
June 1, 1983

TO: Al Ruiz, Team Leader, SPR Evaluation

FROM: Edna A. Boorady, Director

SUBJ: J.F. Smith Evaluation Memo of 22 May 1983

1. Attached for inclusion as an appendix in the SPR evaluation report is a

memo providing additional data and clarifying remarks to the subject memo.

2. Prior to inclusion of the subject memo in your reporL you are requested to

delete the last two sentences of paragraph 10 on page 8 as inappropriate for

an evaluation report and may be prejudicial to the interest of the GOL and

the U.S.

Drat Available Documont
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TO: Al Ruiz, Team Leader, SPR Evaluation
THRU: E.A. Boorady, Director

FROM: FAZobr, Chief Engineer

DATE: June 1, 1983
SUBJ: Mission Comments Regarding J.F. Smith Evaluation Memorandum of23 May 1983

1. ackground
Mission comments on the subject memorandum are provided to amplify andin some cases clarify the evaluators work while respecting his request of not

altering his assessment.
This Mission regrets that more time could not be made available byREDSO/ESA for the participation of the REDSO/ESA engineer. Because of this hedid not have the opportunity to review all files and records or even meet withmany of the parties most knowledgeable on Che project. The other team membershowever were able to continue their work for approximately 11 weeks after hisdeparture and prepared the final evaluation report.

2. The following specific comments are keyed to the related paragraph of
the Smith Memorandum.

PARAGRAPH I-B-3
Subparagraphs a thru d are noted and will be considered as appropriate.In regard to subparagraph e, in mid 1982 USAID asked that an audit andilivestigation be made by RIG/A and RIG/Il respectively. Their results werepresented in considerable detail in Audit Report No. 3-632-83-11 dated March 18,1983, titled "Poor Contractor Performance Has Hindered the Construction ofLesotho's Southern Perimeter Road." This report encompassed all three project
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titles however because of the nature of the problems being experienced atthat time, their final recommendations focused on the Title III activities.However, the discussion and background analysis covered Title I and II.The Mission would welcome further RIB/A and RIG/If review if that officefelt such was warranted. A detailed accounting audit would be appropriateand if undertaken should include PRC Harris home office records. Improperbilling procedures by Harris have been noted to be a continual problem by
the MOW.

As a point of clarification of subparagraph f, it is noted that officialcontrart files are maintained by the GOL as contracting officer on all PRCHarris and Nello Teer Contracts. Any future evaluation team should considerreviewing the official files in regard to the questions raised. However,USAID project management files are complete containing all documents listedexcept the original Berger contract for the feasibility study conducted in1978. The contracting officer was the REDSO/ESA Contracts Service Office withthe Contract No. USAID-632-002. This contract and supporting documentationwere issued prior to the establishment of USAID/Lesotho. A list of pertinent
Mission documents is attached.

B. II. Evaluation, A, Title I Design

Paragraph II-A -1 to 3
The history of the Title I design is complicated and could provide anexcellent case study. However such a study should involve the contractualand management process. For example the host country contracting approachversus direct contracting, Mission and Host Country management and technicalcapabilities, and the ability of American consultants to work effectively indeveloping countries are all general points of interest that may be worthreviewiig from the overall AID perspective as these are issues common to any

project of this nature.
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Squally important is the issue of contract type; for example the FixedRate versus the Reimbursable plus Fixed Fee. Both contract types have beenemployed in this project and can be compared as to effectiveness 
and cost

efficiency.
In regard to further evaluation and case studies a Memo dated 14 November1980 written by Zobrist for USAID, subject: A Case for Poor Performanceb

PCHrri in C, -ml ntheDo-ig Conrc
PRCHaris n Cmpleting the Design Contract for the Lesotho Southern Perimeter

Road, spells out Harris design history and suggests Possible contractual de-
fault. At that time, this memo was reviewed by the RLA and the CC with the
verbal conclusion that AID had no legal recourse (and therefore no interest) in
pursuing any recovery. Also if a case study approach were used, two other
examples including the SPR by Zobrist could be helpful. These werc publishedin 1980 in the Engineering Newsletter (AID/W) and titled Cost Plus Fixed Fee
versus a Fixed Price Contract Approach and Cost Over-runs; A R
Three Project H istories.

We also point out that considerable analyses of Title I in regard to
engineering and contractual matters has already been done, with detailed
documentation 

in the Mission files. A team of AID/W, REDSO/ESA and the RLA

worked with the Mission at various times in 1980 to resolve what at that timewas a major cost over-run. Included were the Director, Deputy Director and
Chief Engineer of REDSO as well as the Chief Engineer of the Africa Bureau.Harris work for the most part was shelved, however, package B (Moliale's Hoekto Quthing) remains presumably useable. Pieces of Package A (Quthing toQacha's Nek) were salvaged. The quality of this salvaged work however insome cases could be challenged.



PARAGRAPH II-A-4
Recommendation 

a, concerning a comparison of tile design standards, was
done in the Project Paper Amendment. Contractually and in the pp intensivedesign criteria were never provided but left to the discretion of the designer.(lowever, it is noted that current design criteria is less than that envisagedby Vhe PP - Gravel 3 vs Gravel 1). As noted in Recommendation 

b, all modi-fications made by PRC Harris, were approved by the Contracting Officer theMOW. Negotiation records closing out Title I detail this fact where sowe $48,000
was deleted from Harris billings as being outside of the contract provisions.Of course further evaluation or audit could uncover a missed point.In regard to Recommendation 

c, actual drainage calculations do exist.However this work can only be used as a base or more appropriately as a reference
for adjusting to current standards. Tile 1OW issued Design Guidelines and StandardSpecifications 

for the Title III work during the period when they were interimmanagers. Both of these documents tclly address the drainage requirements andstandards and are the current guidelines in effect and in use by the currentTitle III management. Some concern may exist over earlier purchased pipe based
on the old standard which was generally higher. However because of the assortmentof sizes and the need for additional purchases the current management has fullflexibility to fit available pipe sizes to actual needs based on current criteria.Reconunendation 

d could prove an interesting exercise, if meaning comparinghistorical Harris submittals to actual results. The record is clear that inmany cases great discrepancies occur.

PARAMAPH I-A-7
The statement that no specific roadway/drainage 

design was establishedneeds solle clarificItion. 
The force account (project authority) concept wasestablished to upgrade and rehabilitate existing roadway. Advance plans and
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specifications are not a requirement except where specific realignment may berequired to meet design criteria. However, design standards were provided aswell as an engineering capability within the project authority team. Theengineering function is primarily one of quality control assuring verticaland horizontal alignment criteria are met, material standards are met and thatdrainage is within the established criteria. Previous Title I drainage designor other features are not to be incorporated unless specifically meeting thecriteria and concept of the project authority.

PARAGRAPH II-A-8
Points made earlier again generally provide additional background on

these recommendations.

PARAGRAPH II-A-9
The evaluation over-emphasize, 

the relationship between Title I and TitleIII. Title III currently has little relationship to actual results accomplishedin Title I. Usable Title I results would be limited to some drainage work, avery rought estimate of material quantities based on a computer analysis andthe possible adaptation of some R-4 work in realignment areas. The existingTitle III team or concept does not include incorporating the results of Title I.Previous discussion regarding RIG/A and RIG/II would also apply regarding this
comment.

PARAGRAPH 11 -B-4
This paragraph seriously misrepresents the facts on the Rock Excavation.The resident engineer (RE) has reported the status of the rock excavation problemmonthly starting in April 1982. This has been closely monitored by USAID andthe MOW since that time with several meetings held concerning the subject.
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Further at USAID insistence, a senior Harris representative 
(Green) wasasked on November 19, 1982 to make a detailed study of the rock problem andother areas of potential claims. This study was conducted in February 1983 withresults well documented. Nello Teer's claim was only made after continualpressure by USAID, the MOW and the RE in order that all potential problemsbe tabled in a timely manner rather than after all work had been completed asis often the case with construction projects. Unfortunately because of thenatureof the Title I design work, rock quantity totals could not be adequatelypredicted until May 1983. However continued monthly monitoring always maintaineda higher side prediction well within the contingency budget.

