensive review efforts since mid-1985, USAID/
Liberia has had a good grasp of problems encountered in
assistance projects. In the spring of 1985 USAID/Liberia
and the Africa Bureau conducted a review of the economic
assistance program. The review examined to what extent the
program's portfolio reflected the country's economic crisis
and suggested appropriate adjustments. Consequently, at the
time of audit, USAID/Liberia was addressing the country's
economic crisis and was in the process of making
modifications to the program.
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The project management system, an eXcellent tool for
monitoring the Mission's efforts, was providing 1limited
information. The system could have better measured project
progress by wutilizing quantitative indicators. Furthermore,
the project management system did not provide enough
periodic information to identify significant problems and
track them until resolved. The audit also identified about
$5.4 million of unexpensed funds which could be used more
effectively.

A.I.D. missions are required to establish management systems
that monitor and assess th. effectiveness of assistance
efforts. USAID/Liberia's system did not adequately (1) use
qQuantitative indicators to measure project progress, (2)
gather data or focus on problems identified during site
visits and other monitoring activities, or (3) systemati -

cally follow-up on recommendations to resolve problems. The
basic reason for this was that the Mission's management
system did not require documentation and follow~-through. As

a result, USAID/Liberia had difficulty determining the
effectiveness of its assistance, and problems in development
projects were not identified and corrected in a timely
manner. This report recommends that USAID/Liberia improve
its management system to monitor projects. The Mission
generally agreed with the audit finding and recommendat:on.

A.I.D. requires that funds which are not effectively used be
deobligated and reobligated to other projects in the
country, or deobligated and made available for other wuses in
the Agency. The audit identified about $5.4 million in
project funds which had not been effectively utilized by
USAID/Liberia, and there were no immediate plans for their
use. This condition existed because the Mission (1) ex-~
tended unsuccessful projects rather than deobligate funds,
and (2) did not have an adequate system to identify wun-
expended funds. As a result, funds which could have been
made available for better purposes or deobligated, remained
obligated for long periods. The report recommends that
USAID/Liberia better monitor unexpended project funds and
deobligate funds not effectively used. The Mission did not
agree that most of the project funds be deobligated because
it had plans to utilize the funds. -
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AUDIT OF
USAID/LIBERIA'S MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
FOR IDENTIFYING AND SOLVING PROJECT
IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS

PART 1 - INTRODUCTION

A. Background

The United States has long been identified as Liberia's
closest friend. Cultural and historical ties date back to
the country's founding in 1847. The United States has
special interests in Liberia, including strategic rights at
the airfield and port, a high concentration of U.S. Govern-
ment communications facilities, and one of sub-Saharan
Africa's largest blocks of private investment. The U.S.
objective in Liberia is to foster economic, financial and
political stability.

Between 1946 and 1986, the United States provided Liberia
about $674 million in economic assistance. For fiscal years
1985 to 1987, U.S. assistance included:

1985 1986 1987 *

(in thousands)
Economic Support Fund $43,000 $28,710 1/ $15,000
Development Assistance 15,385 14,667 11,970
Public Law 480 6,000 11,000 10,000
$64,385 $54,377 $36,970

* Planned

For fiscal year 1988, USAID/Liberia requested about
$30 million in economic assistance.

As of December 31, 1986, USAID/Liberia had 13 active
projects authorized at about $98 million, of which about
$60 million had been obligated. Of this amount, about
$34 million had been spent. The A.I.D. program was Inanaged
by 19 A.I.D. employees and three United States personal
services contractors. 1In addition, the Mission employed 105
local nationals.

1/ The Mission 1is planning on deobligating $5,203,000 of
this amount.



B. Audit Objectives and Scope

The Office of the 1Inspector General is making a world-wide
audit of A.I.D.'s management process to identify and solve
project implementation problems. As part of this effort,
the Office of the Inspector General for Audit /Dakar, made a
program results audit of USAID/Liberia's management process
for identifying and solving project implementation problems.
Audit objectives were to determine if the Mission management
system adequately (1) measured project progress, (2) moni-
tored project implementation problems until corrected, and
(3) assured that unexpended project funds were utilirzad or
deobligated. The audit also assessed the adequacy of
Mission action to implement a prior audit recommendation
(Audit of Operating Expenses in Liberia, Audit Report
7-669-8" -7 dated May 10, 1985). The recommendation related
to USAID/Liberia's system to track audit and evaluation
recommendations.

The audit was made at USAID/Liberia from January through
March 1987. The audit covered the period 1980-87, and
included a review of USAID/Liberia's system for monitoring
projects, results of site visits, project implementation,
and evaluation reports.

Nine projects that had problems during implementation were
identified during discussions with A.I.D. personnel in
Washington and the Mission. Special efforts were made to
ensure that the final four projects included such important
sectors as agriculture, education and private enterprise.

The four projects accounted for about $19 million in
obligations and $18 million of disbursements as of December
31, 1986 (see Exhibit 1). Each of the projects were

reviewed to identify how the Mission detected problems, and
to assess the adequacy of actions taken to resolve them.
The auditors interviewed Mission officials and examined
appropriate files. Review of internal controls and
compliance was limited to the findings presented in this
report. The audit was made in accordance with generally
accepted government auditing standards.



AUDIT OF
USAID/LIBERIA'S MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
FOR IDENTIFYING AND SOLVING PROJECT
IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS

PART II - RESULTS OF AUDIT

USAID/Liberia had made significant efforts to monitor its
project portfolio and identify ard resolve project
problems. However, its efforts could be enhanced by better
measuring project results, more quickly identifying and
resolving problems, and more effectively determining how
unexpended project funds car be utilized. The audit found
that the Mission had satisfactorily implemented a prior
audit recc 'mendation to follow up audit and A.I.D. evalu-
ation recommendations.

Because of intensive review efferts since mid-1985,
USAID/Liberia has had a good grasp of problems encountered
in assistance projects. In the spring of 1985 USAID/Liberia
and the Africa Bureau conducted a review of the economic
assistance program. The review examined to what extent the
program's portfolio reflected the country's economic crisis
and suggested appropriate adjustments. Consequently, at the
time of audit, USAID/Liberia was addressing the country's
economic crisis and was in +~he process of making modifi-
cations to the program.

The project management system, an excellent tool for
monitoring the Mission's efforts, was providing limited
information. The system could have better measured project

brogress by wutilizing quantitative indicators. Furthermore,
the project management system did not provide enough
periodic information to identify significant problems and
track them until resolved. The audit also 1identified about
$5.4 million of unexpended funds which could be used more
effectively.

The report contains recommendations to improve the project
management system and to establish a reporting system to
monitor unexpended project funds.



A. Findings and Recommendations

l. Improvements Were Needed in Mission Project Management

sttem

A.I.D. missions are required to establish management systems
that monitor and assess the effectiveness of assistance
efforts. USAID/Liberia's system did not adequately (1) wuse

quantitative indicators to measure project progress, (2)
gather data or focus on problems identified during site
visits and other monitoring activities, or (3) systemati-

cally follow~up on recommendations to resolve problems. The
basic reason for this was that the Mission's management
system did not require documentation and follow-through. As
a result, USAID/Liberia had difficulty determining the
~ifectiveness of its assistance, and problems in development
projects were not identified and corrected in a timely
manner.

Recommendation No. 1

We recommend that the Director, USAID/Liberia, improve the
project management system as follows: '

a. ensure that current and new project papers include
adequate quantitative indicators that can be used to
periodically measure project progress;

b. ensure that problems uncovered as a result of project
monitoring activities are reported to the proper level
of mission management; and

C. require that reported problems be tracked until
corrective action is taken.

Discussion

In order to manage programs effectively and make sound
decisions, A.I.D. missions are to establish adequate
management systems. Among other things, the management
system must (1) compare project performance with benchmarks,
(2) 1identify problems, and (3) track problems to ensure that
timely corrective actions are taken.

Since the early 1980s, the Africa Bureau has been revising
its management system to make missions more accountable for
managing programs. The Bureau now requires missions to
submit periodic action plans that establish specific
benchmarks in implementing the approved country strategy.
Missions are then required to periodically report progress



on systemic problems and identify needed corrective
actions. Also, the Bureau assesses the missions'
effectiveness through periodic field verifications of the
action plans, reports and other supporting documentation.

In the early 1980s, economic conditions in Liberia were
deteriorating. Both the Mission and A.I.D./w recognized the
need to adjust A.I.D.'s assistance portfolio to meet these
changing conditions. This led mission personnel to
frequently :ieview project progress. In September 1985, to
further enhance project management, the Mission established
an experimental project committee to assist project
officers. Permanent committees were recently established to
ensure more effective performance of A.I.D.'s project
responsibilities and to take appropriate actions when
problems or unforeseen opportunities arose.

