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This report presents the results of Audit of 
USAID/Liberia's

Managemen- System for Identifying and Solving Project 
 Imple­mentation 
 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 manage­meit system adequately (1) 
 measured project progress, (2)
monitored 
and 
 tracked 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 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 imple­mented 
a prior audit recommendation to 
 follow-up audit and
 
A.I.D. evaluation recommendations.
 

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



I 

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

Your comments 
 to the 
 draft report were considered
changes were 
made as appropriate. 
and
 

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 indica­tors. 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 lack of success 
of these types of projects
over many years. 
 Still the report recognizes you have the
option to redesign 
if properly justified.
 

Please advise me 
 within 30 days of 
any additional informa­tion related to action 
 planned 
 or taken to implement the

audit recommendations.
 

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 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 implemented 
 a prior
audit recommendation 
to follow-up, audit 
 and A.I.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 adjistments. 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 limited
information. 
 The system could have 
 better measured project
progress 
 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 unexpen'.ed funds which could be used 
more
 
effectively.
 

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

a result, USAID/Liberia As
 

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 recommendation.
 

A.I.D. requires that funds which are not 
effectively used 
 be
deobligated 
 and reobligated to 
 other projects irn the
country, or deobiigated and made available for other 
uses 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) 
ex­tended unsuccessful projects 
 rather than deobligate funds,
and (2) did not have an adequate system to identify un­expended 
 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
deobligaLe 
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 I - 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. Govern­ment communications facilities, 
 and one of sub-Saharan
Africa's largest 
 blocks of private investment. The U.S.
objective in Liberia is 

political stability. 

to foster economic, financial and
 

Between 1946 
 and 1986, the 
 United States provided Liberia
about $674 
million in economic assistance. For 	 years
fiscal

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 $9,8 
 million, of which about
$60 million had been obligated. Of this amount, 
 about
$34 	million had been spent. 
 The 	A.I.D. program was managed
by 	 19 A.I.D. employees and three United 
States personal
services contractors. In addition, the Mission 
 employed 105
 
local nationals.
 

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



B. Audit Objectives and Scope
 

The Office of the Inspector General is making a world-wideaudit 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) moni­tored project implementation 
 problems until corrected, and
(3) assured that unexpended project 
 funds were utili7zed 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.
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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 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

unexpended project funds 

how
 
can be utilized. 
 The audit found
that the Mission had satisfactorily 
 implemented 
a prior
audit reccumendation 
to follow up audit and 
 A.I.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 --he process of making ,,,orfi­
cations to the program.
 

The project management system, for
an excellent tool
monitoring the Mission's efforts, 
was providing limited
information. The system could have 
 better measured project
progress by 
 utilizing quantitative indicators. 
 Furthermore,
the project management 
system did not provide enough
periodic information to identify significant problems andtrack them until resolved. 
 The audit also identified 
 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.
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A. Findings and Recommendations 

1. Improvements Were Needed in Mission Project Management 
System 

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 (I) use

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 	requ.ire documentation and follow-through. As
 a result, USAID/Liberia 
 had difficulty determining the
-ffectiveness of its assistance, and problems in 
development

projects were ngt identified and corrected in timely
a 

manner.
 

Recommendation No. 1
 

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

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

b. 	 ensure that problems uncovered as result of project
a 

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) identify 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
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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 -eview 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 'n
project planning and design, (2) design and implementation
personnel had a clear 
understanding of projects, 
 and (3)
requisite 
project documents were developed according
Agency guidelines. Such actions helped the 
to
 

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 in­formation needed 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, suchas technical assistance and construction. Outputs represent

the immediate resu]ts from 
the e contributions, such as
achievements 
 of the technical assistance team or thecompletion of buildings. 
 Objectives are important
since they represent what the 

most 

project is to accomplish,
i.e., 
improving the efficiency of elementary school teachers
or improving 
 farmer crop yields with new technology. If the
project design 
 identifies the quantifiable indicators and
carefully devises system
a to measure them, the assessment
of project progress is greatly facilitated.
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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 imple­mentation reports not progress
did show 
 toward achieving
project objectives, but 

such 

were limited to input indicators
 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) - Theobjective 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 75percent 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 using 
 these standards to measure 
 project
achievement, USAID//!,iberia 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 its 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
encouraging, 
 the study did not. provide data to assess the
increase in teaching abiliiwy or the government's efforts toprovide funds key information about the effectiveness of

project activities.
 

Without knowing how the
well project was achieving its
objectives, the Mission added $2 million to the originalauthorized budget in July 1983 
 and extended the project's
life to This
1985. decision 
 was made despite A.I.D.
evaluation which reported (1) lack of host 
 government
support, (2) reservations 
 about 
 program approach,
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(3) inadequate teacher 
 training and proficiency, (4) fre­quent teacher 
 and student absences, and (5) inconclusive

evidence that the program 
was superior the
to 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 systemhad 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 devel­opment 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 develop Central
to the
Agricultural Research 
 Institute's capabilities to conduct
adaptive crop, soil 
 and livestock 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 admini stering and produci'. , research results, (2) soundand appropriate technology pack',ges thefor extension anddevelopment programs, and (3) appropriate research results

incorporated into the programs. 

As implementation proceeded, however, the Mission did notsystematically monI and
,or measure 
 progress in attaining
these objectives. Instead, measurement focused primarily on
outputs such as the of
number participants trained. The
development and dissemination of appropriate technology

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

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

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

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 
- Formissions to adequately track progress 
 and analyze problems,
progress and 
 problems must be documented and historical
records must be maintained. 
 Valuable information 
 about
project 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
"as needed" an
 
basis, or in accordance with the project terms
and agreements. However, the reports did not
pertinent information always contain
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 little 
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 been
not 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;
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-- 

--	 donor funds or soft-tern loans to the local bank would
 

be needed to a.rry the project 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 w.ould 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 recognized earlier, however, 
project effectiveness had
 
already been jeopardized.
 

In responding to this section, the 
 Mission noted that this
project and Nimba
the County Rural Technology (see next

page) projects 
were managed by a private voluntary

organization. A.I.D. Handbook guidance 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 project 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) de­signate 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 reports;
 

- 9 ­



-- 

-- 

-- 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 recom­mendations, 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
mariinal. [The Appropriate Technology Unit budgeted at
$240,000 over 
four years was dropped in 1984 for lack of
 
resulto.]
 

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

3dequately resolved, plagued the project.
 

During 
a later site visit in August 1984, 
a Mission official
identified problems similar those
to 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,
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Between late and
1984 early 
 1985, a number of project

extension proposals submitted
were 
 and rejected by the
Mission because they 
were too ambitious, too costly and
overly dependent on A.I.D. funding. After 
 site visits 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 time the
the of 
 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 identified 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
obse-vations. 
 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 project management and monitoring. How project
management and monitoring were 
carried out would be dictated

by a range of factors, including the location 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 greater 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 
 monitor progress in resolving problems

identified in project implementaLion reports.
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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 ntifiable
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 had 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.
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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. audit
The 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) ex­tended unsuccessful projects rather 
 than deobligate funds,
and (2) did not an
have adequate 
 system to identify un­expended funds. 
 As a result, funds which could have been
made available for better purposes 
 or deobligated, remained
 
obligated for long periods.
 

Recommendation No. 2 

We recommend that the Director, USAID/Liberia:
 

a. 	 implement 
a system to monitor unexpended project funds;
 

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

c. 	either justify 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 deobli­gation of funds. Opportunities occur whe.
n (1) projects are
completed without 
using all the budgeted funds and (2) un­successful projects 
are terminated. In the early 1980s the
administrator expressed 
 concern that most deobligations

occurred when projects were completed. USAID/Liberia rarely

took action to terminate unsuccessful prcjects.
 

I-. 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 
little 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.
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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 little
 
success.
 

A 19P6 Mission review of the Agricultural Research Extension
II project disclosed 
 that the project was overdesigned,

planned costs were unrealistic, and
and project objectives

strategy 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
problems affecting performance (see Exhibit 4). 

by
 
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 anO lack of
results since the project began in 1.980. The 
 audit
estimated that project 
activities could be phased out over
the next year for about $7'0,000 
 to cover minor commodity
purchases and advisor costs. 
 The remaining $3,477,000 could
 
be deobligated.
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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 
 been extended twice (the latest extension was to
August 1988) and authorization 
 had been increased to
 
$5,889,000.
 