PARACR H II-B-5
This paragraph is supplementary to the previous paragraph. In the spiritof reducing rock excavation which has been monitored by USAID, the MOW and theRE for over a year, the RE had undertaken a series of realignments. 

Such re-
alignments were always made with the intention of reducing rock quantities andthus always assumed by the RE to be cost saving and fully within their authorityto implement. USAID believes the RE to be sincere regarding this based on manydiscussions over the past year in which he always firmly stated that there wereno delays being encountered. Teer has proposed otherwise and these differenceswill be subject to future negotiations.

However it should be noted in a Feburary 1983 meeting with senior HarrisOfficials, with USAID present, the following were requested of Harris:(a) The reasons for increase in rock excavation from 125,000 cm to
270,000 cm

(b) An analysis of implications due to realignments (also requested
by letter in January 1983).

(c) A complete report on the analysis of Title II services whichcovers work done during the visit (Green's lebruary visit) andadvises the client on the course of action.
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By cable of 15 April 1983 the MOW again asked Harris for a response to

these items with a followup letter on May 11, 1983 again asking for a reply.

Harris (Green) responded in part on May 12 ignoring the reasoning for

Ttem a, probably because of the implicating nature of the question.

In regard to item b, Harris reports savings of $940,074 for three specific

realignments reviewed. It is also noted that Harris reported an additi6nal

cost savings of approximately M237,000 for realignment of the Quthing River

Bridge approach in their June 1982 monthly report.

The conclusion reached that the "MOW did not exercise adequate control of

the A&E in monitoring the changes or resulting cost/quantity implications" is

not supported by the preceding discussion and is premature until the value,

if any, of the Teer claims has been fully determined.

A further conclusion "that no accumulation of rockex totals were developed

for over-run considerations, except those presented as invoice amounts by Teer"

is obviously incorrect since the RE has monthly analyzed and commented on the

situation over the past year.

PARAGRAPH1 II-B-6

The point that Harris was paid for two Title I designs and now the COL

is faced with major potential claims because of the inadequacy of this Harris

work is valid (scu later comment regarding the corresponding recommendation).

PARAGRAPH II-B-7 .d

For the case noted, the comment regarding exceeding the 14% grade maximum

limit for 1000M criteria was one of cunsiderable debate and study between the

MOW and the RE. The original realignment proposed by the RE was rejected by

USAID and th2 MOW as being unsafe. This realignment was proposed by the RE
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to further reduce rock excavation. As a result the RE re-proposed 6 alterna-

tives from which a compromise solution was formally approved by the MOW on

8 March 1983.

PARAGRAPH II-B-9

In regard to the point made about equipment rehabilitation, such considera-

tions would not enter into the contractor selectionprocess under competitive

bidding or competitive negotiations processes. Teer was selected using the

later process. However, interestingly, the concern being addressed could

be a factor in dealing with claims especially where overhead is being adjusted.

In Teer's case USAID observes that equipment conditions in many cases are poor

and that the maintenance crews have been over-taxed just to meet operational

requirements.

PARAGRAPH I1-B-10

Unfortunately the evaluator did not have the opportunity to review the

details of the claims or assess their validity. Any suggestion by USAID of

a settlement level would be prejudicial and therefore should be removed from

the report.

PARAGRAPH II-B-11

The suggestion that overpayments were made is considered to be inappropriate

in the absence of specific evidence.

However, further evaluations should pursue this question. More impcrtantly,

however, such evaluations should review Harris performance under their Title I

cost reimbursable contract. It is in this area that Harris had control over

their expenditures rather than the MOW, which could have resulted in excessive

costs (rather than over-paymcnts): for work performed.



In regard to the RIG/A and RIG/Il recoumUendation, 
comments made earlier(I-B-3) are still pertinent.

The comment regarding non-c nformance to adopted design criteria is not
clear. Detailed design criteria is established by MOW within the General
Guidelines of the PP. Deviations such as the long grade mentioned by Smith
were approved by the MOW and therefore the contractor is in conformance.
However, the reason behind the need to make such a deviation certainly should
be included in any evaluation.

The comment inferring that the MOW should exert greater control (j) over
Title II operations, make more field trips, require scheduled meetings may have
merit, however, should be reviewed within the context of both the NOW and USAID
managerent approach on this project. This factor is further complicated bystaff availability and capability. For example, any future evaluation team

should determine if holding routine formal meetings on a bi-weekly ba~is would
have resolved or have foreseen the probiemq any more readily than the daily
contact now being made. All problems noted by the evaluator, especially in
regard to the Teer claims, would not have been identified or resolved ally
faster by this suggested procedure. The EXistiig control approach should be
evaluated, as well as the correspondence 

and minutes of meetings files beforemaking final judgments on the MOW management capability., In addition, both USAID and MOW staff have, to a great extent been pre-
occupied with resolving problems caused by the Title III failure. In addition
to evaluations and audits, there have been the close-out of the Parris contract
interim management, and the selection, briefing and start-up of new management.All these factors have been extremely time consuming and all are activities in

excess of normdil anticipated project management requirements. 
Further, all

demanded the first Priority of attention. An evaluation of MOW/USAID managementShould include these factors and also to the extent appropriate analyze thecffectiven(ss 
of the audits and evaluationl made to date.
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PARAGRAPH II-B-13

The question of insurance payments was the cause of some concern to the

MOW, as well as a point of considerable discussion during the negotiation of

the Bridge Review with Harris. Harris' concern was over their liability for

any failure or later claims. As the original designer they were fully agree-

able to abide by their standard policy of a $250,000 deductable. However,

once the bridge was redesigned by Nello Teer, Harris was put in the position

of being the reviewer, yet they claimed equally liability. Their non-negotiable

demand was a complete waiver of liability by the GOL or payment of the insurance

premium for coverage under $250,000. The .1OW refused to accept liability on

behalf of Harris and conceded the premium. An. fr-ture evaluation may want to

review the Harris position further.

PARAGRAPII II-B-15 and 16

The local geology is clear and well understood. T,.ere is no underlying

basaltic rock as suggested with all bridge footings to he on unweathered sand-

stone. These layers of sandstone are separated by layers of unsuitable foundation

material. Based on the predictable nature of sandstone, Harris concluded that

one boring at each foundation was fully adequate. USAID and NOW fully agree.

PARAcGPAPII -B-18

Regarding the need for additional borings, after the Bridge shift the

preceding paragraph comments still remain valid. The abutment B footing

remained in the same location while abutment A shifted approximately 8 meters.

The center pier footings overlapped their original locations. Visual inspections

after excavation would confirm the consistency of the geology.



PARA.GRAPj! II-B-19
In regard to (a) it is suggested that the liability factor be fullyconsidered especially in light of Harris' insistance that additional premiums

be paid.
In regard to (b), PRC Harris monthly report for June 1982 notes the

fol loving:

"On 8 June 1982 the Consultant received a Ministry's request
to make an in-depth study of its suggestion to reduce the
grade of the South approach to the Quthing River Bridge with
a view toward improved road operation and traffic saftey. A
sketch showing a possible alignment modification was included
which realigned the bridge by approximately 150. An added
advantage to line cLange would be a reduction of rock excava-tion.
The Consultant made a cost study of a number of line and grade
trials and submitted what was considered to be optimum modified
design. The bridge was rotated 100 about working point number
4 at the north abutment which changed the centerline bearingfrom N22.694OE to N32.694OE.A plan and profile was submitted to the Ministry along with a
statement that the redesign would affect a savings of approxi-mately 237,000.
Ministry approval was received on 26 June with the proviso
that a length of adverse grade, that was included for reasonsof economy, be removed.
A new profile was developed and the Consultant immediately
started to set the required stakes in the field so that the
Contractor could implement the change as soon as possible.The design change extends from Station 3 + 038 to Station
3 + 497. No structured element of the Quthing River Bridge ischanged. ,,

The preceding documentation obviously does not correspond to the
Evaluator's statement.