A project design committee was also established to ensure
that (1) various experts and resources were involved in
project planning and design, (2) design and implementation
personnel had a clear understanding of projects, and (3)
requisite project documents were developed according to
Agency guidelines. Such actions helped the Mission to
identify major problems, and to redesign or terminate
Certain programs and projects.

Despite Bureau and Mission actions to improve the project
management system, the system did not produce the in-
formation nceded to adequately manage the projects. For
instance, the reporting system did not adequately inform
project managers, development officers, program officers and
the Mission Director (1) if projects were achieving their
desired results, (2) what the major problems were, and (3)
if timely corrective actions were being taken.

Measuring Project Progress - A.I.D. requires designers to
include quantifiable indicators to measure progress in
providing project inputs, outputs and meeting project
objectives (or purpose). Inputs represent the resources
A.I.D. or the host country contributes to the project, such
as technical assistance and construction. Outputs represent
the immediate results from these contributions, such as
achievements of the technical assistance team or the
completion of buildings. Objectives are most important
since they represent what the project is to accomplish,
i.e., improving the efficiency of elementary schocl tecachers
or improving farmer crop yields with new technology. If the
project design identifies the quantifiable indicators and
carefully devises a system to measure them, the assessment
of project progress is greatly facilitated.




Although quantifiable indicators were used to measure
project inputs and outputs, USAID/Liberia did not use them
to measure progress in achieving project objectives. As a
result, the Mission could not effectively determine how well
the projects were meeting objectives.

This condition had existed for several years. In December
1984 the Mission Director complained that project imple-
mentation reports did not show progress toward achieving
project objectives, but were limited to input indicators
such as status of contracting, project implementation
orders, amendments and meetings. The following two projects
illustrated the condition.

Improved Efficiency of Learning I Project (669-~0130) - The
objective of this five-year, $5.5 million project was to
improve the teaching effectiveness of elementary teachers
and to secure a Government of Liberia commitment to train 75
percent of all unqualified elementary teachers by the
project completion date. According to the project's logical
framework prepared in 1978, progress was to be measured in
terms of (1) a 50 percent increase in the teaching ability
of elementary teachers, and (2) a Government of Liberia
budget earmarked to train the teachers.

Rather than wusing these standards to measure project
achievement, USAlu/liberia measured achievement in terms of
immediate cutputs of the project, such as number of

teachers, instructors or students trained, number of schools
in the program and amount of teaching material developed.

While these measurements were important in evaluating
project progress, they did not indicate whether the project
was achieving 1its objectives, namely, had the teachers

increased their teaching ability and did the government
support the program?

In its response to the report draft, the Mission cited a
1984 study which showed that student achievement under the
project was superior to student achievement in other
schools. While the auditors agree these results were
eéncouraging, the study did not. provide data to assess the
increase in tecaching abilitvy or the government's efforts to
provide funds -- Xey information about the effectiveness of
project activities.

Without knowing how well the project was achieving its
objectives, the Mission added §2 million to the original
authorized budget in July 1983 and extended the project's
life to 1985, This decision was made despite A.I.D.
evaluation which reported (1) lack of host government
support, (2) reservations about program approach,



(3) inadequate teacher training and proficiency, (4) fre-
quent teacher and student absences, and (5) inconclusive
evidence that the program was superior to the more
traditional education systems.

The negative impact of these shortcomings on the project was
evident when, in 1985, after seven years and the expenditure
of $7.5 million, the Improved Efficiency of Learning system
had been adopted by only a limited number of schools and the
project had trained fewer teachers +than planned. The
achievements of the project had been limited to the devel-
opment of Improved Efficiency of Lea'ning instructional
materials and the administration of competency tests in some
participating schools.

Agricultural Research and Extensior I Project (669-0135) -
This $4.2 million project was to develop the Central
Agricultural Research Institute's capabilities to conduct
adaptive crop, soil and Jlivestock research. The project,
initiated in 1980 and scheduled to end in 1983, was to
extend the research results to farmers. Progress was to be
measured in terms of (1) the installation of staff capable

of administering and producizc research results, (2) sound
and appropriate technology packiages for the extension and
development programs, and (3) appropriate research results

incorporated into the programs.

As implcmentation procecded, however, the Mission did not
systematically moniior and measure progress in attaining

these objectives. Instead, measurement focused primarily on
outputs such as the number of participants trained. The
development and dissemination of appropriate technology

packages were not measured, nor was the utilization of
rescarch results. Withcut this data, the Mission could not
effectively determine whether the project was succeeding.

Despite the lack of aata, the Mission extended the life of
the project, first to September 1984, then to September
1985. Funding was also incrcased from $4.2 million to about
$5 million. In April 1986, a ‘project completion report
noted that the project's purpose had not becen met, and was
more Jlikely to be achieved in 15 years rather then in the 5
Yycars planned by the Mission.

In  responding to this section of the report, the Mission
suggested the audit not focus on projects that ended two
years ago. This point would be valid if the Mission had not
implemented follow-on projects. The Mission continued these
projects under a second phase. At time of audit, success
had been markedly limited and the projects had had 1little
activity. The Mission was contemplating redesign. The
auditors deem it important that the Mission (1) be aware of



and track implementation problems experienced in preceding
projects, and (2) consider these problems when approving and
designing follow-on phases.

Gathering Data and Focusing on Progress and Problems - For
missions to adequately track progress and analyze problems,
progress and problems must be documented and historical
records must be maintained. Valuable information about
pProject progress and problems can be gathered from site
visits and other periodic reports submitted by the
contractor or grantee. Handbook 3 recommends project
progress and problems be identified in these reports so that
they can be systematically followed-up.

USAID/Liberia made regular project site visits, required
progress reports on all pr-~jects, and made evaluations on an
"as needed" basis, or in accordance with the project terms
and agreements. However, the reports did not always contain
pertinent information on project progress and problems.

An analysis of the site visit and project implementation
reports for the four audited projects showed that the
reports contained 1little of the information suggested by
A.I.D. Handbook 3 for monitoring projects (see Exhibit 3).

For example, the reports of the Agricultural Research and
Extension I Project did not adequately identify problems
such as factors affecting overall progress, training
progress, relationships between disbursement of funds and
project accomplishments, and planned versus actual host
country contributions (see Exhibit 4 for details).

Site visits had not been documented for the $2.5 million
Small and Medium Enterprise Development and Support
Project. Mission personnel said that trip reports were not
documented since project activity was located near Monrovia
and there was frequent contact with project personnel. They
believed this kept them abreast of project progress and
problems without documenting site visits.

Furthermore, the audit found that semiannual reports
prepared between July 1984 and December 1985 did not address
serious project problems. A February 1986 A.I.D. evaluation
disclosed that:

-— the volume of new loan applications had declined;

~— current loan portfolio had excessive arrearages and
losses;

-- loan analysis and evaluation failed to predict client
performance;



-=- donor funds or soft-tern loans to the 1local bank would
be needed to . arry the Lroject beyond 1986;

—- only 38 of an anticipated 100 loans had been made; and

~-- operating costs were $10,000 per loan or about 80
percent of the amount of the money loaned.

Preparation of substantive site visit reports would have
helped to focus on project problems sooner. The severity of
the problems indicate that more attention was needed during
the project portfolio reviews. Reviews conducted in March
and September 1986 began to address the nature and cause of
the problems, their impact on the project, and the
corrective action to be taken. Because the problems were
not recognived earlier, however, project effectiveness had
already been jeopardized.

In responding to this section, the Mission noted that this
project and the Nimba County Rural Technology (see next
page) projects were managed by a private voluntary
organization. A.I.D. Handbook gquidance is less rigid about
the management of projects handled by voluntary organiza-
tions than those managed by a host government. However, the
Mission pointed out that in Liberia this is not the case,
and the same management system should be followed for all
projects. Regardless of the system used, it should assure
that preject problems are recognized early and acted upon
effectively.

Systematic Follow-Up - When project problems surface during
site visits or periodic reviews, A.I.D. Handbook 3
recommends that remedial actions be systematically
identified and undertaken, responsible parties be de-
signated, and timeframes be established. To ensure timely
corrective action, the Handbook recommends that the
problem's importance be determined, and that actions be
taken during the subsequent two reporting periods. This and
other information should be fed into the project management
system to improve project implementation, monitoring and
portfolio supervision.

When project problems surfaced, the Mission did not have a
system to (1) identify remedial action to be taken, (2) de-
signate responsible parties, or (3) establish timeframes.