Over the years, 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. Further­more, 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 needed in the future to 
 stabilize Liberia's
economy. However, the audit found 
no evidence that the
Mission had analyzed what the need would be 
or when it would
 
occur.
 

Unexpended Funds 
 Not Identified - The Controller's Office
provided Mission management with quarterly report that
showed the amount 
a 


of obligations, expenditures, and
unexpended funds. However, the report did 
 not show Mission
project officers 
 how long the funds had remained unex­pended. 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 projects ended during the
that both 
 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 earmarked 
 for late billings,
(3) $100,000 had been earmarked for the project 
 extension,
and (4) $38,000 was not earmarked for a specific purpose.
 

Further analysis showed 
 that (1) all of the $45,000 could
have been deobligated as early as Sopt ember 1986 when theaudit report was issue(d, (2) the last project billing wasreceived on October 27, 1986, 
 and the entire amount of$163,000 
 could have been deobligated at that time, (3) the
$100,000 was never used for the project 
 extension and 
 could
have been deobligated as early 
as February 1985, and 
(4) the
$38,000 had been unexpended from 7 to 30 months.
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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.
 

Manalement 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 when
(1)
projects were 
 in such an 

that 

advanced state of implementation
excess cunds could be 
 clearly identified 
or (2) when
projects had 
 been completed. Deobligation 
too early in the
project would lead 
to precipitous stops and 
 starts if 
 funds
were deobligated and 
 if future budgetary action 
 diC not
provide the planned assistance.
 

Regarding the four projects reviewed 
during the audit, the
Mission indicated 
 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 the
of 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 specify when
not 
 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 un­successful 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 completed projects.

for 

The report notes that
both types of projects, the Mission 
should have made a
decision to justify 
 retention 
 of the funds or deobligate
them. At of
time audit, no evidence was 
available to
that the Mission 
 had (1) identified large 
show
 

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
evidence that (1) a more 
with
 

effective monitoring system has
been designed and implemented, (2) the project 
portfolio

been analyzed has
 

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 deobligated.
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B. Compliance and Internal Control 

Compl iance 

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 needed 
 improvement. Finding 
 1 discusses
the need 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 
 ensure corrective action.
Finding 2 addresses the 
 need to better monitor unexpended
project funds. 
 The audit 
review of internal controls was
limited to the 
findings presented in this report.
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Exhibit 1 

PROJECTS WI9h IMP117IJ AT1ON PROBLEMS 

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

Project 
AnountsNuHmer-	 Project Title Started CoMleted Obligated Disbursed
 

669-0130 	 Iproved Efficiency
 
of i_,arning I 
 7/30/78 3/31/85 $7,498,843 $7,498,843
 

669-0135 Agricultural Rosf-arch 
and E.tcnsicn 1 
 1/03/80 9/30/85 4,487,259 4,289,542
 

669-0163 N.iiid a Coi.Inty Y,)iral
Tcchnolojy 9/19/80 5/26/87* 4,263,500 4,165,568
 

669-0201 S.a ]1 and Medium 
literprise Dcvelorvxm-t 

and Sur,'rt 7/20/84 7/30/89* 2,766,500 1,766,548
 

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

* Planned 



ANALYSIS OF INFOR MTION FO(jND IN PRGJ'BC Il JZTIaTICN REPORTS 

%IPROV-JT F,'ICHICc OF LEANING I (669-0130)
(March 31, 1981- March 31, 1985) 

Subject 

Planned vs actual contributim- Other dcnor(s) 
- Host country 

3/31/81 

No 
No 

12/31/81 

No 
No 

7/21/82 

No 
No 

Date of 
12/31/82 

No 
No 

Report 
3/31/83 

No 
No 

6/30/83 

No 
No 

3/31/84 

No 
No 

3/31/85 

No 
No 

Discrepancies betwecn plannedand actual disbursemnts 

Progress cn key project ccarpone-ts- canstructixL 
- procurecL t 
- training 
- ccnsulting services 

No 

No 
No 
No 
Yes 

No 

No 
No 
No 
Yes 

No 

No 
No 
No 
No 

No 

No 
No 
Yes 
No 

No 

No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 

No 

No 
No 
No 
No 

No 

No 
Yes 
No 
No 

No 

No 
No 
Yes 
No 

APiherence to iplementaticnschedule 

major imelen-taticn problms 

identified 

Remedial acticns to be undertaken 

Responsible Darties for correctingproblers were identified 

TimefrTes desi-nated forcorrective acticn 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Intermed-iate progress cn projectoutputs 

Continuing validity of project 
objectives and designs 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

0io 



ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION FOUND IN PROJECT IMP 1 A2TION REPORTS 

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

Subject 
9/30/80 3/31/81 9/30/81 

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

Pla-nned vs actual cantributicn - Other dcnor(s) 
- Host country 

No 
No 

No 
No 

No 
No 

No 
No 

No 
Yes 

No 
Yes 

No 
No 

No 
No 

Discrepancies between plannedand actual disbursements No No No No No No No No 
Progress cn key project caripcents- Ccnstructicn 

- Procurement 
- Training 
- Ccnsulting services 

No 
No 
No 
No 

No 
No 
No 
No 

No 
No 
No 
Yes 

No 
No 
No 
No 

No 
No 
No 
No 

No 
No 
No 
No 

No 
No 
No 
No 

No 
No 
No 
No 

Adherenceschedule to implementaticn 
No Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes 

Major iiplemntaticnidentified iroblms 
NO No No Yes Yes No No Yes 

Remedial actians to be undertaken No No No No Yes No No No 
Respcnsible parties for correctingproblems were identified No No No No No No No No 
Tirreframes
corrective designated

acticn for 
No No No No No No No No 

Inteediate progress on projectoutputs 
ContinLing validity of project 

No No No No Yes No No 

objectives and designs No No No No No No No No 

0r" 
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ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION FOND IN PRGTEC' IMPLETJTION REPORTS 

AGRICUL-PAL RESEARCH AND EXESION I (669-0135) 
(Dec. 31, 1982- Sept. 30, 1985) 

Subject 
12/31/82 9/30/83 

Date of Report
3/31/84 9/30/84 3/31/85 9/30/85 

Planned vs actual ccntributicn - Other dcnor(s) 
- Host country 

No 
Yes 

No 
Yes 

No 
No 

No 
No 

No 
Yes 

No 
Yes 

Discrepancies between plannedand actual disbursements No Yes No No No No 
Progress on key project carnpcnents

- cnstructicn 
- procurem t 

- training
- ccnsulting services 

Yes 
No 

No
No 

No 
No 

No
No 

No 
No 

Yes 
No 

No 
No 

Yes 
No 

No 
No 

No 
No 

No 
No 

No 
No 

Adherenceschedule to implementaticn 
No Yes No No No No 

Major implemrtatia problemsidentified 

Remedial acticns to be undertaken 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 
Responsible parties for correcting
problems were identified 

Timeframes designated for 
corrective actin 

Intermediate progress an project 
outputs 

Continuing validity of projectobjectives and designs 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

( 

0J 



ANALYSIS OF IN'ORMATION FOUJND IN PROJECT I1MVPIJFN2ATION REPORTS 

SMALL, AND mEDIUm uNTERPRiSE DEV-WIPIENT AND SUPPORT 
(Sept. 30, 1984 - Sept. 30, 1986) 

(669-0201) 

Subject 9/30/84 3/31/85 
Date of Report 

9/30/85 3/31/86 9/30/86 
Planned vs actual 

- Other danor (s) 
- Host country 

ccntribution 
No 
No 

No 
No 

No 
No 

No 
No 

No 
No 

Discrep-uicies betweEn plannedand actual disbursements No No No No No 
Progress an key project

- Ccrstructicn 

- Procdrement 
- Training- Ccnsulting services 

capaents 
No 

No 
Yes
No 

No 

No 
Yes 
No 

No 

No 
Yes 
No 

No 

No 
No 
Yes 

No 

No 
No 
No 

Adherence 
scedule 

to implementaticn 
No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

%ajor inplementaticn Problems 
identified 

Remedial acticns to be undertaken 
No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Respnsible parties for correctingproblems were identified No No No No Yes 
Tijreframes
corrective designated

acticn for 
No No No No Yes 

nterredate progressoutputs cn project 
No Yes Yes No No 

Continuing validity of projectobjectives and designs No No i'o No No 
O­



ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION FOUND IN TRIP REPORTS
 

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

DiLte of ReportSubect 
 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 acticns and timeframes No No No 
Respcnsible parties identified 
 No 
 No 
 No
 