PARAGRAPrH II-B-21
This statement regarding shortfall is not understandable. 

Possibly theauthor is referring to measured cost over-runs (i.e., actual quantities asopposed to Bill of Quantities). In this regard Harris has documented thefollowing in a letter dated May 12, 1983.
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(a) over-runs less under-run savings $940,767(b) POL escalation

178,583c) approved claims (approx.) 2, 003
20,000

(d) foreign exchange savings to date (1,451,957)
Net surplus of funds available 

$312,607
Foreign exchange savings are expected to exceed $2,000,000 during the

contract life. In addition, USAID has retained $2,000,000 in project fundsas a contingency for use on the "cut-off,, construction. 
These funds are inaddition to the Teer contract amount.

rARAGRApH I1-B-22

ThJ record does not show that subparagraph b has merit) however furtherreview is welcomed.
Tile significance of subparagraph f is not understood as this is a routinematter with required documents on file.

Again subparagraph g is not understood in terms of a shortfall of funds.
However USAID and tile 1OW continually monitor completion alternatives sincethis project must be completed within tile funds available (neither USAID orthebl 'plan to provide additional funds).

PARAGRAPH II-C-3
Several clarifications 

are again in order. In regard to subparagraph a,
construction of the ohale's Hoek - Quthing Section has never been in the
authorized project. In b, the drainage Position was addressed and clarified
earlier.
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PARAGRAPH II-C-4

Again a clarification, during the Harris Management of Title III a

senior Harris design engineer worked on design drawings in Lesotho for

approximately one month. His effort was to define the areas where realign-

ment was required between Mt. Moorosi and Quthing. Ile completed this task

and "hese plans are currently in custody ot the new Title III management.

In some cases further revision was done by the interim MOW management and in

others the current managementhas made revisions or opted to use a new plan.

PARAGRAPH II-C-5

Again a clarification i. needed. Harris management rough graded kms

22-37 as noted however their work was limited to rehabilitation of the existing

roadway under the concept that detailed plans were not necessary. The general

design criteria regarding vertical and horizontal control wer2 to be followed

as were general materials and compaction standards. During this period they

proceeded with the design exercise noted in the preceding paragraph for areas

that deviated from the existing alignment. Also, during the latter part of

this period the project operated without an effective project manager (just

prior to Harris termination up to the time of project shut-down). At that time

the field supervision completed several realignments without plans even though

available. The MOW interim management, more as an as-built exercise, then

attempted to fit this work to to the established vertical and horizontal

standards. This latter design work was also to serve as the plan for finish

grading.

Nello Teer Title III management has continued with these design efforts,

building on the previous work. They have adopted tihe concept :hat general

rehabilitation along the existing alignment will not require pre-engineering

and that only an as-built plan will be prepared. This approach was done at the

insigstfunce of USAID and with the approval of the MOW. This procedure is defined
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in a document titled Proposed Design, Engineering Standards, SPRPA, Quthing -

Mt. Moorosi. The requirement for pre-engineered drainage is also defined in

this document. Further evaluation of this concept is welcomed.

PARAGRAPH II-C-8

The questions raised here, in part, are discussed in the Project Paper

amendment. These Project Paper discussions still remain valid.

PARAGRAPH II-C-IO

In this regard the MOW conducts formal meetings scheduled for the first

Monday of the month and attended by USAID. In addition Project Authority Board

meetings are held at least bi-monthly. These are supplemented by ad hoc

meetings which probably average weekly. An evaluation of this management

approach should fully consider the factors noted in II-B-II before making

final judgment or conclusions.

PARAGRAPH Il-C-I]

The inference that Ncllo Teer needs time to straighten out inherited

problems on Title III should not be over-emphasized. Nello Teer should be

evaluated on their own management abilities and accomplishments in regard to

their contractual requirements. These parameters are all independent of

historical problems which often are, or can easily be used as an excuse, valid

or not.

PARAGRAPH II-C-13 and 14

The previously purchased pipe was addressed earlier (II-A-1i). However

again its improper use by Teer Title III management, if actually done, would

be a violation of contract requirements and any future evaluation should con-

sider such use in this light. In light of drainage concerns not,:d, an in-depth



evaluation is welcomed and should also include a review of MOW standard

practices and procedures upon which standards are based.

PARAGRAPH II-C-15 to 18

The Six Penny Crossing is discussed at considerable length. The evaluator

had the opportunity to review this at the beginning of its construction but

apparently without benefit of the Teer engineer's plan.

The MOW engineer who accompanied the Evaluation Team noted that Teer had
deviated from fhier agreed approach and that he has formally asked for an

immediate clarification in order that the MOW may decide on Lhe acceptability

of the construction.

PARAGRAPH II-C-19

The recommendation that Nello Teer's Design Requirement be enforced (d)

infers that required design is not being done. Unfortunately, other than some

unsubstantiated opinions, the evaluator has not identified where design require-

ments are not being met. It is certainly the intention of the MOW and USAID

that agreed and required design requirements will be met.

In regard to Reconunendation d, again the point is made that an evaluation

team must look at the MOW/USAID management approach and capabilities, as well

as the details of the historical record before making final conclusions.

This issue of management has been a point of many serious discussions be-
tween USAID, the MOW, auditors and evaluators. This is typified by a MOW

response during a serious period when the MOW asked for internal management

of Title III and USAID objected. Their reasoning was basically that they now

spend a disproportionate share of tine managing expensive American contractors

who can-ot seen to do their job. They suggested that it would be simpler and

cheaper for them to do it: themselves. This statement of course was an embarrass-

ment: I:o USAlD but the point of this discu.ssion i; that for both Title II and
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Title III the e-:perience levels and staff numbers of the expatriate teams farexceeds the MOW's internal capabilities. 
They have been retained to be tech-nical and management advisors to the MOW and not vice-versa.This problem should be investigated in any future evaluation exercise.The MOW Position is that they cannot second guess, check, evaluate or

perform the work of these highly skilled management teams. A detailed checkof the record will show that in fact they have however been doing just that inmany cases. USAID welcomes an evaluation of this concern including the effect-iveness of both USAID and MOW.
In regard to subparagraph e, a detailed evaluation of the Nello Teercontract could be most useful. It is a major departure from the previous Hlarriscontract and contains many "lessons learned" regarding contract terminology

and clauses.
The "inherited", problems issue (f) was discussed under paragraph II-C-lland certainly would be worthy of future evaluation.
Camp completion is being stressed (g).The "turnkey" approach could provide the basis for a case study as itdoes have far reaching application in other AID programs (h).The drainage item (1) has been fully discussed earlier. USAID and theMOW are satisfied that standards are adequate and will continue to monitortheir implementation 

as appropriate. The Six Penny culvert recommendationwill be considered after review of the engineer's design.
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LIST OF KEY REPORTS AND/OR DATA AVAILABLE ON THE SOUTHERN PERIMETER ROAD

I. Historical Documents (1978 - 1980)

1. Southern Perimeter Road PID March 1977

2. Berger's Feasibility Report, 3 volumes March 1978

3. Worksheets and Backup (Berger) on Bridge, Culverts, 1978
and Bridge Assessment, Computer Print Out of the
Stress Analysis of Seaka Bridge

4. Soils Lab Tests, Mohale's Hoek - Quacha's Nek

(Lesotho Government)

5. Southern Perimeter Road Project Paper June 1978

6. Proposals for Consultancy (SPR)
(1) Michael Baker, Jr., Inc.
(2) Wilbur Smith and Assoc.
(3) Louis Berger, International
(4) TAMS
(5) Rongved, Erickson & O'Dwyer
(6) Aman and Whitney
(7) lyons
(8) KZF, Inc.
(9) King and Gavarics