The criteria outlined in Handbook 3 for systematic follow--up
on implementation problems were seldom adhered to. A review
of 27 project implementation reports prepared for the four
reviewed projects (see Exhibit 2) showed that:

-- remedial actions were identified in only six repcrts;



-~ responsible parties for correcting problems were
designated in only four reports; and

-- timeframes for corrective action were established in
only two reports.

Similar conditions were found in trip reports (see Ex-
hibit 3).

For example, audit review of project files for the Nimba
County Rural Technology project illustrated that although
problems were identified, the Mission did not make recom-
mendations, or systematically follow-up to resolve problems.

This five-year $3.2 million project, started in May 1980,
was to reduce dependency on local mining by establishing
small enterprises. In  September 1982, following a site
visit, the Deputy Director noted in the trip report:
-~ the grantee's objectives were not well conceived;

- the grantee's activities were not focused;

-- the continuation of activities in Nimba County was not
ensured once the project terminated in 1985 for lack of
government funding;

-= the project was quite isolated and communication was
difficult; and

== the contribution of one unit to the project was

marainal. [The Appropriate Technology Unit budgeted at
$240,000 over four years was dropped in 1984 for 1lack of
results. )

The Deputy Director concluded that "a good memo would at
this point summarize what should be done to 'straighten out'
a troubled project." However, his report did not include
recommendaticns, and only one problem, lack of funding, was
reported in the semiannual project implementation report
prepared 12 days later on September 30. This problem, never
adequately resolved, plagued the project.

During a later site visit in August 1984, a Mission official
identified problems similar to those noted by the Deputy
Director in 1982. He said it was imperative that the
grantee focus on worthwhile initiatives, establish
productive enterprises and increase revenues, and attract
more donor participation. No recommendations were made .



Between late 1984 and early 1985, a number of project
extension proposals were submitted and rejected by the
Mission because they were too ambitious, too costly and
overly dependent on A.I.D. funding. After site wvisits by
the Mission, a final proposal was made and approved in which
the grantee identified the problems that slowed progress.
Some of the problems were the same as those identified in
earlier reports. At the time of the audit, the two-year
$749,000 extension was close to completion.

The Mission, in response to the Inspector General's Audit of
Operating Expenses in Liberia (Audit Report 7-669-85-7 dated
May 10, 1985), had satisfactorily developed a system to
follow-up on recommendations resulting from audits and
A.I.D. project evaluations. However, the system was limited
to the scope of the recommendation and did not include
follow~-up on project problems identificd through other
management actions.

USAID/Liberia needed to strengthen its project management
system by making more use of quantitative indicators to
measure project progress, gather data on problems in order
of their importance, and systematically follow-up and
correct all identified project problems.

Management Comments

Management officials essentially agreed with the
recommendation but they did have some suggestions and
observations. They said that the auditors thought the
project management system should be followed to the letter
of Handbook 3. However, they considered Handbook 3 as
guidance for proiect management and monitoring. How project
management and monitoring were carried out would be dictated
by a range of factors, including the 1location of the
project, the type of activity, experience of the project
officer, host institution and contractor capability, and
adequacy of the basic design document.

Management suggested that part (a) .of the recommendation be
restructured because the issue of quantitative indicators to
measure project progress was a design rather than a project

monitoring issue. Further, they suggested that recommenda-
tion 1 (b) and 1 (c) be merged because they relate to the
Same management system. They planned corrective action to

(1) place grecater emphasis on reporting project problems in
the implementation reports, and (2) use project implemen-
tation committees to assist project officers in resolving
problems. In addition, the Mission wanted to establish a
tracking system to nmonitor progress in resolving problems
identified in project implementaiion reports.

- 11 -~



Office of Inspector General Comments

The auditors agree with the Mission that the project
management system cannot always follow the Handbook to the
letter. Further, they agree that management must consider
many factors when monitoring project implementation, many of
which may not be covered in the Handbook. However, the
management system must (1) compare project performance with
benchmarks, (2) identify problems, and (3) track problems to
ensure that timely corrective actions are taken. The audit
found that the management system did not effectively do this.

We agree with the Mission that the issue of quantitative
indicators falls in the area of project design. Therefore,
we have revised the recommendation to require that project
papers for «current and new projects include qu atifiable
indicators. With regards to the Mission request that part
(b) and (c) of the recommendation be merged, we believe they
should be kept separate. The report emphasized the need for
data on project problems to be reported, but the audit also
found that problems which ha been reported were not
adequately acted upon. We consider these two findings to be
quite different; therefore, the related recommendations
should not be merged.

Action outlined by the Mission to strengthen the project
management system is responsive to the concerns expressed
under recommendation No. 1. As a result, the recommendation
is now considered resolved. It can be closed when the
Mission provides evidence that action has been implemented.

- 12 -



2. Unexpended Project Funds Must Be Better Monitored

A.I.D. requires that funds which are not effectively used be
deobligated and reobligated to other projects in the
country, or deobligated and made available for other uses in
the Agency. The audit identified about $5.4 million in
project funds which had not been effectively wutilized by
USAID/Liberia, and there were no immediate plans for their
use. This condition existed because the Mission (1) ex-
tended vunsuccessful projects rather than deobligate funds,
and (2) did not have an adequate system to identify wun-
expended funds. As a result, funds which could have been
made available for Letter purposes or deobligated, remained
obligated for long periods.

Recommendation No. 2

We recommend that the Director, USAID/Liberia:
a. implement a syctem to monitor unexpended project funds;

b. analyze projects in which funds have been unexpended for
long periods of time; and

c. either Jjustify how the unexpended funds can be
effectively utilized or deobligate them.

Discussion

Missions are responsible for periodically reviewing their
project portfolios to identify opportunities for deobli-
gation of funds. Opportunities occur when (1) projects are
completed without using all the budgeted funds and (2) un-
successful projects are terminated. 1In the early 1980s the
administrator expressed concern that most deobligations
occurred when projects were completed. USAID/Liberia rarely
took action to terminate unsuccessful prcjects.

7o analysis of USAID/Liberia project obligations showed that
as of December 31, 1986, approximately $16.9 million

remained unexpended. Of this amount $6.2 million had either
been unexpended for more than one year, and/or authorized
for projects achieving 1little success. USAID/Liberia had

only deobligated about $697,000 since 1984. More funds were
not deobligated because the Mission (1) extended unsuccess-
ful projects rather than deobligate the money, and (2) had a
reporting system that did not identify funds unexpended for
long periods.



Further analysis of the $6.2 million of unexpended funds for
four projects showed that $5.4 million should either be
justified or deobligated.

Amount Potential for Relevant
Project Unexpended Deobligation Information
Agricultural $4,177,000 $3,477,000 Unsuccessful
Research project. Also,
Exten. II $2.6 million

unspent from 6
to 24 months.

Economic and 1,594,000 1,594,000 Unsuccessful
Financial project. Also,
Management $594,000
Training unspent for

24 months.
Agricultural 197,000 197,000 Unspent for
Research 18 months.
Exten. I
Rural 199,000 149,000 Unspent for
Development 18 to 24
Training months.
TOTAL $6,167,000 $5,417,000
Unsuccessful Projects Extended - The Agricultural Research

Extension II and the Economic Financial Management Training
projects were extended although they had achieved 1little
success.

A 1986 Mission review of the Agricultural Research Extension
IT project disclosed that the project was overdesigned,
planned costs were unrealistic, and project objectives and
strateqgy were unclear. This project, authorized in 1984,
was a follow-on to the Agricultural Research Extension I
Project which achieved few results and was plagued by
problems affecting performance (sce Exhibit 4. At the time
of the audit, activity was limited. The Mission was
planning to redesign the project in April 1987.

The audit questioned whether the redesign effort was
appropriate in view of +the serious problems and lack of
results since the project began in 1980. The audit
estimated that project activities could be phased out over
the next year for about $7790,000 to cover minor commodity
purchases and advisor costs. The remaining $3,477,000 could
be deobligated.

- 14 -



The Economic and Financial Training Project, introduced in
April 1982 as a three-year, $3 million project, was designed
to help the Government of Liberia improve its financial
management system. The system was used to help control the
Liberian budget deficit and external debt. Since 1982 the
project had becen extended twice (the latest extension was to
August 1988) and authorization had been increased to
$5,889,000.

Over the vyears, the project underwent a number of design

changes. In March 1987, project activity was limited and
Mission employees were unsure of future project development
because of the severe economic crisis in Liberia. Further-

more, a key Mission official indicated the Government of
Liberia was not supportive of the project. According to the

Mission, the funds should not be deobligated because the
funds may be nceded in  the future to stabilize Liberia's
economy. However, the audit found no evidence that the

Mission had analyzed what the neced would be or when it would
occur.