Adherence to established schedule 
 No 
 No 
 No
 
Factors affecting overall progress 
 No 
 No 
 No
 

Progress cn key project cocponents
- cnstructicn/in stallaticn 
- procuren t 

No No No
No- training No No 
No 
 No 
 Yes
 

Relaticrship between disbursement
 
of funds and physical acccnplish­
ments under
 

technical assistance 
-
-
engineering No No 
 No 

- constructicn/instalaticn No No No
 
No No
- procuremen t No 

No- training No No 
No 
 No 
 No
 

Discrepancies between planned
and actual disbursements 

No 
 No 
 No
 

Planned versus actual ccntributicns
- Other dcnor(s) 

No- Host country No NoNo 
 No 
 No
 

Anticipated changes to project costs 
 No 
 No 
 No
 



ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION FOUND IN TRIP REPORTS
 

NI1MBA CONTY RURAL TECNOLOGY 

S ect 


Progress reported to date 

Major issues and problems identified 


Remedial acticns and timeframes 

Responsible parties identified 


Adherence to established schedule 

Factors affecting overall progress 

Progress cn key project cc1Tpnnts
- ccstructicn/installaticn 

- procurement 

- training 

Relationship between disbursement 
of funds and physical acccnplish­
nEnts under
 

- technical assistance 
- engineering 

- cCn structicn/installation 

- procuremet 

- training 

Discrepancies betwesm planned 
and actual disbursements 

Planned versus actual ccntributicns 
- Other dcnor(s) 
- Ocst counrtiys 

Anticipated changes to project costs 

(Jan. 21, 1980-


1/21/80 


Yes 

Yes 


Yes 

No 


No 

No 

No 

No 

No 


No 

No 

No 

No 

NO 

No 

No 

No 


No 


2/24/81 


Yes 

Yes 


No 

No 


No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 


No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 


No 


Dec. 8, 

11/4/81 


Yes 

Yes 


No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 


No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 


No 


(669-0163) 
1986) 

Date of Report
9/13/82 


Yes 

Yes 


Yes 

Yes 


No 

No 

No 
No 
No 


No 

No 
No 
No 
No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

8/22/84 


Yes 

Yes 


Yes 

Yes 


No 

No 

No 

No 

No 


No 

No 

No 

No 

No 


No 

No 


No 


No 


1/30/85 12/8/86 

No Yes 

No Yes 

No Yes 

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 No o-
No Yes 

No No 

11/10/83 


No 

Yes 


Yes 

No 


No 

No 

No 

No 

No 


No 

No 

No 

No 

No 


No 

No 


No 


No 




ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION FOUND IN TRIP REPORTS 

AGRICJLTURAL RESEARCH AND EXKTNSION I (699-013) 
(Dec. 1, 1982 - Nov. 23, 1984) 

Subject 

Progress reported to date 

Major issues and problens identified 

Remedial actions and timeframes 

Respcnsible parties identified 

Adherence to established schedule 

Factors affecting overall progress 

12/1/82 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

3/28/83 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

6/6/83 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Date of Re~xrt11/23/83 1/19/84 

No No 

No Yes 

No Yes 

No Yes 

No Yes 

No No 

2/16/84 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

5/8/84 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

11/23/84 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 
Progress cn key project ccTxnents- ccnstructicn/installaticn 
- procurement 

- training 

Relationship between disbursement of 
funds and physical acccmplishnents 
under 

- technical assistance 
- engineering 
- canstruction/installaticn 
- procuraMent 
- training 

No 
No 

No 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

No 
Yes 

No 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

No 
No 

No 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

Yes 
No 

Yes 

No 
No 
No 
NO 
No 

Yes 
Yes 

No 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

No 
No 

Yes 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

Yes 
Yes 

No 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

Yes 
Yes 

No 

No 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 

Discrepancies betweer, plannedand actual disbursements No No No No No No No No 

Planned versus actual ccntributicns- Other dcnor(s) 
Host country 

Anticipated changes to project costs 

No 
Yes 

No 

No 
No 

No 

No 
No 

No 

Yes 
Yes 

No 

No 
No 

No 

No 
No 

No 

No 
No 

No 

No 
Yes 

Yes 

O­
"tF 



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

hindered b a 
loss of staff following 
 a coup, irregular
budget allocations by Government of Liberia, lack of 
a
permanent airector, poor 
 linkage to the extension
service, and lack of 
 a focused research strategy and 
workpl an; 

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
accomplishments. 
 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 notprovided as pl]inned, and only 70 percent of the targetfor training had been achieved by the end of theproject. Problems causing these shortfalls were notaddressed in the trip or project implementation reports; 

planned versus actual host country contributions. TheGovei-..mrent of Liberia was to be the second largest donorafter A.T.D. to the 
 project. The host government's

contributions 
 were 
 behind schedule throughout the life
 
of tie project. 
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ADM AID 

DAKA R FO R L. /R A .... 

F.O. 12356: N/A
SUBJECT: USAID/LIB'RIA COMMENTS ON 
DRAFT AUDITRiPORT
 
ON USAID/L'S MANAGEMENT SYSTEM FOR FLA"7IN,
RFDISIGNING AND TERMINATING TROUBLED PROJFTS 

REF: (A) DA.KAR 4 36 (B) DAKAR 53'EI 

1. PARA TWO OF THIS MESSAGE TRANSMITS SUMMARY COMMENTS

ON THE DRAFT AUDIT AND OUR REACTION TO ITS T"!O
 
RECOMMENDATIONS, PARAS THREE THROUGH 
 FIVE PRESE.TDETAILED COMMENTS FOR CORRECTION OF FACTUAL ERROR AND
QUESTIONS OF INTERPRITATION.
 

2. SUMMARY COMMENTS:
 

- A. PERCEPTION OF PROJECT MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS,AUDIT SFEMS TO TAKE AS AXIOMATIC THAT THE PROJECT 
TFE 

MANAGEMFNT SYSTEM OF AID HB 3 SHOULD BE FOLLOWED TO
THE LITTER, AND THAT NO LYSS WILL BE TOLERATED.

PROJECT MANAGEMENT IN OUR VIEW IS A WIDE RAN.r- OF 
ACTIVITIES, RANGING FROM STRUCTURED REPORTING
MLCHANISMS (E.G., REGULAR PROJECT REVIEWS, RECORDEDSITE VISITS, EVALUATIONS). TO LESS STRUCTURED EVENTS
 
(MEETINGS WITH COUNTERPARTS AND WITHIN THE MISSION,
UNDOCUMENTED SITE VISITS, TELEPHONE CALLS, ETC.) 
- WE BELIEVE THE HB 3 GUIDANCE IS A MODEL TO FOLLOW,
BUT IT IS A MODEL. PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND MONITORINGMUST TO A CERTAIN EXTENT BE DICTATED BY A FANGE OF

FACTORS, THE LOCATION OF THE PROJECT, THE.TYPE OF
 
ACTIVITY, EXPERIENCE OF THE PROJECT OFFICER, HOSTINSTITUTION AND CONTRACTOR CAPABILITY, AND ADEQUACY OFTHE BASIC DESIGN DOCUMENT. 

- CLEARLY, USAID IS DOING SOMETHING CORRECT, AS THE 
AUDIT DESCRIBED USA;D'S CURRENT GRASP OF PROJECTPROBLEM STATUS AS QUOTE EXCELLENT UNQUOTE. YET THIS
CONCLUSION IS GIVEN SEORT SHRIFT .AS THE BULK OF THEREPORT FOCUSES ON DEVIATIONS FROM AN IDEAL MANAGEMENT 
SYSTEM APPLIED TO PROJECTS IDENTIFIED BY THE USID(NOT THE AUDITORS) AS TROBULED PROJECTS, TWO )F WHICH
ENDED TWO YEARS AGO. 
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- . VO 'P DJ :,',: II:] ,C. ,IH • > 09 - ,

T0 IN T'J.T . . ..A!'IN" 77A IL, Or. F:JT > F (.ip
TE-F ONLY TN3 4CTIV PFO J1,TS) WF, PV3 PPOJ-CTS. 