(10) Frederic R. Harris

7. Contract Agreement (Frederick R. Harris/COL) April 1979

8. Subcontract Files
(1) C.A. Liburd & Assoc. (4 files)
(2) Aerial Survey (Botswana) (2 files)

9. Design Memorandum No. 1, Short span bridges and August 1979
Seaka Bridge

10. Southern Perimeter Road, Quthing-Qacha's Nek, December 1979
Evaluation of Prequalification (2 Vol)

11. Review of the Design of Southern Perimeter Road Project August - Septembel
1977

12. Design Memorandum, Typical Sections October 1979

13. Drainage Design Report December 1979

14. Structural Design December 1979

15. Interim Report, Sub-Surface Survey December 1979

16. Contract Documents, Quthing-Quacha's Nek January 1980
Vol 1 and Vol 2

17. Interim Report:, Sub-Surface Survey Feburary 1980
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18. Mohale's Hoek - Quthing Preliminary Engineers February 1980
Estimate, Price Analysis

19. Axial Load April 1980

20. Design Memorandum, Pavement Design, Package B May 1980

21. Design Memorandum, Pavement Design, Package A May 1980

22. Tabulation of Proposed Preliminary Drainage NAY 1980
Structures on the Upgraded E~istin$ Roa4 R-4

23. Design Memorandum Evaluation and Recommendation May 1980

for R-4

24. Contract Document Seaka Bridge (1 Vol) June 1980

25. Contract Documents, Mohale's Hock - Quthing (2 Vol) September 1980

26. Soils and Materials Investigation (Package B) September 1980
Volume 1 Report, Volume 2 Appendixes

27. Project Paper (PP) Amendment September 1980

28. Pavement Design, Package B, Southern Perimeter Road September 1980

29. Pavement Design, Package A, Southern Perimeter Road October 1980

30. Mount Moorosi/Mphaki Cut-Off, Soils and Materials October 1980
Investigation, Southern Perimeter Road

31. Mount Moorosi/Mphaki Cut-Off, Pavement Design, October 1980
Southern Perimeter Road

32. Soils and Materials Investigation, Southern Perimeter October 1980
Road, Package A

33. Southern Perimeter Road, Soils and Materials October 1980
Investigation, Appendix A - Land Terrain Maps,
Quthing-Qacha' s Nek

34. Monthly Progress Reports, No. I through No. 18 April 1979 to

October 1 4

II. Miscellaneous Plans and Drawings (1979 - 1980)

1. Computer Plot Plans - Scale 1:250, Existing Road 8 rolls
Edges, Quthing to Qacha's Nek

2. Topo of Existing Roadway, Mohale's Hoek - Quacha's Nek 4 rolls
Scale 1:1000

3. R-4 Existing Road Topo Plans, Quthing - Quacha's Nek 3 rolls
Scale 1:1000

4. R-4 Existing Road florizonal Alignment, 3 rolls
Quthiiig - Qacha's Nek, Sclae 1:1000

5. R-4 Preliminary Proposed Cunterline Profile, 3 rolls
Quth ii -- Qaicha ' N(k', llor i: oI CaI 1:1.000,
Verticle 1,:200
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6. Road Plan and Profile, Quthing - Qacha's Nek (old)
14 m wide road

7. Plan and Profile, Mohale's Hoek - Quthing
(issued Sept. 15, 1980) Sclae Horizontal 1:1000
Verticle 1:100,

8. Bridges on Mohale's Hoek - Quthing Section

9. Bridges on Quthing - Mohale's Hoek

10. Seaka Bridge Rehabilitation Design

11. Land and Terrain Map, Cut-Off (Mount Moorosi - Mphaki) October 1980
Scale 1:8000 (includes soils and materials description)

12. Cut-Off Plan and Profile with MOW/USIAD Comments
Includes Drainage, Scale Horizontal 1:1000, Verticle 1:100

13. Preliminary Construction Cost Estimate R-4, For Each Km
Quthing to Qacha's Nek, Unit Price (1979), Computer Print Out

14. Preliminary Detailed Contractor's Estimate Summaries
R-4 Cut-Off Area, Mount Mooroisi to Mphaki, Computer Print
Out

15. R-4 Existing Road Computerized Centerline Profile,
Quthing - Qacha's Nek

16. R-4 Preliminary Proposed Upgraded Road, Computerized Centerline
Profile, Quthing to Qacha's Nek

17. R-4 Existing Road, Computerized Centerline Alignment,
Quthin - Qacha's Nek

18. R-4 Preliminary Proposed Upgraded Road, Computerized Centerlin-.
Alignment, Quthing - Qacha's Nek

19. Mohale's Hoek - Quthing, Soils Map (Land and Terrain) September 1980
Scale 1:8000, (includes Soils and Materials Description)

20. Quthing - Qacha's Nek, Soils Map (Land and Terrain) October 1980
Scale 1:8000, (includes Soils and Materials Description)

21. Final Contract Drawings (Plan and Profile) Cut-Off December 15, 1980

(including Quthing River Bridge)

22. Final Drawings for Seaka Bridge (Repair) December 15, 1980
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III. Title II Key Documents (1981 - 1983)

1. IFB and Amendment for Cut-Off Construction

2. Bids Submitted by 5 Potential Contractors

3. Contract with Teer

4. Contract with PRC[!

5. Monthly Payment Certificates for Teer (I to 21)

6. Invoices of PRCH fees for Title II

7. Resident Engineer Monthly Reports (1 through 19)

8. Claims Submitted by Teer

IV. Title III Key Documents (1981 - 1983)

1. IFB and Specifications of Equipment Purchased by USAID, Title III
(IFB)

2. Contracts with Equipment Suppliers

3. Contract with PRCH for Management Services

4. Minutes of SPRPA Meetings ( I through 11)

5. Harris Billings for Title III Work

6. Design Memorandum for Title III Work as proposed by MOW/Roads

7. Miscellaneous Regulations for Title III approved by SPRPA

8. Termination Negotiations of PRCH on Title III, including
Final Settlement

9. Negotiatio ; with Teer for Title III Work (management supervision)

10. Contract between Teer and MOW for Title III Management Services

11. Monthly Reports as Prepared by Teer Team on Title III ( 1 through 4)
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APPENDIXV

AJOR DOCUMENTSRVEE

BASIC, PROJECTDOCUMENTS~

echno-Economic Feasibil ty -S udy o Lthe Southern 'Perimeter Road,~ Mohiale s
oe' "' Yah!'s Nk,1.Vo.:I IiII. ict No' AID 6 90-0104, Contrac L No. AID

1 632002;, rLouis' Berger InternatorEs Orange, N.J. :March 1978.

PID:- Lesotho.Roads Assessmet I<Prfeet 690 0076,' AID,~ March' 24, 1979.>

P ro J6c t Papeor Sothr PeietrRoad Proj ect~ Au tho riza tion Amendumenit,
(9O.0...., AID, Septemb~er 1980.'' "' r,<,,, '~~I"4 <

PijtEvaluaition'-Sffiuiiary- -Southern Perimeter' Road ,(Projct No. 690~-0076);
S(Evaluation' No. 632-82-6), AID, July 2, 1982.

.Poor' Contractor Performance Has 'Hindered the Construction of ,Lesotho' s
Southern Perimeter'Road, Audit Report No. 3-632-83-11, AID,March 8, 1983.u~

Prjc Gat'Agreement No 78-632-22, Dated June 30, 1978.'''Appropriation No.'<
?2-1181000. Allotment No. 850-52-09O-00-79-81.

Project Grant Agreement, Amendment No. 1 - Dated November 10,,,980. ~

SProj ect Agreement 'Amendment No. 2--Dated January 7, 1982.

Project Agreement tunendment:No. 3- 'Dated.June 30, 1982.

Uv- USAID Memorandum -.Dated December 2, 1982,:Subject: Extension~of, PACD, ,
~ Southern Perimeter.Road Project UGrant Agreement 78-632-72 5and 'Amendments.~

USAID Memorandum for the 'Record -Dated July '2; 1982, Subject: ,,In~ternal,4
~Evaluation of ouhrPerimneter Road Proj'ect '(690-0076).