Unexpended Funds Not Identified - The Controller's Office
provided Mission management wilh a quarterly report that
showed the amount of obligations, expenditures, and
unexpended funds. liowever, the report did not show Mission
project officers how long the funds had remained unex-
pended. A system  to  identify how long funds had remained

unexpended was necessary to alert the Mission to funds not
effectively utilized or funds which could be deobligated.

More detailed reporting for the Agricultural Research
Extension I and Rural Development Training projects would
have shown that $346,000 ($197,000 + $149,000 as shown in
the table on page 14) could have been deobligated. Our
analysis showed that both projects ended during the summer
of 1985 and (1) $45,000 had been withheld pending the
outcome of an Office of the Inspector General audit,
(2) $163,000 had been carmarked for late billings,
(3) $100,000 had been carmarked for the project extension,
and (4) $38,000 was not carmarked for a specific purpose.

Further analysis showed that (1) all of the $45,000 could
have been deobligated as carly as September 1986 when the
audit report was  issued, (2) the last project billing was
received on October 27, 1986, and the entire amount of
$163,000 could have been deobligated at that time, (3) the
$100,000 was ncver used for the project extension and could
have been decobligated as carly as February 1985, and (4) the
$38,000 had been uncxpended from 7 to 30 months.

- 15 -



USAID/Liberia has had opportunities to deobligate funds not

effectively utilized. The current system to monitor project
funds could be expanded to (1) monitor the pace of project
implementation, (2) identify slow-moving line items,

(3) make informed decisions on subsequent obligations, and
(4) identify unexpended funds that could be deobligated.

Manajement Comments

The Mission agreed that more detailed and frequent
information was necessary to better monitor unexpended
project funds. However, the Mission felt that in the
absence of specific guidance on when to deobligate funds,
deobligation action should be considered only (1) when
projects were in such an advanced state of implementation
that excess “unds could be clearly identified or (2) when
projects had been completed. Deobligation too early in the
project would lead to pPrecipitous stops and starts if funds
were deobligated and if future budgetary action did not
provide the planned assistance.

Regarding the four projects reviewed during the audit, the
Mission indiceted it is redesigning two of the active
projects and wouid deobligate the unexpended funds on the
two projects which had been terminated. The Mission was
exploring the possibility of developing a system which could
better identify unexpended funds. In the meantime, the
Mission was considering adding the date of the last
disbursement activity for each action of the quarterly
project financial reports.

Office of Inspector General Comments

The auditors agree that deobligation decisions must be
judicious so they are not made prematurely. While available
guidance does not specify when funds should be deobligated,
it provides general guidance about the conditions which lead
to deobligation. As noted earlier, these conditions are
when projects are completed without using all the budget
funds or when unsuccessful projects are terminated. The
report also notes the Administrator's concern that un -
successful projects are rarely terminated. The report
questions large unexpended fund balances on two projects
which had proven to be unsuccessful, and unexpended fund
balances on two complcted projects. The report notes that
for both types of projects, the Mission should have made a
decision to justify retention of the funds or deobligate
them. At time of audit, no evidence was available to show
that the Mission had (1) identified large fund balances
unexpended for long periods of time, or (2) decided whether
fund retention was justified.
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The Mission's proposed action to redesign the active
projects and deobligate funds on the terminated projects
addresses the concerns raised in this section of the

report., The proposed action to add the date of the last
funding activity to the quarterly reports addresses concerns
on monitoring. The proposed action to develop a better
system is also responsive to the report. Based on proposed
actions, recommendation number 2 is considered resolved. It
can be closed when the Mission provides RIG/A/D with
evidence that (1) a more effective monitoring system has

been designed and implemented, (2) the project portfolio has
been analyzed to identify funds unexpended for long periods
of time, and (3) the Mission has decided whether unexpended
funds can be effectively utilized or should be decbligated.
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B. Compliance and Internal Control

Compliance

The audit disclosed no instances of noncompliance with
applicable laws, A.I.D. regulations or project agreements.
The audit review of compliance was limited to the findings
presented in this report.

Internal Control

Internal controls necded improvement. Finding 1 discusses
the neced for better controls over the use of quantitative
indicators to measure progress, the gathering of information
to monitor project activities and the identification and
tracking of project problems to énsure corrective action.
Finding 2 addresses the nced to better monitor unexpended
project funds. The audit review of internal controls was
limited to the findings presented in +this report.



AUDIT OF
USAID/LIBERIA'S MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
FOR IDENTIFYING AND SOLVING PROJECT
IMPLEMENTATION PROBIEMS

PART III - EXHIBITS AND APPENDICES




Exhibit 1

PROJECTS WITH IMPLFMENTATION PROBLEMS

OBLIGATIONS AND DISBURSEMENTS
(as of 12/31/86)

Project Amounts
Number Project Title Started Completed Obligated Disbursed

669-0130 Inproved Efficiency
of lLeaming I 7/30/78 3/31/85  $7,498,843 $7,498,843

669-0135 Agricultural Research
and Fxtension 1 1/03/80 9/30/85 4,487,259 4,289,542

669-0163 Nimba Comty Rural
Technology 9/19/80 5/26/87* 4,263,500 4,165,568

669-0201 Small and Medium
IMterprise Development
and Support 7/20/84 7/30/89* 2,766,500 1,766,548

$19,016,102 $17,720,501

* Planned



ANALYSTS OF INFORMATION FOUND IN PRQJECT IMPLEMENTATION REPORTS

IMPROVED EFFICIENCY OF LEARNING I (669-0130)

Subject

Planned vs actual cantributian
— Cther dmor(s)
- Host country

Discrepancies between planned
and actual disbursements

Progress an xey project canpanents
- canstruction
= procurement
- training
— ocmsulting services

Adherence to irplementation
schedule

Major implementatian probleéms
identified

Remedial acticns to be undertaken

Respansible parties for correcting
problems were identified

Timeframes designated for
corrective actian

Intermediate progress on project
outputs

Cntinuing validity of project
objectives and designs

(March 31, 1981 - March 31, 1985)

Date of Report

3/31/81 12/31/61 7/21/82 12/31/82 3/31/83 6/30/83 3/31/84 3/31/85
No No No NO No No No No
No No No No No No No No
No No No No No No Yes No
No No No Yes Yes No No Yes
Yes Yes No No Yes No No No
No No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No
No No No Yes No Yes No No
No No No Yes No Yes No No
No No No No No No No No
No Yes No No No No Yes Yes
No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes

JTqTUXH

Y 30 1 obeg
Z 3



ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION FOUND IN PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION REPORTS

NIMBA COUNTY RURAL TECENOLOGY (669-0163)
(Sept. 30, 1980 - Sept. 30, 1986)

Date of Report
Subject 9/30/80 3/31/81 9/30/81 3/31/82 9/30/82 9/30/84 9/30/85 9/30/86

Planned vs actual cantribution
- Other dmor(s)
- Host country

No
No

No No
Yes Yes

&8

&8
&%
§§
g8

Discrepancies between planned
and actual disbursements

g
5
g
g
g
g
g
g

Progress an key project canmpanents

- Castruction No No No No No No No No
— Procurement No No No No No No No No
- Training No No No No No No No No
— CGmsulting services No No Yes No No No No No
Adherence to implementaticn
schedule No Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes
Major implementaticn probleéms
identified Ne No No Yes Yes No No Yes
Remedial actians to be undertaken No No No No Yes No No
Responsible parties for correcting
problems were identified No No No No No No No No
Timeframes designated for
corrective actimn No No No No No No No No
Intermediate progress o project
autputs No No No No Ho Yes No No

Cantinuing validity of project
objectives and designs No No No No No No No No

b 3O g obeq
Z IR
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ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION FOUND IN PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION REPORTS

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND EXTENSION I (669-0135)

(Dec. 31, 1982 - Sept. 30, 1985)

Subject

Planned vs actual cantribution
— Other dmor(s)
- Host country

Discrepancies between planned
and actual disbursements

Progress an key project canmpanents
- canstructia
= procurement
— training
— cansulting services

Adherence to implementatien
schedule

Major implementaticn problems
identified

Remedial actios to be undertaken

Respasible parties for correcting
problems were identified

Timeframes designated for
corrective actian

Intermediate progress on project
outputs

Continuing validity of project
objectives and designs

Date of Report

12/31/82 9/30/83 3/31/84 9/30/84 3/31/85 9/30/85
No No No No No No
Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
No Yes No No No No
Yes No No No No No
No No No No No No
No No Yes Yes No No
No No No No No No
No Yes No No No hie)
Yes Yes No No No No
No Yes No No No
Yes No No No No No
No No No No No No
No No No No No No
No No No No No No