'
A "SI OT tFNT1DNI ,.,THIS IN TF= DRAFAUDIT, THE AU1,IT0'2S AFFAFN1LY DO NOT E LIVE T'LTPVO PROJ-:CTS AE VI "^F- SEPAI:ATL Y I N TT : I F, T]CIT
FST., .A D ONI7FIN'-, SYST F'. H3 3, APT .

A17 --C T0H P0JpT•ASSYSTFl 
PV CJT To S2~TLO ICAL FlAPO: 

N 

IAF 2; Ifl-%P&.,SALS. 2OP DO PVS E;SS F:ILYF V T AOT7,KP - FOP'vAL EVALUkllI ,: SY. ,ltN:;IFD, ? i, ?V "'SINSIST C INDP'N,", NCN'i'R OM .!I I'F
TO0SC¢-'VAIUA7IO;N, AND TEY T'D rtUc AI 'SC.NITOII\ TO THE INIMU",. FOPT T \'NAT-I., Y IS IS ,
Th . CcSI IN LI., 5UT H, Aj C1 SiOJLD T jF r7
 

DL ITF}:iN] S0 S JIANOAKS AI 
. "TIs." 

.'ONIr',PIN- I 
. ( - .. .. 

-

Y
C. 

c 
EiCM)LNDATIONS: :T'iBFis[T:L%'i.ISSYN,O

AL* SC'CM F I MPBOV'?M""TN'TPF O A"OPT - q.

THE FFC v DL IO-1NS, LTij)U2 ~ .- A~V3

EOLLO Iv'<SJ 3 , S] 0 c/O;S - , I DN :
 

- -1 ,,_,N:, T:?'., lA T2S S3.STN'S A F, ,,
A -:FOJ ,IT MCNiPIT.' ISSU. TO T7K -. >NT POSSIEL7,A W LL- .SI," P,F-J 'T S?,jL¢ P... S .. ..,,ri.US I~ :CATOD/S rr0 v A UE' A:HIYvE< tT 
C' , OJ; c - DD T,.;SI] lSs I~S[,,_R01 -U p- A 3C, SFt:OUT 7 

cT FATL . r T A( rrTA D-OFTA 03 S A H R Fj 0~SUC I A O-::. 'E AT USAIL APE S"NSITIVF TS rES. 
... ... . - _, S VFAL TC NT I .5F:.A .I, C\ Aq.K':
A.. N,iTON 7 AxI'tI;I X NT

0 12: '"' uC~" J iOC I.FS . .: P S VhAT Ir 
INTICATOPS pF CTPOJ ?Ui0S T :'AT !LLA D TE E
A.LE TO tEASURE PRO -ESS. EYYO"D THiS, IT ISDIFFICULT TD ENVISION HA.T CAN FE LONE TO R.I Y OUT
(AN:Z CL3SE) THF .TON AcENY FTAS ,NO DRFTk 
T ;F ;Y' I , J',LiSS YOU CAN R S-lRJ-TTPL THE
P .C DNDAI I ON 7O ,AKE II ACTIONABLE S TT3 , 11 YOU 
ET 
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3of 13VA'l, IT A FINDIN.; -I DN aeTHAN A R.CyMiNnA Io .
 
- -- PE.;COHYBND4T! 
 CNS IF AN: 10: TH~SY T O ,!,F STAN 1C TF.7 S \C.
CLOSY L IN ED WE SU ; ST T f;Y bE 'L FD.(, PLAF.N TOUSE TiA:O Y7FHICLS AS yEA NS TO SURFACF PRrLS AVAD T

ON 7tEM MFY iXpDITIOjSLY. E"CENTLY FSTAF LISHFr:
PROJJ IMP! 1:AT ION c :TTFS OYVTX-,j 0 uC: 
M.A S, AI F(U-H T 14IH";FFE2TIVTNFSS NDTS R
T-ST!>;. S iCO'DLY, WE F,FCE\'TLY
I~p'ME ... '¢.. VAVE I.NSIST ' T}; TP: OJ -<' .. I F ...... DEq.VOT; ^ E'-'.,,_.
 
A' Ti\,l'ION A,,ALY IN: Tii}: APPRO PIAii 
!S3 OF --"--. 

' - PPOE P.QJ: .I"7'1:::A.T A T!IL INSTITUTE I' TIE NEAR FUTUPE A TRACKI3 SYSTUYTC ON ITOF PO..0"SFS.CTI O O S PR.PS'- N "PAHFIR 
ACAINST ACTUAL PRC3;OR7S SUCH A, Fr\-CBL SYST, Ov'F
NOT EXIST AT PFiS_;T, .EVIE.'TO
IV..NqK.. EY"ThPMO."':KS ':F B IDI_-? I R. P 0 'T'',F6 I 3D:.':-, :} )'S R-POp . S 

- 91 , v 'M;',,'flAeT I0­

- SIN:: T P M,SSIO N UFFN'TLY PFLPAFES A "Z.-,:"EF.L V
PIPELINE ,SUK.'t,':?y .A D TbK 9U.i?'IERLY 
 PROJJT FI\\CI.. 
S NAT .TST, IN CL T ZCCFUALS 1VFLOPED A'ITH T­

.COLLAE0FA7IN O \- IVI UAL PL.J E,_MANAS , ",EMISSION ."-,,LIIi T .' A7DING TE" PAJE OF LAkST 
r,..,ST N. .I I Y -:c.: AMIO. N '32I, SATIETY 

2A.
 

- Cl ISiNF ,.:I.SN : .. IN ]'1: **I L UST ,- ' 

QUA;-IPLY P.CJ,- .. E,,SJT V TO AALYZE Til- \_D
IPINK FuNs A.,? .. ""."-INAIION ,-_E IF FUND. CA:

IE r;FOB1 AI *. I T. 
 CASE OF \'-rD ING FPCJ CT.,


,,-.,13I( 7Oi- K1T 7._. i"V 
 IT PW IENT T3 F.'J"FCAA'W. I "-! ,VAI S N . T', '7-T 
IN S C.n AN "AV , v 'rT.A ON STATE THAT FjNDS

CAN CLEAY B: WFE 
 AS IN f.C.SS 0,F A-NY
 
POSSIbl-E NEEDS.
 

- 3UO'' 3FX; UNC 'AIN IFS DO NOT AL.,T'Y N - L MISSION S THEn.ION D_-IN, PRECIS! iIN IT FUTJ F YF? 
LVFLS OF FUNDN. FNOJI '07. T.q 'T'JN "'T T)

PFPCIPIT3US STOPS AND STARTS IF FUNDS WFE

DEObL,1T: E AND FUT'U FUDT ARY .Cq IONS DID NO
P.O';IL" TE PLNE ASSISTAN.. . '.. "
 

h'i}ATION 2? AND 2 FA.ATF TO 2CMLETED
 
A rT7NTS SHOULD 
 0 F Li CA TYD. 

!"iIL ['j COIV"' ON 7'H:EIIAE PEPORT FOLLOW: 
3. E'SUTI VE SUv,MABY 

A. P .E I, PARk TA'O: PROPOSED ASSISTANCE LEVELSNIED TO BE AI)JJSTED. THE AUDIT'S FIGUFE OF D)LS 54:MILLION FOR FY E_&' COMES FROM THE FY S2 APPL IN THE FY 
PF AIrS. IN THE FY . CP, THE LEVvL IS DOLS 33MILLrIOtN, WHICH IS MUCH MORE 1,I(ELY TFAN TH. HIGHEF 
FIGURF. FUT.iER, BROCKE SENSITIVE DEBT WAS MADE 
CURRENT ON MAY 29, SO THE PROSPECT OF PHASINT OJT IS
 
LESS IMMEDIATE. 
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~. I,4E kArHKI: TU~ '2I.D' :T
A.F ICA ?:V -:.U -V . SnOJ Lr . CLA-iPI . T i . AC T A RDO.M I.K IN T qFR I OF1 .... C. ' F. . -VWF".. E\TLYA -DvPLrTFP
USAIP C')NC 7s PAp.T., _A I'S T EN CURR".RR NT 
A&D 4:M7rI.N ITATI'I"7 ArP FTS C TF P "tC'AH. AV NRPSULT :F PF&; -. '. T7 J 1.ID J NDlP'RTO- " ACO VpR ;SI vE¢ - OF POJEOT PORCF- IT '7C7'a iTrr','!, VT[" I T. ." t 
C 6ISIa '.AxWAND APL.O?.IATE Ar'jUSTN'TNT. 
v. P.C- III, F.?A T'O: IT IS STA.TP '2.. O' " 
PPC-CT M1ANA&:TMNT SYSTEM DOES \'OT DO. C".H/R? DOTS 

'IH :iPO.rI S.PIEF T';E SYSEM TF '7AJDITOS FYj\D,NOF .O 'IEKY A T'rT-CSYSTT, S D 1 "1VSTSTArEFiAT TF D2sD.
DO SO' ,?DI\; RI'i AE WE AR'- TDL , ON T. F F ---
F . WE .-; y CT O.A 3>NN.1'P:.0C) L S C "-.'"D...UN CT- . C, T'ISAID/IIU L,. I ..D CONTLEOL V ITS ?'OJUT PT OL I
AND AS A ARS U- MAJOOR I\PLF'NT4TION PBOL. 1S 
UNQ ',,OT . 