Conitractor~lVerformance'Evaluation Report,- Dated July 20, 1982: Contractor
sPRC4Ilarris -.1.itle :111, 'Southern Perimetei Road. ' "

-U'SAID~ REPORTS AND MNEMOS ~ ~'> '~U' vr

'~ 2j~ Subi.'ct~' '' - , Date

,'C atus"ReporL'N.,1 J <> yApril '28, 1981 s

C, o .2, Mayc18,s1981
status :Repot No'.'_3~ -' June 3-, '1981,
SLtus'-RC~ort4-N o.,4 " 'Augusts M,'.1981 s.~~<UYL

Lr~LA~.M~t4NO :5' '~-"< is-- November. ,491~
~Sttus Report No.' '6 11rc.7,18
: ,Qktrter1y Impemntton Repor ~ sJunhe 30, s1982 'K '' $:'

S'~E AID tomn ton t cInternal "'S'' ' ~", ~ 5--'

- ejblunon' Report,2  ~7July 2, '1982' 5 P
Report, owTransfer of 'Title III ' \<'- -

Wok~toRoads8 '(MOW) Administia-S
Lio Ju) T.1. 98

~ ~ 45 -X,
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Eva ua Ion Retpor

June 19 82Se 1'si Reot 6u''~18
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Dres ; n'A 

C_ 424 lg to n,D ev, Socio-Econrn 'c ad. Disc 22 tLOf ow _Valule Rua~AI aio v~ 5 ~ ap r~~~ Febru r 19 0

CONTRA~CIS ;~ ~
Covernnene. o f esotho nd d r c . i r i~ ns e v c s f (Aff C t i f i t ! : ~ D e s i g , C o n S t r tI n . C n
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nIPect n/Monitrin 

ontuto~ Apil1979. the South2ern eii ~upena fh L,,
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ud'to General S ecialAdtfSotrn1rierRadPoctuhoi

Accounts, DE, 19 2-10Government of Lesotho- February 7A1983

Food. Ma.agnt Unit Circular o. 1of3 1983(se'e,-especiallysections on

Gay 'Jon 'Rural 'Sociology Techiic~a Report (Part1 1Text; Part 2, A'ppendices
and S Tals,(e Pr~o ect)Maseru:' MOA-,April.1977.

Gma, tesfiland& William 11afoso, -Farm ManagemenL~ Economics'Terminal Report, on
0oc o'omic,', Survey (Senqu Proj ect)aseru 110A, June 1976.

Kingom of Lesotho Lestho TransportatinStud Fina PortVols I-IV.
Pre ared :forthe Ministry of!Transport and Communic aions by Dorsch

C isu LGNBi, Muniich, March,26', 1980.-'~'

1stdTransportation Study: 'Final:Report -March 1974, Roughton and Partners,

.,'eihr W. andji.E Winch, Phase I, scgrcuuralDatafor'Blocks
V/VI,,Baseline Survey.1Research Report No. 3, 'Maseru: BASP MOA ,April 1981.~

SocioeconomicIndicators of Progress on Programs and ?Pr~iects, - 1982, ,"Plannig
and Monitoring-Section,,Mtinistry of Cooperatives and&Rural Developnent.
(See especially sections on Rural Road Construction Program) ;Maseu:

M ~ ~arch 1983.1

Traffic Count System:' Technical Services for Road Maintenance,'prepared for
the Ministry of Works, :RoadsBranch Kingdom'of Lesotho byBCE014 Consulting

KEngineers, .France, January.1983..

SWinch,' Fred E , The Agro-Economic Farm Situation in the Lowland sand Foothills
of1eolo Maseru: kBASP-M0A, October, 1981. '

IBRD FUND DOCUMENTS'"

Economic nemor ndum-on Lesotho Report :No.$ 2251-LSO E n a
Internaiona,'.Bankfor Reconstruction and"DeVelopment February 22 1979.

- 'Staff- Report for the 1982'Article IVConsultation.;S 1M/82/116 International
iMoneLary Fund, ,May, 28, 1982. , }' A .

i Lesotho: Recent Economic Developments. SM/82/116 ',International Monetary
FundV June 18, -1982.; ~ ~ " ~A~I

OTIIER'D0CWU1rNTS -, l""A'--
4  

- ~-'"
Smits, L. G.A.,Rock Art Survey Along the Southern Perime Road Preliminary
:Report NUL, Rom~a: ARAL.Project, March '19B3". -A

Baut itil, B e port. on 'aaeontoiogica1 iReconnaissanie'1 Aong the Southern
PerimetIer. Road, unVMooroasito Qcha's Nek'"1 i stitute de Paleonol

' wqim ujiti onil..d'istoire&:Naturellc,, Pais 's"'-' eAr--1; 9 2

Le otiloi : ciscue eArchaeolol 1982/83, rellpnaryIle orL. UCT SPR (TI.d .

nGmcjp., "G&eo grallis Rol e' "encenntra tvaion : ' iExamp2 F i'ra
Loso- ."11 C'U Commio s sinon Rurnl Dovelopmcl FresnoC: A
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APPENDIX VI

PERSONS INTERVIEWED

AID, Washngton D.C.

1. D. D'Antonio, Desk Officer, AFR/SA2. K. Nurick, Project Officer, AFR/PD

USAID/Lesot ho

1. Edna Boorady, Mission Director2. Fred Zobrist, Chief Engineer3. Mulugeta Yohannes, Engineer

COL

i. M. Marumo, Chief Roads Engineer, Roads Branch, mOiW2. L. Ross, Project Coordinator, SPRPA, MOW3. E. King, Senior Design Engineer MOW4. E. Kim, Projects Coordinator, MOW5. J.L. Kolobe, Deputy Permanent Secretary, MOW
6. J.P. Lehloenya District Coordinator, Quthing District
7. C.P. Nkhabu, Senior Executive Officer, Quthing District
8. T. Barry, Assistant Chief Roads Engineer, MOW
9. P. Datta, Engineer, 

MOW
10. J. cocheiour, Planner, Ministry Of Cooperatives and Rural Developmen
11. P. Ryden, Planner Ministry of Cooperatives and Rural Development12. L.L. Molapo, Director, Food Management Unit

Field

A. PRC Harris

1. Bob Weisphaut Resident Engineer2. Charles Clark, Assistant Resident Engineer
B. Teer Title II

1. San, Koff, Project Manager2. Ken Gutsman, Project Engineer3. Bob Gordon, Contract Manager4. Veronika Hutton, Soils and Materials Engineer
C. Teer Title III

. Ralph Marks, Project Manager2. Bill Curtis, Project Engineer3. Charles Criffin, Foreman, Rock Crushing

D. Others

i. Managr, Mitcel.1 Brothers, M. Mooro:j2. ao or, Mount Iloornsi Sup ermila rke t
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1, 1e Rn ermeter oa

7/2 Design qf Sea a rierhai itncoled
r- orc a upran e ng road

7/18~ ~~~ ~ PrjcPaeme~tsbied to AID/Wa shing ton,

~ approeed

841 FTorc account/proct. team i mplementation D
8/15 i n e Cord i a ing Committee tm nior~

foc accouit~ irplerenta tion~ ,

8 15 F in alize 'b'd pakg/F frpouemn oc co t'

Project Paper amendment approved
Gra ntAgreement amendment executed
F ina 1,design F package B delivered to MoWS"

9~5Publish IPrD for force -account constru4ction equipmo'nt
9 9/30 Complete necotiations forrevised technic

serv ices req uirements .for"Title II 'of con t 6t, '0/0L ubishITB'for-IS eaka Bri ge rehab li ita on;%

ail i nacd id fopacrag, cut-off" delivered

'10/10'' Pre qualification completed for "cut>6ff" (including.Code 941
f ffirms) and aaads e e l iverearo MOW

11/1 IFOfurf ut- f'f constr uction «.