¢ FTqIUYRF

b 3o g abeg



ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION FOUND IN PROJECT IMPIEMENTATION REPORTS

SMALI, AND MEDIUM ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT AND SUPPORT (669-0201)
(Sept. 30, 1984 - Sept. 30, 1986)

Date of Report

Subiect 9/30/84 3/31/85 9/30/85 3/31/86

Planned vs actual cantribution
— Cther dcnhor(s) No
— Host country No

§&

No
No

&8

Discrepincies between planned
and actual disbursements No

g
g
g

Progress an key project canpment:s

- Caistxruction No No No No
= Procurement No No No No
- Training Yes Yes Yes No
— Cmsulting services No No No Yes
Adherence to implementation
scredule No Yes Yes Yes

Major implementaticn problems
identified No

g
5
o

Remedial acticns to be undertaken No

g
&
&

Respsibie parties for correcting
problems were identified No No No No

Timeframes designated for
corrective actimn No No No No

mntermediate progress on project
outputs No Yes Yes No

Cantinuing validity of project
objectives and designs No No No No

9/30/86

§ &

§888 &

]

es

Yes

Yes

Yes

Z ¥iquyxg

b JO p obeg



ANALYSTS OF INFORMATION FOUND IN TRIP REPORTS

IMPROVED FFF1CIENCY OF LEARNING I (669-0130)
(July 23 - October 10, 1984)

Dite of Report

Subject 7/23/84 9/28/84 10/10/84
Progress reported to date No No No
Major issues and problems identified No No Yes
Remedial actians and timeframes No No No
Respansible parties identified No No No
Adherence to established schedule No No No
Factors affecting overall progress No No No
Progress an key project canpanents
- canstruction/installation No No No
— Drocurement N No No
- training No No Yes
Relatimnship between disbursement
of funds and physical accamplish-
ments under
- technical assistance No No No
— engineering No No No
- cmstruction/installation No No No
= procurement No No No
— training No No No

Discrepancies between planned
and actual disbursements

&
&
&

Planned versus actual cntributions
- Other dmor(s)

AN

— Host country

Anticipated changes to project costs

&8

§ &

&8

€ ITqTYd

€ 3O 1 abeg



Wi

ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION FOUND IN TRIP REPORTS

NIMBA COUNTY RURAL TECHNOLOGY (669-0163)
(Jan. 21, 1980 - Dec. 8, 1986)

Date of Report

Subject 1/21/80 2/24/81 11/4/81 9/13/82 11/10/83 8/22/84 1/30/85 12/8/86
Progress reported to date Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No Yes
Major issues and problems identified Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Remedial actins and timeframes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Respnsible parties identified No No No Yes No Yes No Yes
Adherence to established schedule No No No No No No No No
Factors affecting overall progress No Yes No No No No No No
Progress on key project canmpanents
- cmnstruction/installation No No No No No No No
— procurement No Yes No No No No No No
- training No No No No No No No
Relationship between disbursement
of funds and physical accamplish-
ments under
- technical assistance No No No No No No No No
— engineering No No No No No No No No
- canstruction/installation No No No No No No No No
- procurement No No No No No No No No
- training No No No No No No No No

Discrepancies hetween planned
and actual disbursements

&
&
g
&
&
&
§
§

Planned versus actual cantributions
— Other donor(s)
— Hest country

55
55
5§

5
58
58
5 8

5 &

Anticipated changes to project costs No No No No No No No No

£ Jo ¢ obeq

€ 3iqrpd
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ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION FOUND IN TRIP REPORTS

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND EXTENSION I (699-0135)
(Dec. 1, 1982 - Nov. 23, 1984)

Date of Rerort

Subject 12/1/82 3/28/83 6/6/83 11/23/83 1/19/84 2/16/84 5/8/84 11/23/84
Progress reported to date No No No No No No No No
Major issues and problems identified No No Yes No Yes No No No
Remedial actions and timeframes No No No No Yes No No No
Respmsible parties identified No No No No Yes No No No
Adherence to established schedule No No No No Yes No No No
Factors affecting overall progress No No No No No Yes No No
Progress on key project campoanents
— canstructian/installation No No No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
- procurement No Yes No No Yes No Yes Yes
= training No No No Yes No Yes No No
Relationship between disbursement of
funds and physical accarmplishments
under
— technical assistance No No No No No No No No
= engineering No No No No No No No No
- canstructian/installation No No No No No No No No
=~ procurement No No No No No No No Yes
— training No No No No No No No No

Discrepancies between planned
and actual disbursements

&
&
g
&
g
&
&
g

Planned versus actual cantributios
- Cther dmor(s)
— Host country Yes

3
55
535
55
53
55

Yes

Anticipated changes to project costs No No No No No No No Yes

£ JO ¢ abeyq

€ ITqIR



Exhibit 4

SPECIFIC FACTORS NOT IDENTIFIED IN REPORTS
OF AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND EXTENSION I PROJECT

Management reports for this project did not identify the
following problems:

-- factors affecting overall progress. Although the
reports lacked this information, evaluations conducted
in 1982 and °1983 noted that project progress was

hindercd by a loss of staff rollowing a coup, irregular
budget allocations by Government of Liberia, lack of a
permancnt director, poor linkage to the extension
service, and lack of a focused research strategy and
workplan;

-- training progress. The project's completion report,

however, noted that planned training targets had not
been met because (1) there was an insufficient number of
qualified candidates for long-term training, and (2) the
Government of Liberia did not provide travel funds for
short-term training;

-- relationships between disbursement of funds and project

accomplishmerits. The project was to foster the
development of an agricultural research system in
Liberia through technical assistance, training and the
supply of commodities. Although commodities (research
equipment) were supplied, technical assistance was not
provided as planned, and only 70 percent of the target
for training had been achieved by the end of the
project. Problems causing these shortfalls were not

addressed in the trip or project implementation reports;

-- planned versus actual host country contributions. The
Gover.ment of Liberia was to be the second largest donor
after A.I.D. to the project. The host government's
contributions were behind schedule throughout the life
of the project.

\E;
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LETAILPT COMMENTO ON THE ENTIZE REPORT FOLLOW:
Oe EYICUTIVE SUvMADY

A. PASE T, PARA TW0O: PROPOSKFD ASSISTANCE LEVR RLS
NtED TO BL ADJUSTED. THE AUDIT’S FIGURE OF DILS 54
MILLION FOR FY S£ (OMES FROM THE FY &@ APFL IN THE FY
£€ APS. IN THXZ FY €3 CP, THF LEVFL IS DOLS 32
MILLION, WHICH IS MUCH “ORE LI{ELY TFAN THEY HIGH®F
FIGURF. FU:THER, tROCYE SENSITIVE DFBT WAS MADE
CUFRRENT ON MAY 29, SO THE PROSPECT OF PHASINZ 0JT IS
LESS IMMEDIATE.

UNCLAS SECTION 32 CF 37 MONROVIA 83273
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3. ?QGF IT, Pa58 THELT:  THT RERPTATNCT P2 GOATC N7
AF=1C2 1“"U SrVIT A4S SEQULD ¥ CLATIFIT., Tis JOINT
ReVIEW ﬁA IN FAST, & FROCUAEM MUEX TN nrFE SPRING OF
1285, 0"7 WOWEFYT REVIEWFD A RIZJINTLY 29M PL TED
USAI“ “DNCV"TS PA??R, J3ATTS TEEN CURRENT ARTEGY,
AND ROMINTSTEATIV?E ASPRCTS (7 TER PEOGEAM, AF NE
PISULT ,F PEOSEAM WXBY, THT J3AID JNDFRTOILS 4
COMPR=ETNSIVR HEVIVY OF 1HT PEQITOT PORTFZLIO T2
ELAVI\} THE pXTINT IT PEPLECTYD LIKLITACS TOONDWIC
Culilo ANL Y &K% APPEGIRIATE ATJUSTYTNT.