D PA> III, .. TkP ,NT -C , I LTI TO PA(7,UV):En MISS ION A'S Y.C T 'N TO TiIS I NTI A .CF TEE DOt, S ':="!IL'C iEPAF.. 
D"

D 7WJ\S" !"FEC wLy' U7'ILI lE 

NNN UN 
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(THIS PFF.ASF IS NOoj'mpE DE"IN7D), POLS 5.1 MII.LON is Page 5 of 13 
:'ILIGATFT) I T U'F~b,. K T. TW, ODIN'O P OJK.


TwFE FIST, ,G ILIUpAL 
 F] SEATCH AND VXTENFI3N II,
HAS BEEN ThE SLTBJ;CT OF A PAINFULLY LON3 EVALUATIOv

AND EFLE ION P OCSS IT IS CLEAR 3'.-VFP THAT THEFUNDS WiLL SF USED AS A RFVIS'D PROJECT IS DEfINi'.
THF AUDIT'S SUGGESTION, POTH HERE AND LATE= Iy ,HE
R.PO :AhAT7 9 F'J NDS S 7JLD IE DYLLIo;D'r N03 ISU RO A3LE, AS T? : ",tS WDUTD CqF AINY I.
 

OIA% Bl

" P I T..!1I F S P-:,,j F0O'-Ic AND FI.\ANCVL 1A.3E


AN .D N1
.'.FNINA'l 7I HAVZ PLANS -0R THE SE A-LFUNDS. T -DSL PLANS L'?F 'OT CARRI 7 OUT CA STCOF 
T 


THE DFLI'R-;ATr DECISION NOT TO 
ETF. INTO Ni,

LO0N TFl'I1 CD>hI"MFN TS SI NCVE 
 A7E 2R TiKEN ?DIRO;tAND (SU SF ',\'TLy) ECAUS: : THE ECONOMIC R FORv

P.AC- N. DOI TD A/AID 3PD T;7y T T BY IN FE R-PJARY A 

PLA NS TD CHANOE SU:FST:''LLY.
 

IHIS SA,ie PAR .;RAP' SUGESTS THAT TH, ONLY CPTIDN

AVAILAzELE TO A UN SU:7CESSFUL PRDJCT 
 IS TO DEVBLIGATETHE PrOJSCT'S FU':s "ThISIS A,. "i
T'TElLY SI"PLISTIC

VIEW, ANP O]TS ANY C'>NS!DTATI$,N OF FVALUATIONS TO
MA~i MU:-COJSI COPPOTION, PEDiSI;NS, AND OTHFL
 
R-Y'ME:IES TO SALVA;? PRO JECTS.
 

4. PA r I - I UBODUCT ICN:
A. PAOT 2, -IABLE OF ASSIS TAN C7 LEVTLS: LVBIS7T


'7IOUD I NCq D AS "PLANNED". THE FY E7 LEVEI,

FO? DYFV-LOPvFNT ASSISTA%'CE 
 COULD BE UPDATFD TOFLFLECTi THE CUPPE_: LiVEL OF DOLS 11,97 
,2 '. ,*F
WOULD LIYF TilE iY 23 ESF LEVEL FOOTN'WTFD TO SH3ff'-AT[, OF ThE LEVEL INO7,ICATED, DOLS" >?;z II
 

I D.. ,
... .A 
 > TE S T..C? FOLL. IN. TH.
TJ)., I- I.L YY 
 PAN NED LEV L IS NO '7 DOLS 'z?
 
M LL I .0N
 

E. PA.GF 2, PAPA ON7E: AT THE TIME OF THi7 .U IT, THE
 
AID PPO.ORA' WAS MANA]ED lY 
 19 U.S. DIPET HI E(AUIFORL'EFT. CEI IIOI CF 
 )21), U.S. PSC'S, AND 1'5
LOCAL l'PIOVhS (DIPE.,.T HIR! AND CONTFACT ). TH

P.OLT SPOULD. DLETF REFE.E;AC: TO ZUOTE 9 U.S.
GOVE N,, T AENCY :KPLOYUES UNQUOTE SINCE 
THEY
IMPL EF.\ T ,SAII, PROJETIS ANI DO NOI' MNAE qHE
 

5. PART IT - RESULTS OF AUDIT: 

A. 
PAOE 4, PARA T'O: SEE OUR EARLIER COM.',ENTS ON
PROGRAM WEEK, WHICH THIS PARAGRAPH EVIDENTLY REFERS 
TO. PDFOFAY WEE{ CONFIFMED THE MISSION'S PRDPOIL,CONTAINED IN OU, CONCEPT PAPER, TO ST,,RT A CHAIN OF 
EVALUATIONS, REDESIGNS, 
MOPE INTENSIVE PROJECT
 
IMPLEMENTAIION RFVIEW 
SESSIONS, 
AND SPECIAL STUDIES.
WE HAVE ALSO HAD A SERIFS OF SPECIAL PROJF]T 5EVIEWS
 
AS PAR'T OF IHE PREPARATIONS FOR BPOOKE
 
AMENDMENT-RELATED CONTINGENCY 
PHASE CUT PLANNIN].

ALL THIS IS THATTO SAY OUP CONCEPTS PAPER AND THF 

UNCLASSIFIED 
 MONROVIA 0,5?70,I03 
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AGR}EMLNTS PEACW1ED DUhIN-
PiiOCESS 4HICE CONTINUES TO 

! 
?RCRAMCWL!K 

THIS DA.Y. 
STAFTED 

Appendix 1Page 6 of'13 
P o 

IMPPOVEIENTS NEEDED IN MISSION PROJECT MANAGEENI 
SYSTEM 

B. PAGF 6, RFCOMMENDATION NO. 
1: SEE OUR FARLIEP
COMMENTSM RECOMMENDATION 1A SHOULD 1ORT PROPERLY BE
A FINDING. 

C. PAGE e, PARA ONE: 
 QUARTERLY - AS OPPOSED TO THi' 
---...
. BUF EA U S--SEM-I-,A NNUA-L- REOU I-R EM ENT - P CT ....?RJ ...........
IMPLEMENTATION ? VIEWS ONLY STARTED WITH THE JAN'JALPisC7 ROUND. THE PRESENTATION IN THE AUDIT COULD LEADONE TO BELIEVE QUAPTERLY REVIEWS STARTED EARLIER.'lEE ESTABlISHMENT OF PROJECT 

ON 
IMPLEMENTATION


COMMITTFES, THEY HAVE ONLY RECENTLY BEEN FORMALLY
 
ESTABLISHED BY MISSION OPDER AND ARE NOT Y-T
FUNCTIONING SMOOTHLY. 
 UNTIL WE ARE FULLY STAFF r: INOUR DESIGN OFFICE, THE COMMITTEE SYSTEM WILL 90'r BE
 
FULLY OPERATIONAL.
 

D. PAGE 8, PARA TWO: 
 RE PROJECT DESIGN VCMMITTEES,

THEY HAVE ALWAYS EXISTED IN A NON-FOPMAL SENSE. AS
WITH THE PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION COMMITTEES, THOUGH,
THEY HAVE ONLY rECENTLY BEEN FORMALLY CONSTITUTED.
 
IT IS PREMATURE TO JUDGE THEIR EFFECTIVENESS. THE
DESCRIPTION OF THE DESIGN COMMITTEE'S FUNCTIONS IN
 
BT
 
#5970,
 

NNNN
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SHELASI Page 7 of 13
SENTENCe OF 141s PARAGRAPF IS INACCURkTF.
 