-bide w conference for cut-off" contruction
12/ Receive bidsfor Seaka Bridge rehabili ation

2/15 Contracts awarded for force account constructionz'equipent

4 1V' : Project, Manager,' Deputy Project Manager and,-Chief Superintend2ent
~-arrive,,> , ,3

S1/2 'Ctofbids received
2/15 Contract awre-o~aa'Big'rhbltto

~2/15 h Contract~ awarded for cut-offi$+~
3/1Foceacou Moi i on operations, begin~3 /1y,~ Cnrle 'arrives.

4/1 L,7 Deputy Super intendent, Chief of ma'terialsr and Chief Surveyor4p

7/ i Master MechaniC arrivea s~~ - ,

7/ ';Force account equipment-arrives

'4 8/-1A ''.Y Force 'accoun tM0b iioiiation~ comple t'e~dn-4 upgrading begins

1/15 ~''First exenlevaluatin'~~4''-

2/1 5!~ Cut-off 4construction completed -"'-. -4-

31Deputy,'roject , aniger44and Cotole depart
4/1'--''~~' Chief 'Surveyor deprs >"-1)kY T'i' r"'- s

T4'< '- 4
4

-
4

44P
4

4' a<: '4- h - 4 ,X' I



Implementation Plan - Southern Perimeter Road (continued)

1983

7/1 Chief of Materials departs

1985

1/31 Final external evaluation
2/1 Force account R-4 upgrading completed
2/1 Project Manager, Chief Superintendent, Deputy Superintendent,

and Master Mechanic depart

Article IV. Evaluation

A. General

Evaluation is a built-in and crucial component of this Project.
It is designed to ensure that Project purposes and assumptions as stated
in the logical framework are being attained. It also attempts to mea-
sure what changes have taken place and the impact of the Project over its
life. There are evaluations planned during the life of this Project as
discupsed below.

B. External Evaluations

Two external evaluations are proposed for the Project. The first
is planned for January 1932 and the final for January 1985. Each evalua-
tion would require 3 persons for a period of five to six weeks each.

-The first external evaluation in January 1982 will take place-
early to pemnit an assessment of the achievement of the Project goal and
purpose or the cost and time effectiveness of the force account construc-
tion method. Therefore, the first evaluation will include examination
of the following major aspects of the Project:

- Status of Project implementation including reasons for any
differences between status and implementation plan, as well
as relevant recommendations.

- Examinati6n and recommendations regarding performance and
future capabilities of the consultant, contractors, Ministry
of Works, and USAID/Lesotho to effectively implement and
monitor the Project.

- Review and update original implementation schedule, if neces-
sary, and identify critical implementation issues or activi
ties that may warrant specific discussion or actions by
appropriate parties.

The final external evaluation in January 1985 will focus on an
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Supplement No. 4 i ' .
Mte No. 10 of 13th March, 1981' ., -

Southern Perimeter Road
Project Authority
Regulations 19,3

Legal Notice No. 16 of 1981

Published by thle Authority/ of tie Prime Alinister
Price: ]0 Lisentc
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(5) The Chairman may at any time, and shall at the request
in writing of two members of the Authority, convene a meetingof the Authority stating the purpose for which the meeting is
called.

Functions 6. In addition to the powers conferred on the Authority byof the section 4 of tihe Order the Authority shall -
Authority

(a) subject to the approval of the Minister, appoint a Pro.
ject Manager;

(b) appoint, discipline or dismiss staff employed for the Pro-
ject;

(c) establish salary scales, terms and conditions of service
for stall employed by the Authority;

(d) designate official; competent for sig-ning and counter.
signing of cheques and similar instruments for the Pro.
jects;

(e) maintain or cause to he minainmned for three years after
the last disbursement by AID all books and records
r~elh, .to the .. r...t.

E. 11. Sekhonyana.
Minister of Finance.

10th FEBRUARY, 1981

Irlnied by the Goveintrent |'inic, P.O. )lox 268, lMlascru 100, Leotho
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SOUTHERN PERIMETER ROAD PROJECT AUTHORITY(SPRPA)



.P.L. I;THO.LI

7th April, 1983

SOUthern Perimeter Road P-

Authoriy (SPPA) Poject

The. Souther -Perimeter Road Project Authorit.
was established under the Lega Uotice .

of 1981. The Authority has been made responsile 
L0r:(a) the anagement and execution off the orj:t;

(b) allocation and use of resources of the
Project; andCc) perfor he all such acts as are necessar,
for the achievezen off (he anurpoe.
specified in paragra a the Purposes

2. The Authority consists of:_
(a) Permanent Secretary for Works, as Chairman;(b) Permanent Secretary for Finances as ViceChairman;(c) Permanen4 Secreary for Central Planning;(d) Peranent Secretary for Cabinet (Personnel);Ce) Cor'missioner 

of Labour(f) Chief Roads Engineer; and(g) Budget Controller

3. The Authority his. our sad Oeri-ehs. to meet once in two0 monthsta ng acti, _ . th L

se i'r s ad 
-l-p.. , .: the ds!-&,nated members are

their staf Ia;tu .. .i.o instead they send n othtaff witnOut deciso ai endrt 1- wemb e
'm e s n b . . . c s l o n m a k i n z . ... h o t .= n ie i sof

thr sf the Loe 
. o atority in the

body 01' Ihe d *- 
o e

-' col 'nc and in most case sh inuthcould not be con~u:'cd duL to lOcb of uorum

Becauce of this -- e ue 
couldscodbedtpken in apPropriat 

ti. -,ro rss b t Cno uld not be
i m p l i ut am . l , 0, '- i i r -' dus n i a n o t o n l- p o r



2.
4. It Pertinent to mention that
cOStsS 4Po000O0 (Forty one Million Dollars) and
requires proper attention from the members of the
Authority. 

L esO h5. You are, therefore requested to impress upon t}

menbers on the iperat need to regula:ly attend the

meetns and take a neanrnful part in the project.6. It is needless to say that if the present situat:
continues there would be no other option but to anend
the Legal Notice N0.16 of 1981 to a functionaladministration.

cc: Director, USaIDV/
SOlicitor GeneralChief Roads Engineer
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51U T,1 - uwbco h

e 632- 00,659P0 p .Nanpower Deveopment 'and Tra ining -
In~~i lokUsc theo~mt o~;! ihcom~io rc..,..In 

1,10,1C, M~~Y~fiuic -,Ib c tI~lf~~ilC~l~~s cnudn s~iriw P'6)( Iii ,bandl pnmcc 4:In 2vJiI'4bbk.

SIatement of ~o r k

Jo s tio Southern P&Tei' r t~ ~§; "' Roads 'Branch- .Mini's ry of 1"Or k E
Covernment of.5Lesotho '-

1 PE -ACE: ~~'~
N 5Thi Government of.Lesotho has receive eCon ncs'it c fo

theIs U..IGovernment foL, the design and' contuto fa20k og~*. al-~ahrsodin the-southern rugg'ed ,and mountallous -par, :ofbe,, eso tho'. GOL and USG contribtnbfhspojc zots to- S~$ 41'-rmillion over~the 4,year l ife of' the project* Offi ia1'ly thepc Doject' is kn~own as the 'South5ern' Perimeter , Roa d ( S R
' h~ f rs -

ojet'av ai y ee e ig e ncurrently-the GO 'i oiitn udsfo&thr onos o theco~nstruction-of~ this 504km eto f~~ia. ~ no hproject~ runs over >a'n exi st'ing wh hih' will:-:u i i nd0~ asm-tonomous force account 'team whose sey expatriate personnel!
Swill be 

-pro(mj'ed' ntract ha already,bes e -(tenthis jfirii dthe-GL 
-It bpt U.S.5,-m ein , f teoad "con tribut-iohwil11 b e utilizc-c by.the.GOL -for rthe prhs f opec odcntu ~ nojimn n..5' ,fa ilitie 'for' this '112rd~' rcj ok: nqg Tectiorn of road~ 2-dpocs Oth, prcuemn of- thes, equipmient and' fTacilli~s h a ve been :init'iated5bte~rl~~~ianig

3 -4:mi' of 4~the, project wltraverse a.iountainous virgin terrain, andi"fj 
"l

m-'-i wlle cor6)structei~b, an in9 , cr-f~ eleti~opof such a con tracL~ is currently in- ioe'-'' process. ' Main'structures include"'a 80 rn" loncoreebaad
hridg,A9' b1-o -gicr ~ t constructed over the Quthing :r ver and a10m~ih4 ~h-'faiie , steel 'bridg -it~~' ha~ esiuesvrlO

1 er
rFW Thion st6'bilelrqie hruhrpi and 'rehabilijta7.