C. PECF III, FA®A Ty IT IS STATED #IAT 07J°
PRCJ-CT NANAJTW NT SY\rr M DOYE NGT DO, KCWHFRT Dowe
18E “RPI=T DESCRIEE THF SYSTEM THY AJDITIPS FOUND,
NOF L0 THEY &7 AT: 4EAT THET SYSTRM DOES DC. [T “‘QT
DY SOMETHING RICHT, &S WE ARYT TOLT ON TZ9 PERVIZIS
Fas: 7ot 'F ,u/T*...HAI AN EYCSTILEINT 3R&32 01
PLOFLEMS ENTUUNTIEY D, UNQUCT™ AND 0UCTS

L]
N :
FIA 5AD CONTROL OVar ITS “FOJEDT POFTROLID
UF MAJOR IMPLE#TNT&TION PROELTMS

JSAID/TI1ELF]
AND WAS A4A-

,
Ao
1
¥

D. PAS® III, P4R%Z THETE (CONTINUING TO PAGE IV:
TES MISSION TA<3S ZXCFTION T THIS INTIPE PARACPATSE
CF TEX 2018 Z.2 ~ITLICN \C° SPFECTIVRLY UTTLTCRD

ET

FZ570

=z
-
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(THIS PEEAST IS NOWHEPE DEFINFD), DOLS & .1 MILTLION I3
CHLIGAT®D FUT UNEARMATYED TC TWS ONSOING PFOJ TS,
THE FIRST, AGRICILTUTAL FESFARCI AMD FETENC ION 1T,
HAS BEEN THE SUBJ®CT OF A PAINFULLY LON3 ZVALGATION
AND EFLLSIGN PROCESS., IT IS CLEAR :ZOWFVER THAT THF
FUNDS WTIL =P USED AS A KFVISWD PROJECT I3 DEFINPL.
TEY AUDIT’S SUGGESTION, RCTH HERE AND LATZ: Iv Tgs
RrPORT, THAT T5: FUNDS SHOULD “E DICELIGATED NJ§ IS
UCARTLSONASLT, AS T:% FUNDS WOUID CRETATNLY BT
OFLUGATED FDOF THL JAME PUFDPLCY [N THF KFAD IO
TEE STCOND PROJZIT, FECONOMIC AND FINANCIAT MANAS T
END TEAINING (Z¥MT, TID HAVE PLANS FCR TYE USF ~7 ar
FUNDS. T:D8E PLANS WOKF NOT CARRITh OUT 53CAUST nF
THE DFLIFZRATY DECISION NCT TO ENTFS INTC N:W
LONG-TFEM COMMITMINTS SINCE WE WIRE TEEN "2R00UDp
AND (SUESZITINTLY) =8CLUSE TEE ECONOMIZ PiFCRv
PACIAGI NEGOTIATYD 3Y A/AID IN FEFRJARY JA73PD o7
PLANS T CHANGR SUSSTANTIALLY.
TS THAT T4X ONLY (PTION
UL PHOJECT IS TO DFEURLIGA
IS A, FXTEEMRLY SIMPLIST
THATION OF FVALUATIONS TO
PEDESIGNS, AND OTHE®

ThIE SAYE PAROIRATY SUGGE
AVAILAZLE TJ &N UANSUZCR

Tek PPOJRCTS FuUwnDs, °
N
-

TE
IC

53
il
VIEW, AND GHMITS ANT 20NSI
ME{r MIL-COJRSE CORPLITION,

REMFLIRS TO SALVA3T PROJECTS.

4, PART I = INTRODUCTICHN:
A. PAST 2, TABLE OF ASSISTANC® LOVTLS: T7VITS FO:R
1267 Sa2J1D ©¥ NOTFD AS "PLANNED". THE FY €7 LEVEL
FOR DEVILOPVENT ASSISTANCE COULD 5E UPDATED TO
FLFLECT THE CUPREINT LIVEL OF DILS 11,572,229, f

WCULD LI¥E THE FY 25 ESF LEVEL FOOTNYTFD TO SE0«
TZAT, JOF TRE LEVFEL INJICATED, DOLS 2,273,222 1S PRING
DECTIZATAD.  A5AIN, 7% TRE SONT{N0T FOLLZYING TE®
TJ)I, Tdr TITAL FY 28 PLANNFD LEVYL IS NOZH DOLS 22
MILLION,

E. PAGF 2, PARA ONE: AT THE TIYE OF TEZ AUTIT, THE
AID PEOSRAY WAS MANAZED T7 19 U.S. DIRECT HIPE
(AUTKORIZET CRITLING CF 21y, 3 U.S. PSC’S, &ND 178
LOCAL L¥PIOYFRS (DISEIT HIBL AND CONTEACT). TH:
REORT SHOULT DRLETE® REFIARNCT TO <U0TE 9 U.S,
GOVEPNMINT AZENCY FMPLOYERS UNQIOTE SINCE TEFY
IMPLEAYNT USAEIT PROJSCTS ANT TO NCT 'MANASZS THE
PROGRANM,

2. PART II - RFSULTS OF AUDIT:

A. PAGE 4, PARA TW0: SEE CQUR EARLIER COMMENTS ON
PAOGRAM WXEK, WHICE THIS PARAGRAPH EVIDENTLY KEFERS
TO. PFOGRAM WER{ CONFIEMED THE MISSION’S PRIPOSAL,
CONTAINEL IN OUR CONCEPT PAPER, TO STLRT A CHAIN OF
EVALUATIONS, REDESIGNS, MORZ INTENSIVE PROJECT
IMPLEMENTATION REVIEW SESSIONS, AND SPECIAL STUDIRS.
W: HAVE ALSO HAD A SERIFS OF SPECIAL PROJECT REVIEWS
AS P&ET OF TET PREPARATIONS FOR BROOKT
AMENDMENT-RELATED CONTINGENCY PHASE CUT PLANNING,
ALL THIS IS TO SAY THAT OUF CONCEPTS PAFER AND THEF

UNCLASSIFIED MCNROVIA 9D22237p/23
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Page 8 of 13
ALT TG0 200 “ILUION TOQ 7% puQlacT AN =XeNT 7o
FroON R LUMEIT DR pacTona,

T MUST R2r SREMLMKIRED THAT LIB&RIA

A WAJOE AnD PISKUFTIVE COUP D 2TAT TN
SVANT AND TEZ UNSETTIED COND ITTCNS IN TYE
HF SUTZSZIJENT ONF-TAO YEAPS 34D )
FLOFCUND ZFPECT On ALL CF QUR PnOT_CTD INCLTITNE

) : AFP3I0ACE TPACIN RY mrp o an fImCR° UV}IQ“LY
AI3; ANT ,nqu EXRONEOTS CONCTTISIONG 4% @

- MOET KECIFIC TU THT PFOJECT, IEL AS CZa
UNZNCWN TERRITORY IN C3FATING A NEW P¥Das 03Y
PEIMEPY SCHOOL INSTRUSTION. DEVELOPIN: aF v
100X TAE LONGZR TH&N FXPTZTPD. THRRI NWPV PLSD
FP¥OFLFME DUL TO F3=QUENT POw«r CUTASFS, Iﬁ"f C?
PRINTINT FACILITES, AND STAFF TIJENJOVER, ONZF 7=
MAT:2FIALS WER® DSVILCPFD, TH2 PROJFCT TIRKED 70
DLLIVERIN: THE MAT,FI:", 1~AIhIV“ TEACIERS, &ND
IMPLEMENTING TRACHIR SUPBAVISION PR057ev3

ICJLT"AL KESEATCH AND EXTENSION 1

LG

1. FA27 13 PAxAE TWO: TFOR QHF AShICULTURAL REST
ANT 'YT“NQIC\ P2OJ¥CT, WT MAYT THT SAMT POINT 4°¢

&

UNCLAS SECTION @4 OF 27 MONROVIA 32372
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POAbCVE FF O COJP-®ELATST DRLAYS. TEIS LA:-ELY

ACCLUNTS 05 THT FIe2T PRIC-CT Z¥TENSIQN. Tus singu

PRPOJICT FXTENSION ¥WAS TO {E£FP A TECHNICAL 5SSISTAnc:

FRESENCT ON SITE AT CARI TO MAINTAIN WHAT EAD AT ZTADY

ErEN ACTOMPLISHED, PENDING TET ARRIVAL OF & T4 TELM

UNDER PHASY TI OF THE PKOJTCT. ATDPITIONAL FUNDINZ

WAS IUT TO FIZHIS THAN ANTICIPATTY PZIJRS AND Tuw

COSTS OF EXTENDIN: THi PROJECT.

h]