THE TAS15 DiSCRIBED ARF THOSF OF AN IMPLEM:NT..ION
 
COMMITTEP.
 

E. PAGE 9: 
 T3IS PAGE MARKS THE START OF SEVEPAL
 
REPORT REFERENCES TO PROJECT "OBJECTIVES". ARE
OQEJECTIVES TO BE EOUATED TO PURPOSE AS USED IN THE

AGENCY'S LO ICAL FREMEWORK PRiOJECT DESIGN FORMAT, OR
 
SOMFTHING ELSE? 

F. PAGE P, PARA TWO ET SEQ.: THE AUDIT CITES TH... PRpL-IOM-F NOT U0SSING UANTIFIABLE INDIC T ...
MEASURE PROJECT PROGRASS TO ACHIEVE OBJECTIVUS. (WE
ASSUME THIS MEANS PURPOSE). IN SUPPORT OF THIS, THE
4UDIT USES TWO PROJECTS AS ILLUSTRATIVE OF A
CONDITION WHICH EXISTED FOR SEVERAL YEARS AND STILL

EXISTED AT THE TIME OF THE AUDIT. 
 IT IS HARO T)

ACCEPT THAT THE CONDITION STILL EXISTS FOR THESE TWO
PROJECTS SINCE THEY BOTH ENDED ALMOST TWO YEARS AGO.
 

WE DO ACCEPT THY GENERAL POINT THAT OUR DESIGN
DOCUMENTS AND THE WORLD WE WORK IN ARE LESS THAN
PERFECT AND HAVE, AS NOTED IN PARA 2.C ABOVE TRIED TO

ADDRESS THIS PROBLEM ON A CASE BY CASE BASIS AS
 
DESIGN OR REDFSIGN DOCUMFNTS ARE DEVELOPED.
 

IMPROVED EFFICIENCY OF LEARNING PROJECT
 

G. PAGE 10-11: 
 WITH REFERENCE TO INAPPROPRIATE
 
ACHIFV!MFNT INDICATORS, WE HAVE A DE;SIGN PROBLEA
PERE, NOT ONE OF IMPLEMENTATION IANAGEMENT. 
 THE
FROJFCT DESIGNERS TRIED TO MEASURF AN INCREASE IN
 
TEACHING ABILITY, WHICH IS A QUALITATIVE JUDGMENT NCT
READILY QUANlIFIABLE. 
A MORE lQUANTIFIABLE MPASURF

SHOULD HAVE BEEN STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT. THIS WAS

RECOGNIZED BY THE PROJECT'S EXTERNAL EVALUATOR IN
1984 IN A COMPARISON OF ACHIEVEMENT OF STUDENTS IN
THE IEL SCHOOLS AND TRADITIONAL SCHOOLS. 
 THE REPORT
 
CONCLUDED THAT:
 

'- BASED ON THE EVIDENCE AVAILABLE, WHEN THE IEL
SYSTEM IS APPROPRIATELY IMPLEMENTED AND ASSESSED
AGAINST MEASURES THAT ARE VALID, IT fEMONSTRATS

ACHIEVEIFNT OUTCOMES THAT ARE SUPERIOR TO THOSE
 
ACHIEVED IN TRADITIONAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS IN
LIBERIA. THIS FINDING, WHEN COMBINED WITH OTHEP

EVIDENCE DESCRIPTIV 
OF IEL'S INCREASED STUDENT

ENROLLMENT AS WELL AS ITS COSTS SAVINGS, CLEARLY
SUPPORTS THE CONTINUATION AND EKPANSION OF THE

PROGRAM IN LIBERIA."
 

THE EVALUATION REPORT, FULLY CITED AS "E.F. KELLY,

EXTERNAL EVALUATION OF THE 
IMPROVED EFFICIENCY )F
LEARNING PROJECT, 1983-84: OVERALL TEST RESULTS"
DATED 4/15/84 WAS AVAILABLE IN MISSION FILES DURING 

AND
 
THE VISIT OF THE RIG AUDITORS.
 

H. PAGE 11, 
PARA TWO: THE MISSIONS'S DECISION TO
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 N1"7A.- Page 8 of 13TT. 7,r AF\iI: 

FTF IT MU3ST FTAT T LI B RIA
F'P rl", E A '1A J . ; 2 P IS.UFTIVE COUP D T IN

EIS FV NT A D TI- U SFTTIED CONDITIONS IN THECOUNTRY IN THF S2S;IYN
' ' ONF-TWO Y APS 7AD
F.0 F_.. A

PCT O C7 TO.!. ALL OUR PFlOJTCTS, INCL"I,7


IT. T. APOAC. T, N FY T}K 
 AUFItm CR , uJ''LY

orW TL'OS)T '.IS; N )jOOis T.7CDCL7S19\_C,-T'7"T . 

- KECIFIC I" TF7- ?POJFCT, IEL WAS "AR7.JUN \CWN T/RRITOrY IN C3RFATIN37 A NEW PFDAOY FO?
P.IMAPY SCHDOL INS' U.TID;. DEVLLOPIN: THE 'AAT4'?IALS7'OOK FAR LONGER THAN FXPTCTFD. TTER F,ERE ALSOVOFLFVS DUI. TO FB-H)UN T PO'?' UTA.SS LACI
PRIN IN FACTLITFS, AN STAFF TJBNOVFP. DNS - ':r
rATI kLS WE?: D7VLOPFT, TH PROJ CT T'R3 C0DiLIVEPN; TU.E ,FI.<", a-.1 ACHEP.EI :sI, \ DBIPL -F'lmI~k IN 7 T EA C . I N 1;IA,C 1 FN.TI N : .', P ­.... TF A CR, V l S I ON - O . M 

A IC ULT:TA L E YSA CH AND -.T KSION I 
1. F.' 13, ?AHA FOR 'iHEFO:AI})ICULTUI-,kL RE_,TFRA, FX T. TSIO P.iOJ CTT W7 MA T:7, S.A POINT kc IN 
BT ' 
 . . . .
 .
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ACC UN'T'S FF 1i*, PR CTF;- T J S:'TE TP-7 .1sON :

FPOJiCT I XTNSION "AS TO 
 11FP A T1.CNiCAL -SSISr<'K>

E.ESFNCF ON SI T, AT CARl TO ilA.INTAIN 'WFAT FA1' AL EADY
FIEN AC?3MPI ISH11', PENDIN: THE APRIVAL OF A TA TEA

UNDER PPASF II OF qHE PROJECT. Al]I TIONAL FUNDI N7
AS. .0 t I:--E THAN ANTICIPkT:O P-IC NS TLl
n
COSTS O iXTENDI NI T:i PF3JIT 

J p.iF 15, N.S 01E AND T": TH4 ASS!'V ID T -T
 

7TE FROJF CT LAC:':P INFORMATION IS CO'PIF.TELY i, IE
Y THY ST OF THE PAF, WHICH IS RTPLE'? WIT
 
INFORmAtION GARNERED FROM PLOJECT EVALUATIONS A11 TUIF.OJ 1," V L A I N . 

"1
YFOJ.T CO. PLETION REPORT. IT IS AT THIS POINT THAT

AUDIV TO, SFE iS FOR.,-T ITS PURPOS-, T.T IS, AN
AUDIT 07 USAID'S PROJECT MAN'AGEMENT SYSTem, AND NOT
AN A':7? OF THE POJ.CT. T'. POINT THY AJDIT 
 S:1 JLD
 
TrY qD .'.KE IS *,'FAT INFORM TON AS .VAILARLF TO TH-,
MISSION ,N-N,N WHEN, AND WAS IT OR *'AS IN NOT 'jED IN AI ,I7ELYIANN7R,? IN TUE CASE OF TUIS PROJE"T, T .. .
 
E)TFNT ?VALUATION FINDINOS 


EFE 
(.S CITED BY THE AJDIT)

AVAILABLE, THE MISSION YAP T E INFOR ATION.ADMITTE:LY THE ?POJECT HAD PEOBLEMS, BUT THE VISSION,

IN APPRECIATION CF TUE LONG-TERM 
 NATURE OF 
A3RICULTUAL RESE.ARCH EFFORTS AWn 

iNS.iJIoN-iUIL-I. vPDJLCTq 
 CHOS , S-AY T'H
 
COURSF, AND 3O FOR 
 A Pi7APs tI 1PRJ.JCT RATEER 7!.