2. QUALPICATIONS: ~5'5'

The irncumbentmutliea lhco CSin vl
ona1, Eq in er sciesc dgi e n Civil

%. . ~ ~ ~ r m a' ~ ~ J1 z ~ S "4 ~ ' ~ i ~ o i I '



2 .R I W 1b.7

632'0O9-3-006 72 OIiaI o

632-0069.

8 Manpower Dcve pm n t and~ ann

S8 (tatement of-Wor k C'ontinued)~

-The- i cuml=bet--rus t- have -h-d-miniurnf 715 years o76f e-
peinea a engineer in-the design and coq'6s truc tio'n- vfsectors with'at l1east five years' of experience ~i or aig

1Iargeengineering projects. Experience as~ related ~to the COn7
~ 1~trcio o oads and Lsteel and concrete, ~b ges will be adJvan-

~ ~ .tageous and 'preferred. Good experiences inerqginering and c'on-
struction contracting and in 'the procuremnento equipment andIa ter ia ls are also considered essential. A'ditioaly 'over-,

1, 'seas-engineering experiences 'in developing counre ~~ro
working experie~nces, with cooperating- ountry~oficialsdj ' also
prerequ isites.', Famliaritywith standards, and procedursan

*~rules and regulations of- donor nationtb and instituti'ons, relative
topourmn of god n evcs financed~bythmz 'andi

.'- thei r'geographic~source or -gin re.quirements is also diesirable.~$ KThe incumbent will~ also be expected to, promptly familiarize ~~
" ;himiself with the Government f Jcsotho's .standards: ad'''r6d ur es

reaieE the, prcuemnof goods -and, services promptly, upon

4.DUTIE~S NDOBLIGATIONS. '" -

a.' Responsibl'e:,* r'othe' Chief Roads Engineer (CRE) through
"2 adeleatedofficer.'-~' % ~ ~ w~-~- #

b. Liaisonr '2. -th the

Poect4.lanager/Deputy 'Project.,oae f
the Force Account 'Cons truction'eam. r -

7*~ ~ -Representatives of the Project ;%uthority. 2
*-i,7 -~~-> Representative,<Cteusi5'

----- ~ ~ '-External organizations' a, .directedjby the

_. ' nnu-t-;')'tf- 21"-l - nConc~ ' relatedl' to the
~ ~vconstruction of the-Southern Perimeter Roid . '

, - -:noine'-- ;, account.,; a rtd "P -. Iipncial Coi, 'I~,oL the'Roccis Department.

k- ~ - -%



• ,.u.. ....

~V T ht XSCOM~ 7.(j"d~~uI

Ai' NO NUMb~r ~ bAnnm

NOP 632-0069-3Q62 XI Ori. na 01No.

'3. PiOj~ct ume t and TitIe,
632-0069 ..

PPManpower Development and.Training

(C c k U thts iomj'jo ,!eIc hc infonnitiog qi.juircid in 3ny b1mk u(a po ,, PiO r or AIV Fo l PO/ unis'i;t m
rr,~bir,jquanllty, tksclipl in Sp:CiC1i3o;1S i. inudg~ c i1&Iog S!uWk numrnbr oad price ,,hcn abk

1 8 tatemenot of -wok nContinued) r

c. Dutior: Coordinate planning, progranning bidgi ting
accounting rand ':exection ,ok t1he~construction of the, Scouthen'
Perimeter m .--

>Coordinate as well asnlement act o n s
leading to the award of engineering conoultancy contract,
o mpiig Namongst other items:. ~-

Preparin~gconditions of engagement ano
S Terms of Reference. N

N'I/N -+;>+ + . . Preparing cost' estinat +<++++ iN>-te

- Evaluating gntechnical prosing

recommendations for selection of firn's.. 'N

-..N..+ Taking pa rt in negotiation in final award
oofcontract. 'Nc"N

S~~N4N.', uperis anmonitor the performance of'
~ ~4~p ~ osutnta~per. the, contract,, ovisions' and terms of.

4 + N +K+ ' +; i ' ++> -'

N4.reference. N N,

NCoordinate as well as iplentactions.
- N'#I4N- ~Ileading to-4theN award of constructionNcontract, 'comprising,'

amongst others: * i'~ N .. , A" I>NN4 N

-~ -1< , Preparing idocuments~ ~ ' 4

Evlutig id, nd m,' k i n r ecommenltin
- 4-I-N4' 1'+

Ta4ing partNin4nNgo--Ntrearng ic estiatesyNNn'
in final aaic wrecrm(3nodatidbsN.

!oll, to the+ of+ the,: ,,t

. o su - .. f . .. + + +

F ~ , ~ 4
4
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Mapwer. Developen and -Tcai nib

,O~r- U c %ih i t C ~ I l for I(, C('~ fj- c i orinatio ri T ,rrp~ jj' 1" 61.s , k rri loa , l' O( 10 l'A fr 1a cu,~ r~ii P,

indj~ boc nupbrqunttt ~ cjpIun~pCi liltS:n luding cjtiin M i~k uiiilgibr36 anir n c r ahcyxida .

1. (Statement of Wor k Continued)

-Keep up to date record s of pogres on vaious

activities of, wor k and appr ise all .autho'rities conce rned.

~ ~ 2 -Keep- a.record of the xxediur,. e c is e

Coordinate design and constr uc t i on act ivit ies

~ ' ~ ~ -Assist in- procu remeflt of~relat,,d goos ad~ev
icsfliln the source/origin~requir ement5 s

S4-Estimnate and. prepare the, funding requirement of
;~-~the project and apprise the author ities for,' n~ddin a, fu nding,

if- required. *. : I

... .

-Provide training to the counterpart engineer as-

- K'Deallwith,anyother related wo rk t h~ a be.

-assigned'by: the, Chief-Roads Engineer.~<$~

<FINANCIAL IMP)LICATION:4 '

Y-The'Government 1willkl.pay :to the ProjectEngineer, the oa

"'''~'~- .salary,4 providedfrepoti h rc urre n qetI of the Mi dstry
j~ 2f.'Wor s a thrG'ad 8, (M40; T.~O r a. n Enc en t uLry s-eu1e

S1o:top~ up this salary to internationally accepted levelS..

~''<' Tv J~ 4 ~ A 5 ~ -~4I"*'(A"~

A-1 7~'

4"I'

z14~'<- 
'I

~~5I) ~ 3 J 4 ,!'
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EXPLANATORY NOTE ON GEOMETRIC STAN4DARDS OR DESIGN CRITERIA

References are made throughout this amendment to design criteria or
geometric standards.. The table below shows these as normally defined
by the Ministry of 'Works, Government of Lesothu. As can be seen in
the diagram on the preceding page,, formation width refers to inter-
face between the sub-grade and the sub-base wjj 1e carriageway width
refers to the uppermost surface of the road.

The Consultant's initial design used G-1 standards modified to
broaden formation width to 14 m and carriagewny width to 9 m. The
portion of the road for other donor financing ,emains designed to
this improved G-1 standard.

In preparipg the comparative cost estimates of constructing the
cut-off toG-l or G-3 standards, the Consultanp put G-1 width at
9 m over 11.2 m and changed the maximum G-3 gradient from 10 percent
to 12 percent. T- Consultant also then xised a modified G-3 standard
which broadened tae width to 6 m over 9 m,

The entire road to be built by this project from Quthing to Qacha's
Nek will be at the improved G-3 standard.