Jo FRLY 15, TINZS ONE AND TWD: THF ASSFETION TAeT
Thk FROJFCT LACIED INFORMATION IS COMPLATRLY ETLIED
EY ThH¥ 2%5T OF THE PASF, WHICK IS RIPLETE WITH
INFOKMATION GARNERZD FHOM PLOJECT EVALUATIONS AND THE
IEOJICT CCMPLETION REPORT. IT IS AT ™9IS POINT THAT
TUF AUDIT SF¥843 TO FORGRET ITS PURPOS®T, TE4T IS, &N
AUDIT OF USAID’S PROJECT MANAGEMINT SYST=M, AND NOT
EN ATTIT CF THE PFOJECT. TP POINT <9 AJOIT Sa3JLD
1RY 10 MAYXE 15 WEAT INFORMATION W4S AVAILAZLF ™ TH=?
MISSION, AND WHEN, AND WAS IT QR WAS IN NOT TSED IN &
TIMELY MANNTR? IN THF 0AST OF TuIS PEOJECT, 10 TH=®
EXTENT ®VALUATION FINDINGS (&S TITED BY TSF AJDIT)
WER® AVATLADL®, TET MISSION FAD TF3R INFORMATION,
ADMITTEDLY THE PROJECT HAD PROELEMS, BUT THF vISSIOn,
IN APPRECIATION CF TEF LCNG-TERM NATURE OF
ACKITULTURAL RESTARCH EFFIRTS ANT
INSTITUTION-BTILTING PFOJLCOTS, 0HOST 7m0 STeY TH:
COURSY®, ANL GO FOE & PESST I Px)J=rT RATEER TEixw
AFANTON THIS IMPO®TANT FIRLD.

vo  PAG: 13, FIAST RJLLRTIZED INSERT: Y078 FaCTs AT
INCCRF:TT.  TEF FINANIIAL PLAN IN Ti: PROJECT
BERTTINT SE0WS THAT 0L CONTRIEUTION {ZXCLUDIN:
FrsJIE? FIRIONNTL COSTS ' Wes TO EF AZDJT 2)0S 1.5
VITTION (2072 7.0 YTILIGN WITH PPL32MNTI! 52375,
rPJJECT FEZO%DS SHI THET THE 6OL PROVITES CAPI wITH
T0TAL ATLIOTYELTS OF DOLS 5.8 MILLION ZFEQM 0CTO3+k
1224 T3 JUNE 1585, OF ONLY 7 PERCENT LESS THAN
PTENNTT.

<3

SMALL AND VMELIUM ENTRZPRISE DYVELDEMENT

L. PAST 12, PARA 04T: TPE MISSION AGREES THAT PRIDOK
FPOJICT IMPIZ“ENTATION TEPORTS 2JJLD HAV: DONF &
EZTTPL JOB OF I7TNTIFTING FrO3LEMS, 'PROPOSING
'1

n

STICYS, END DESIINETING ACTION A3 ENTS. TET vlrE

S¢ i
FROIANT TEPOFTS (NO%* PREPARED QUARTFRLY) ARP MJRE

T LY FOCOZSED ON ISSUZS AND ACTIONS. THIS ERINGS
US EATZ TO THL POINT YALE IN OUR OVERVIi# DOMVaNT DA
EECOMMYNDATION ONE; THE DRAFT AUDIT XEPORT SPANDS
MOST OF ITS TIME DISCJSSIING PAST PROBLEMS THAT NO
LONCER PLIST, AT L7a4ST IN TET 54M% MAGNITUDR AND
TRESE IMPHOVEMENTS PRECEDED TEIS AUDIT.

NIMBA CCOUNTY RURAL TECHNOLOGY
M. PA5T 22, SZCONT FULL PARKAGRAPE: TPE AUDIT

INCGHRECTLY STATES THAT THE PROJECT’S FERRUARY 1935
hEQUEST FOR AN EKTENSION HAD STILL NOT RIEN ACTED

UNCLAS SECTICN 25 0F 27 MONSOVIA 33372 "W
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UFQM 8% 17: TIMG b UL punge, MIGT TN migonc
ErCOLLPIUION OF TMPLOYEES STILL FRESIAT REVEAT 1:47 ¢
STRIES CF IXTINSION PROPCSA1X WAS ROCEIVRD FElM TR
FALL OF 1654 INTO 1983, MOST PEQUFSTS J3T7 FRJEATED
AS ETING T0D AMBITIOUS, 7100 COSTLY AND OVSELY
DEPFNDENT 9N AID FUNDING. IN CDNSIDEQATIWV OF 2NE oF
THE FINAL RFQUESTS, MISSIOh ARFPS MADE SITF VISTTS
JANUALY AND FSERUATY 1G85 70 wIylgpy PPOJnuP

(€24

OFEFETIINS AND 70 2RQVIDE SUILANCE 70 TAdr 35ANT:HZ FOO
A E?VI‘W' S-‘WT\~IPV. TET REEULTS OF THIZ SEnIFI OT
PVARNTS WAS & LFTTES DATTD MARCYE 5, 1255 TS THE
SPANTHEE (COFI®D 70 ITS LOZAL AFFILIATE). T4I3 LETT:?
EXPLAINED THE CONCLUSINS THF “MIS3ION HA“ DEAAN ZROM

TZk SITL VIbITS ANT A SUBSETUENT RFVIEW CF T4
F:OPOSAL. THKE SRANTZE THIN SUBMITTED A FINAL
PRCPGEAL, WAICH QVFJVP AS ThEL BASIS FOF & TWD YT4»
EYTIVSIDN (JIINE 1323 TO JoN: 1387), FINDLD AT & LTV:ilL
OF LOL: 749,222,

ALL THIS INFO“’API“N WAS AVAILABLE IN NJMEFQJS FILES
A\“ FROM INTERVIESS, ¥% TO AOT UNOT nDWAND WryYy TuE
DRAFT :r:7PORT OMIT\ THTQ INFCFMATION IN FAVDR OF TRF
MISLZADING CPITICAL STAT MEANT AT THF END oF THE
PARAGPAFY IN QURSTION. SDV?CBE ON TET AULIT Tagw
APPARENTLY ZNEW 1%F PROJXCT AT RFEN EXTZNCED. A4S Tus

1

PACTT IN EXEIEIT 1 0% TH3 DEATT 4UDI1 IS STOTN a3
5/<u/5" (STILL INZCSPTIT, BUT CLCSE TO TER ACTUAL
”537
SANN

UNCLAS STCTION 73 OF 27 MONEQVIA 2EE70
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PACD OF 3/27/97).

N. PAGF 22, LAST PARAGRAPH: T4F AUDIT NOTES NFITH:W
THE EVALUATION TRACKING SYSTIM NOR THT AUDIT
FCLLCW-UP SYSTEM INCLUDES FCLLOW-UP ON PROEBLEMS
IDENTIFIFD TEROUZH OTSER MAWAGEYENT ACTIONS., THIS 1S
CURE®CT: THE FVALUATION 4ND AUDIT SYSTTMS WERE NIT
I"TENDED TO; T=IS IS MORE FROPERLY A FINCTON OF TH?:
PIR’S.

UNEXPENDED PROJECT FUNDS MUST BE RETTER MONITORED

C. PAGT 22, PARA ONi: TEE FINDINT IN THIS PARSIRAFY
HINS=S ON ONT’S DTFINITION GOF WHETHER FONDS ARE
EFFECTIVELY USSD OR NOT. A LAR3E PART OF TEE nyLS
5.5 MILLION IS IDENTIFIFD BY THE AJDITORS AS NOT
FYFECTIVFLY UTILIZED. A4S WILL BE S?TN IN DUR
DETAILED COMMENTS ("Q-T" BTLCW) THEIST AMOIUNTS
REPRESENT FCAWARD FUNDIN?. THE AUCITORS 35EM T3 ©7F
SUGGTSTINZ FORWARD FUNDINZ SUI™RLINTS #ITHAUT S&YING
WiAT TH¥Y SdOULD PF. THE ATDITORS #0ULD ALSD SAY THF
PEOJECTS ARF UNSUCCZSSFUL. IN THEE CASE OF
ASRICULTURAL RESEAPCH AH FXTENSION II, A REDESIAN IS
I* PROC¥SS. FOR EFMT, TEREF WERZ PLANS AT THF TIME
C= THE 2UDIT FOF THF® TSE OF ALL PIPFLINT FINDS.

tn

P. PAsr 22, RiCOMMANDATION NO. 2: TH? YISSION “J5
NOT UNTZRSTAND THF SATIONATT FOE THIS
ReCOMMINTATION., & QUAFTEELY SETAILFD FINANCIAL
STATUS L¥P0O~T, TO3TIEIZ WITH & PIPTLINE SUMMARY I3
PEEFARED ANT ISSURI, THEEST RIPIETS SUOY LLL
UNZXPRALTT FROJICT FUNTS. §iILT ToF MISSION
FECCONIZTE ToaT ™MOTT DITAILTY INFOTMATION OV 8 vORE
FERQTUINT EASTIS WOTID Ty Fia:YICIAL, THEIS 40TLT
REIGUIRE ACCUISITION OF & WA W3 VS anN- INSTALTATION 2T
VAGS. AT PPESINT, MISSION &CTIVITY UNDIR ASFNCY
GUITXLINZS NOES NOT JUSTIFY ACQUISITION OF TH™ SANG
VS 45 SYSTe™, IF 4 SMALL®®, L®SS COSTLY VS CAPARLE
OF ACCCOMMODATING MACS LeCOMES AVAILAFLE (T3IS
POSSTEILITY I3 BY¥ING TKPLORED BY 4/F% AND M/13M), TaT
MISSION COULD CONVEPT TO AN AUTOMATED ACCOINTING ANT
MENAGEMENT SYSTRW,

a

S. PAG: 24, TALLE: PASED AN THT CTMMENTS WHICH
FCLLOW IN PARAGRAPYS R THEQUGH Vi wF BELIEVY TH®C
TAELT SH0ULD 2E CORIZTED. .