A AN ON THIS I!PO NT F IELD.
 

IIP.D - T R3L.L3.TIZyrD INSEFT: YOJR F.CPS AFT 
- v T. TR?T NI'I IAL PLAN INAH '," S TiE PROJ PCTuOi, T~AT ,OT CONTIFU'I~ON ,., UDIN
 

;; ', T COST" WA. TO ATOJT 1,3, i.
 
vT TTO. (T'IT 7. "iIi r p '"DN 1.N IHR-OJFCT :C2S S ' THaT TfiE CDL PPDVI-E: CApI ITH
 
qTTAL AIOT TS3 O 3L
OLS MILLION 3roOMOCTOBR
19-O TO JUNE 19&5, OF ONLY 7 PERCENT LESS THAN
 
PTAN AD U
 

SMALL AN EDIUM E.T.RPRISE DEVELOPMFNT 

L. PAt7 1 , PAhA 04: THE MISSION AGREES THAT PRIOR
T-
-

OJ .CT Im P1iNTA 'TI 'N T1PORTS )J LD HAVx DONE AT T'.JOB OF I '-:N I IN PrOBLE S, 'PROPOSIN. 
SCI'-TiO'vS, AND D'SIO NATI'NG ACTIDN ATFNTS. ']rv'C:EP; T , PR A. - CUAiERi.Y) ARE MORE
 

ICTLY Fl.", :E ISSUES AND ACTIONS. THIS BrIN $35
CL C 


US EA"": TO HE 
 POINT "A!,LE IN OUR )VERVI1AW DM.*LNT ON
RECO'-IM, DATION 
 ONE; THE DRAFT AUDIT REPORT SPFfNDS
MOST O ITS TIME DISCJSSIING PAST PROBLLiMS THAT NO
 
LON7P: - IST, ATI L*7AST IN TUB SAME MAGNITUDE AND 
ThESE IMP.iOVZMENTS PRECEDED TEIS AUDIT. 

NIMBA C&UNTY RURAL TECHNOLOGY 

M. PA' 2?, 
SECONT' FULL PARAGRAPH: THE AUDIT 
INCORR-,TLY STATES THAT THE PROJECT'S FEBRUARY 1925REQUES t FOR AN EXTENSION HAD STILL NOT _EEN ACTED 
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E:C L 1 'iIO F PL0Y. LI-' .S...
 
S RIE Q CF tXTS I CN PR0PC2 WAST R V?-F F. TT:FALL O 1964 INTO 197. "O1T'F'QrJ S TS , F pi' _ ?FJ FT
 
AS ?IN OD AM'I IO S ID0 COSTLY kNr' OVEF: LY
DEPiNDFNT ")'
; AID FUNDIN . IN CDNSIDERATION OF D'KE CF
71E FINAl UE'S' ,1ISSION1 EFPS 
M!ADE SITE- VISITS I,
JAN.Tl:AYA=.. A'D 1H T,T I')I _ FERPUA7Y EVIFW PROJEJES rTT , 1,',PI,

OFi.FAT IONS TO VN 'VI:. "'t1 Pii. AKA
TTIT 0 T NA R , S LNi!S ZII (. TJLTS OF T,-rT7 .I%sVI ? L'


V NT5 , L FITTF -i, T M 1 5, 
 I T' TH"
IFr T; ( CFI D 70 ITS T'DOAL AFFILI t"E) . I:.L.T7-
EXPLA INED THE CONCLUSINS THE XISSION 
HAD DFA',1N 7RCY
 
T% SITL VISITS ANE A SUSFUENT ?E'VIEW CF TH T

PF.OPOSLL. IHE ,TANTEI'.:7N 
 SUBI ITTTD A FINAL,
PROPOSAL, WHICH SERVFD AS TTE BASIS FO" A TWO YEAPED .,AEU T! SION (T E 1 ; 5 TOoINJ:;N ; 1 9 ? ) , F AND LVL 
OF DOLE o 0,AL?. 

ALL THIS INFORATION 'AS AVAILAELE IN NJ.1IF,:OQJ FILES

A\: ro v INTBRVIE*-,IF S l rT UN>.RSTAND WFY Tu3H
DRAFT P:?POFT OMITS THIS INFFCFMATIOkc IN FAVOR CF THEMISLEzADING CFITICAl SiAT t\T AT '

W N.D HF 
PARAPA,-- IN OUS ION. SD vP I ON T" AU I 7 ' k..... .... ... 'iF_
NE PT:JECT E ?FE K EXTFXDFD. e '? 
... I EXKIPIj - . I S ON 

A 

T3r.'.,F.TI'2 k 

5/20/E7 (STILL IN OEPF.T, BUT CLOSF TO TEF A' jAT 

CNNN 
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N. PACT 23, LAST PARA,3,APH: TqF AUDIT NOTES NFITHi.RTHE EVALUATION TRACKING SYST7M NOR THE 
AUDIT

FCLLOW-UP SYSTErM INCLUDES FCLLO4-UP ON PROBLEMSIDENTIIFP THROUGh OTHER l1AiAGEIEN!I ACTIONS. THIS ISCuhF.CT: THE FVkLUATION qND AUDIT SYSTEMS W RF NJT
 
I !,TENDED TO; 
 :IS IS MORF PROPERLY A F7JNOT)N O. T H
 
PIR 'S.
 

UNEXPENDED PROJECq FUNDS MUST BE. BETTER MO4ITOIRp 

0. PAGEF 22, PARA ONL: THE FINDING IN THIS PARq.RAPHHINGES ON ONE'S DFFINITION OF WHETHER FUNDS APE 
EFFECTIVELY USED OR 
NOT. A LARGE P4RT OF 
T E DOLS5.5 MILLION IS IDENTIFIFD BY THE AUDITORS AS 
NOT

F}FEC 1VFLY UTILIZED. AS WILL BE S EN IN OUR

DITAILIED COMMENTS ("Q-T" BELOW) THESE 
 AMOUONTSR P?.ESENT FCRWARD FUNDINW. THE AUDIT0RS SEEm TO B7
SUGGCSTIN; 
 FORWARD FUNDINg ^UI-ELINFS *'I'IHOUT SYINGW*IAT THEY SiOULD 1-. THE ATDITORS 'OULD ALSO $SAY THEPROJECTS ARF UNSUCCESSFUL. IN'THE CASE OF
A3RICULTURAL RESEAPCH AH EXTENSION II, A REDESIGN ISI: PROCSS. FOH EFY T, THEF E "ERE PLANS AT THE TIME0- TH . -!UEIT FOF TH jSE OF ALL PIPELINE FUNDS. 

S P,. i~ 22, Ri 0 -0'M1NDATI'ON 2: T.FNO. I S31ON , z:3T UJ\:FzSTAND THE' :ATICN.L, FO. TIS
 
,r.C IFAT ON. 
 A 'U FiLY '£IAILFD FINANCIAL

SJAqhS -lAPO-J, ]O]viE?: i:: PIP71,INE SUIMARY ISPREFARER AN: I3S' TH ES- REPORTSb.YP ,':I .... ?RECr .... N ,. .gILE T:;B SHOW A.LLMIISSION 
NTI.TION 
 ON A 'S F Irut I T IS WC"J ' 4 iTNiDTCI T', IS J',LF 

, FIR Ac-:ISI I OF A h.A ,0 VS PN INSTALyIOT'7 OF
t.CS.AT PRS, NT, MISSION AITVITY UNDER ASENCYG IP.LINES DOES NOT JUSTIFY PC UISITION OF TH7 ."4NG


VS A5 SYSTEv. IF A SwALLER, LESS COSTLY VS CAP B:B
OF ACCO'MODATING 
 MACS LECOMES AVAILAILE (TH ISPOSSIBILITY IS BEING EXPLORED BY I/Fv AND M/I.RM) :,MISSION COULD CONVERT TO AN AUTOMATED AC r'J, !TIN AN
 
MANA E MFNT S YE ..
 

". P.G:- 24, TRLE: ~FSE? "N THE C"MMT,,NTS ,'IFCLLOW IN PARA;HAPIS R THROUGE V; E BEL IEV TH.
TAFL S-IOULD JECO"REDTED.
 

R. P A 24, LAST PARh ET SE: WE ACKNWLEDGl tHATAGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND EXTENSION II, LIKE ITSPREDECESSOR, HAS HAD PROBLEMS. WE HAVE BEEN DOING
FOP ALMOST A YEAR EXACTLY WHAT THE AUDIT Su ' ES PS ,EDO ON PAGE 25, I.E., REDESISN THE PrOJECT. THISSEEMS INCONSISTENT WITH EARLIER STATEMENTS THUT UPDOLS ,,477,00e COULD BE DEOBLIGATEP. UNTIL TE 

TD 

DISIGN FFO.:T IS CuMPLFTE, DEOBLIJATION IS PREMTUR-.
 

S. PAGE 25, SECOND FULL PARA: 
 SINCE THE DEPAFTURE
OF THE AUDIT TEAM, THE lFMT PROJECT AUTHORIZATION HAS
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DOL L 

T PAGE 25, FINAL, PAR k: FURTH FR TO PARA 3- kBOV E

Tn. F1 T PROJ 10T WAS JP IN TEE 
AI R AT THE TIML JF TLiAUDIIORS" VISIT. 
 qHE MISSION'S PLANS TO 
USF TH; FULL
(TF.PN) AUTHORIZED tWOUNT OF DCLS 
 . WEF I

AFFYANCE: THE PFO3>AA WAS "POOi.D , AND THE JA.\JAFY
176? PFCJ'CT IMPL3:ENIATION ELVIF'W V: REO',MFN:?D .
TPPAT T'I' FPDJYCT N1r- F.NT,-7 INTO NE, LON&-P v
 
CONTRACI COvMIT'%ENT S. 
 THZ AUITORS SEOUL[' Fv7 ??E\
 
AWAY:' OF THIS. SU3SE:UENTLY, 
 AN' AS A RESJLT CF
A/AIW'S FFBzUARY 19S7 ECONOMIC IISSION VISIT, UkID

HAS A..AT ETVISFD THE PROJTCT. AS NOTT , IMMPI TFLY
AiOVI, DOLS 1.2 '"IlLION HAS BEEN >:'tAT 
OP]ZED, 4,D

FIRM PLANS .EXIST FOR USIN. THE REIAININ3 VrII,.iEL _
 
FUvDS .
 

U. PA3E 26, FINAL PARA: IT WOULD F HZLPFUL IE T17
FOU" r'IFEPNT 'Iv"G S GIVEN IN PAPFAPHI.IS DiLD 
P- ATTRIPUTF TO 1'E 7AWC PROJECTS IN "UFSTION. NOC'CMr!NATION OF THE FOUB FIUnS A-DS T5 TH" 
R COM"YNDEE D.LIGATION AMUNTS "IV N T:EIN T-L0.A P4SE 24.
 
0'] P'k' 2 27 , - ,F. -' -..13 ,
 

27, PAA D" ISJSSION OF DL LI&ST "I_ 

#597.3 

NNNN
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i ON...p "t, Page 13 of 13(ALSO 44FCD FN 77ATIONs AOLAFLEF!FP7- A->: . OF PF%JC'LC , ["S..C .. AN.? "X] ION,' I. iT 

- IS A 'Jir.SIION F kS.SSUcINC T..TI LL BILLS K .- BEEN RE iIV7:, F,). : -IS ACTIV Y (PACD OF : ' 
- CErTAINLY, LXC;SS FUNDS FR1'l Ti7' Tl;CHNI.CAL 
- ASSISTANCE CON'-.AC CA' PI
MIFSION 
 IS IN T'I. PiCCESS OF F'OLLOWIT ''P WITH
 
- T'i L tOCJ .,.NT S-BVICE3 NC D ?i,
EI TO Tk9VIN} 

- ",'C, , -, '" - f l.'A.y. r LI, T -, 

- nLLL n .:'A,fl PI\ I . 7, ;z,-T?.l 
-,1 2 ],/l%'. .q/Ih .JA\:W.-Y 19"7_5 FF, : :[ 

O, 

- ,, ': .-.D ?.I-SI 'NTIL T14 A E F>,T T P
 
- T FOLLOW-ON TP:CJET CULD B &\D
A DEOTIATFD 
- S I:,ED. AN A-VA> 0'? D0LS ?, :'.>.3 CHt PDF?- AGAINST IHIS A.D 11 13,L AXO NI• SUFSPjENT:y
- ..'?RCJEICT MkNAGEF P"I -CT CERTAIN
 
- 2IS2CR PANCIT.S IN FD!'S VCC' 
 SUMISS!C\ T:- LIQ'I:ATE T.:: OUTSTA . INC , . A-VA XC AN I1 S
 
- WAS CONTACTED !E. ASSIST.NCF. IIS '?mNAr - ,
D 
- TAT A COMlPLETE DFTAILED AUDIT BE PEFFOFt'. 
- RIG/DA-AB A??4.%ThL FOP A LOCAL AUDIT FIRM D 
- P7RFCRy THE AUDIT. HOVWEVE?, AS THE PR'lU . T 
- CJFSE Di ACVI)N THE IISSION DECID?? T) , F9FT0. T TT... -ISETF 'TA N-..ANY k TIO\ TN"C 
- iT AS :S IS Lz THAT STANTI AL 3OT T> >
 
- PIF LIN£ !I -L.'IT NFF.FE" 
 :OC-,-:?-

]FT .T1U:4AS C "'P - ' I',J'LY 1 £{ r? T-
ISSUe . S"PTF,'fE, : '' -." [TS F33 , .;CCF NN'D AM ND 0?:'R T.UTN . A T TLF CT JS 

SL... C LL N 1. ISSIED. A }SJL' ,F1,ST I - . . . .; . . .
 

i.Ls -A. N" ; _ tC>S''. W:~,' AS -3'A %NCE' L I I a N A I C. 


, rIL FVITDr]OELI&:TIO.., T rrUI- ,--
I INhIL TI,bO .Cri


FYI IN ,,-!ITSl~ ppl3J".1.
 

FYI - I! OP-E: TO ADVANCE FTN'S TO TY- pPoj , T F{rMUST E ELI GAA AVAILABLEVL THE POJiC0A I% JAMOUNT i,UAL T TEL ATVANCE AMOUNT T 'FFEFCEF IN C?T'-CA S , ON\LY DOLS 1,'U , Z W 3S AV iLAEL 1: .CLI-?A I .

SINCE JANUAy 19E5 DJ DOLS '20 TH , OUTT;''DIN.C 

. ^ "-$ '. An'JE OMIMENTS 'ILL PRCVr USEFUL' INFiNALIZIl; IUY AUDi: ?FPO T. IF RI /WA HAS J1h"TI1N-" 
ON A f .)F Pi- P11 'T3 t.AIS7 ,I7 T, I' S SA ' 'ISH SS ,I- SI.FF OL T i DOOUMNTs R-F 1.F /"O, ,.'r.kiLL TIFY TO S , AS PSFONSIVETS POSSIBLE• 

EiSHO? 

UNCLAS SECTION 07 O? 07 MONROVIA 15.:73
 

http:CON'-.AC


Report Distribution
 

Director, USAID/Liberia 

Assistant Administrator, Bureau for Africa 

Assistant to the Administrator for Management

AFR/CONT 

AFR/PD 

AFR/CCWA 

AA/XA 

XA/PR 

LEG 

GC 

M/FM/ASD 

PPC/(.DIE 

REDSO/WCA 


REDSO/WCA/WAAC 

USAID/Burkina Faso 

USAID/Cameroon 

USAID/Cape Verde 

USAID/Chad 

USAID/Ghan a 

USAID/Gu inea 

USAID/Guinea-Pissau 

USAID/Mali 

USAID/Mauritania
 
USAID/Morocco 

USAID/Niger 

USAI D/Senegz 

USAID/Sierra Leone 

USAID/The Gambia 

USAID/Togo 

USAID/Tunisia 

USAID/Zaire
 
IG 

Deputy Inspector General 

IG/PPO 

IG/EMS/C& 
IG/LC 

AIG/II 

RIG/A/Cairo 

RIG/I1/Dakar 

RI G/A/Man ia 

RIG/A/Nairobi 

RIG/A/Singapore 

RIG/A/Tegucigalpa 

RIG/A/Washington 

Director, PSA/Washington (IG) 
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