k. P&3F 24, LAST PARA BT SFD: ¥° ACKNOWLEDSL TUAT
ASRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND EXTENSION IT, LIKE ITS
PEEDZCESSOR, HAS HAD PKOBLEMS. WE EAVE SEEN DOING
FOP ALMOST A YEAR RXACTLY WHAT THF AUDIT SIGSGESDPS Wk
DO ON PASE 25, I.E., REDESIGN THR PLOJECT. THIS
SFEMS INCONSISTFNT WITH EARPLIER STATEMENTS THAT UP T2
DOLS *,477,89¢ COULD BE DEOBLIGATRD. UNTIL TFE
D:SIGN FFRURT IS CUMPL®ETE, DWOBLIZATION IS PREMATUERL,

S. PAGE 25, SECOND FULL FARA: SINCF THF DEPAETURE
OF THE AUDIT TEAM, THE EFMT PROJECT AUTHORIZATION HAS

UNCLAS SECTION 86 OF @7 MONROVIA 35972 (\
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BCATIN Erb o ZMONDES, D)NWARD T Cyre TLEEn,vra T
pClo 7,008,249,

T. PAGE 25, FINAL PARA: FURTHER TO PARA 3D ABOVE,

TRk ¥FMT PROJXCT WAS UP IN THE AIR AT TZE TIML JOF Tig
AUBITORS” VISIT. THE MISSION’S PLANS TO USF TH® FULL

(TEENY AUTHORIZED &4MCUNT OF DOLS 7,7¢3,20¢ ¥ErE IN
ASFYANCE: TEE PTOSTAM WAS "EPOOJED", AND THE JANTARY
1267 PRCIFCT IMPLIMENTATION EZVITA FAL RTIOVMEN-ED
T=4T THI PRIJECT NOT ENTET INTO NIV LONJ-TFrowv
CONTHACT COvMITMENTS. THZ AUDITORS SFOULL SAYT ®ogy
AWAR OF THIS. SURSECUSNTLY, ANT A5 A RESJLT OF
A/AIT’S FEBRUARY 1957 ECONOMIC YISSION VISIT, JS4ID
EAS AGATN REVISED THE PROJTCT. AS NOTED IMMIYDIATFLY
AROVE, DOLS 1.2 ™ILLION H:S BEEVN JYATTIOPIZED, N3
FIRM PLANS ZXIST FOR USING THT RZAAINING AVAILAELT
FUNDS.

U. Pia3F 26, FINAL PARA: IT WOULD =W HELPFUL I¥ TH7
FOU™ TIFFEP:NT FIGURFS GIVEN IN m3IS PARAG®AFH 2TLD
BZ ATTRIBUTED TO 15% TWC PROJECTS IN SUESTION. KO
COMEINATION OF TH® FOUS FIGURTS ATDS T5 TED

E:COMMEINDED DrOZLIGATION AMOUNTS SIVEIN IN TUE TerLZ
Cy PAGE 24,

V. PAZY Z7, PATE INE, TISCJUSSION OF DLJCLIGATION
.
#

SIESE ]

)

73

e

NNNN
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TIOVQ ’ALSO FEFEZR TO TAFLT QN PAsE 24):
CORUASLITULTIT AL REUSTIRCH aNT wYT
- I5 A 1JrS'IION ?r 8SSUTING TAAT ALL BILLS
- SBEEN REZZIVED FOR THIS ACTIVITY (PACD OF
- CE*TAINLY, LXC%SS FUNDS FROM T3y THCANICAL
- ASSISTANCE CONTRIATT CAw BT DEOELIGAT®C, 137
- MISSION IS IN THF PhCC35S OF FOULLONING UP WITH

R ZCOMMENTA
ALK

/ )

- TiL PROCUZLNMINT S:EVICES ,EAI 70 DoTe=VINE A2

- MUCEL OF TFAT T0UTREST Chn RS TLIZATTY,

- —=Fon RUAAD UYATIOPVENT TRAINING [, 779 D02

- 1S¢, 22 DoLIGA 22 In JANTATY 1355 ¥3F Tes

- SLTENSION wal 10 FUAD RII UNTIL TR AGREEYENT

- THY FOLLOW~-CN PRCJEIT CLULD BR NEGCGTIATED AND

- SICNED. AN ATVANIZ OF DOLS 7,87 WAS CHAPRIET

- AGAIVSL THIS ADDITIONAL AYOUNT, STESZJURNTIY,

- THT FROJEICT MANAGZA DETLCTRT Co-TAIN

- TISun-PA\CTTS IN F.DI'c VCTICETE SUEMISZICN T
P‘A\ NG

- LIQUIZATE Tx2 QUTET ATVAN ANT
- W85 CONTACTED IOF ASSISTANCF, ERZOMMENT R
- TEAT A COMPLETE DFTAILED AULDIT PEEFOFVYTT,
- KIG/DATEE ARFAWGED FOR A LOCAL AUDIT TIRM 52

—1!!(
—

rs
Cz
I1IS
BE

EN?IO\ I. 17

IIS/2e7ac

- PERFCARM THZ AUDIT. HOWEIVER, 1S THE PRILINT
- COURSE OF ACTINN THE MIS SIJ\ DECID®PD T2 WaAlIm™ RoF

- TEZ LUTIT RTISTIMS BIFORT TAZING ANY ACTION SINCTY
- IT 78S FISSI-L: THAT & SURSTANTIAL CD:TTD\ JF Tur
- PIFZLINa “ICET 25 NEIZISDFOR 20C07NTR" LEZNIES
TEE WUTIT 45 CO¥PIITRT It JULY 1327, IET FIELTT,
[ESURD TN SyDPTPMETE, RECOMMTNDTD AMIN] OTHYR THTNSS
TZAT RILIS P37 COLLACTON +f ISSJFED. 43 A -ISJLT IF
ISSUING TuF

/TSy TAL TILI 23,163 TUCWN AS AN AT ENCE

Tu 507 Ral 1IN LILUITATED 4.7 SUE3;4wr Io 787 /¢
TalFErOf: 2LV TOLS 127,323 13 AVAlL AL =leE
PaCZLISATION WHICE UET YIZSION #ILL 1D

FYT - IN OPIE® T AIVANCE FINDS TD T5Y
MUST 23 JRLIGATSL A\“ AVATLAZLE IN THE -
AYCUNT EJUAL T3 ThRZ ALVANCT AMOUNT T* “TEEFCRE
CAEY, ONLY DOLS lnd,au WAS AVAILATL® = “CE
SINGE JANUARY 19%Z 2Jf 70 THT DIOLS & ,222 0TS
ETVANCT T2 5RI, 76T FYIL

FFPORPT. IF RI3/9¥& HAS
LAISTD OIN THIS MES3437, OB

JF TH: DOCIMINTS R:FESEFD TQ,
AS POSSIBLE,

FINALIZING 1?«'}5 1J -
;S C:F
3E AS AOSEONSIVE

WISEzS COo¢
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Appendix 2

Report Distribution

Director, USAID/Liberia

Assistant Administrator, Bureau for Africa
Assistant to the Administrator for

AFR/CONT

AFR/PD

AFR/CCWA

AA/XA

XA/PR

LEG

GC

M/FM/ASD

PPC/(¢ DI1E

REDSO/WCA
REDSO/WCA/WAAC
USAID/Burkina Faso
USAID/Cameroon
USAID/Cape Verde
USAID/Chad
USAID/Ghana
USAID/Guinea
USAID/Guinea-Eissau
USAID/Mali
USAID/Mauritaria
USAID/Morocce
USAID/Niger
USAID/Senegal
USAID/Sierra Leone
USAID/The Gambia
USAID/Togo
USAID/Tunisia
USA1D/Zaire

IG

Deputy Inspector General
IG/PPO

IG/EMS/CsR

IG/LC

AIG/11

RIG/A/Cairo
RIG/11/Dakar
RIG/A/Manila
RIG/A/Nairobi
RIG/A/Singapore
RIG/A/Tequcigalpa
RIG/A/Washingtun
Director, PSA/Washington (IG)

No. of
Copies

Management
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