Road Tpe Terrain Design Speed Cros.4 sectjons Gradients Curvature

pL. ) (notes) (M) (ck-n ces'L-

Opt Mmin. Fonration Surface Opt. M.ox. Opt. Max.

Bitum-en I Rolling 100 80 9.7 6.7 4 6 1.5 3.17
Hilly 80 55 9.7 6.7 5 8 2.5 6.75

Mountain 50 35 8.0 6.0 8 110 6.5 16.25

Gravel Rolling 100 80 11.30 7.6 4 6 1.5 3.17
Hilly 80 55 11.30 7.6 5 8 2.5 6.75

Mountain 50 35 8.0 6.0 8 10 6.5 16.25

Bitumen 2 Rol]ing 80 60 8.0 5.5 5 8 2.5 5.75
Gravel 2 Hilly 60 50 8.0 5.5 7 11 4.5 8.25

Mcxintain 30 25 8.0 5.5 10_ I- Jf 33

Bittmen 3 Rolling 60 50 6.00 3.5 5 8 4.5 8.25
Hilly 30 35 6.00 3.5 8 12 6.5 16.25

_,untain 30 25 5.00 3.5 _10 14 118.0 33

Grave] 3 Rolling 60 50 6.00 5.5 5 8 4.5 8.25
Hilly 30 35 6.00 5.5 8 12 6.5 16.25

.o)nflt, t jl 30 25 6.00 5.5 10 14 3P.0 3.0
Gra6el 4] 0ol]ing 50 4.0 3.5 5 8 4.5 8.25

ily 30 35 4.0 3.5 8 12 6.5 16.25
30but;=in 25 4.0 3.5 10 1-1 1P.0 33.0
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Roads Headouarters,
LESOTHO

P.O. Box 194,
Hlaseru 100.

26th April 1982.

Project Manager I
S.P.R.P.A. sou T.. . . IPrivate Bag A-40 9'-0"
_i.S"_U 100. -

I NVS':- : tAG A-O

Dear hr'r. Ramey, __,,....

Re.: S.P.R.P.A. Purchasing Procedures

!.C. (Roads) has been working with you and Mr. Chrzistiansen to
finalize a proposed purchasing procedure for the S.P.R.P.A.
It is absolutely crucial that we formalize the procedures and
implement a comprehensive system immediately.

The attached flow charts summarize the purchasing process and
tendering process as we envision them. If you wish to make any
changes to this procedure, please advise us. Otherwise, the
procedure will be submitted to the Authority for approval in thier
next meeting. In the interim, you should endeavour to implement
the system.

Yours faithfully,

1N. 'IARUh O
CHIEF ROADS KINGINEER



IU~ .flh!G i :-i .f

- p To, ~±:e

- ( E!ase it., rc

21fee -QV

Re q;'ie S. USAID

-~ ~ ~ Do froec -nagercaor5±
9 9 9 cwiteri±&

~ ~ ;.-~ -propare. .

~ .)f 1OOOO-' Contral. torec

Approe P.O Approval
Approv P 0.>0

9coptroller V'

'7 DintribueP0

'~9v ~ * ~ - ,1141v

~Cai tc equsit-7er 'Coyt r -'4 -2 Copy to~~ fi6la1:

t ~ r5' 2 c~pies' to :Accts ~ ~ ~ 9 
'-

odeli ezed o !s t&, i d cli credeolmseixl
Z P-a' (e c494ivv t, PrcfAe: ma-'l''~ v '

~~~~rc i e report 999~ "'~'

99'.cp o Ect -

Is.'' e9~- a c9 c t S 9 9.M v-*~i c ~ ' h'9 n''9

3. ec~iv'4 epo~ - -' ~ "'received report. ' 49~i

Dxm- C994-''-', 1

- -- - a~rlcctsAt.chs inV iC L! z' '9 - edo -s
'9Aj *7- 

1



|'Iinor purchases on site

(1) Petty cash purchases (Iess than 11 50.00) by employees:

May be reimbursed on-site by Asst. Constroller from
imprest fund. Reimbursement request must be approved
by an officer authorized to write Pu-rchase Requisirions.

(2) Small Purcheses on account:

Accounts are maintained at 2 trading stores in
Mt. Yloorosi for small emergency purchases. 4 employees
are authorized by the Project Manager to pick-up
goods on account. The monthly accounts from.the
trading stores are rev~iewed by the Project M2anager
who approves the account for payment by the Accts
section.
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APPENDIX XIII

SUMMARY OF CLAIMS

Nello Teer Contract: Cut-off (title II)

Claim 1: Two days delay due to approaches to bridge
) (claim is minor)

2:f

Claim 3: Delay on commencement of Quthing Bridge M838,073.84

Claim 4: Delay from Blasting methods 309,271.00

Claim 5: Additional costs for blasting operations 93,204.99
transport and cost of explosives
(escalation)

Claim 6: Delay due to large over-run of rock
excavation. 1762,551 per month for
6 months = M4,569.306 4,569,306.00

Claim 7: Delay due to Roadway realignments 5,805,025.00

TOTAL M11,614,880.83

N.B.: On claim No. 6 extension of time has been assumed as six months.
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PARTICIPANT TRAINING: CIVIL ENGINEERING
List of Participants who are trainin as Civil Enineers

1. Mr. Thabiso Ngozwana B.S. Civil Engineering So. Dakota School 8/80 - 8/8
of Mines & Tech.

2. Mr. Sixtus Tohiang B.S. Civil Engineering So. Dakota School 8/80 - 8/8,

of Mines
3. Mr. Sydney Matsepe Diploma Civil Engineer- Kenya Polytech 

/82 - 12/
ing4. Mr. Moeketsi Molefe B.S. Civil Engineering

TehooySouth Dakota, 8/82 -8/86

Technology 
Springfield88 

-885. Mr. Seutloali Makhetha B.S. Civil Engineering South Dakota

Technology 
Springfie D 8/82 - 8-866. Mr. Paul Thamae B.S. Civil Engineering South Dakota

Technology 
Springfie D 8/82 - 8/86

7. Mr. Raymond Mahamno B.S. Construction S o. D ktfc l5EninerngSO. Dakota School 5/81Engineering 
of Mines & Tech.

NOTE: One participant has already returned froal training:Mr. Donald Tsekoa B.S* Civil Engineering Syracuse University Ministry of
New York 

Works/ Road

Branch
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MALAWI HATIOHALS

NAME CLASS I- ICAT I UN

Fanwell Tambala Pipe Foreman
Fanuel Chimseu Cheif Mechanic
Gordon Mbale Mechan ic
R.D. Suliwa Crusher Foreman
Joe Bakali Concrete Foreman
K.C.J. Chingola Crusher Mechanic
B. Chikumba Crusher Mechanic

A.T. Lungu Crusher Welder
E.T. Banda Crusher Welder
M.J. Nabwenje Auto Electrician
Jasten Bauleni Air Trac Operator
Komandi Kusawali Driller Foreman
Jamoni Goodwell Grade Checker Foreman
G.L. Likonde Grade Checker
J. Katunga Grade Checker
Alfonso Chinthochi Scraper Operator
Rodney Dick Scraper Operator
W.E. Chibalamakanda Scraper Operator
F. Chimseu Scraper Operator
B. Makupe Scraper Operator
Wyson Zakeyo Dozer Operator
Frank Philip Dozer Operator
N.S. Narnauka Dozer Operator
D.D. Jamu Dozer Operator
M. Latifala Dozer Operator
K. Biloni Dozer Operator
Stewart Njolomole Dozer Operator
J.S. Tawele Loader Operator
W.S. Mpangeni Winch Truck Operator
RayweI I Kuchanga le Carpenter
John Te:bo Carpenter
Saukani Tayison Carpenter
Kennelh Kaledza Carpenter
Kedson Kunyarnbo Carpenter
James Jenqatenga Steel Fixer Foreman
Daudo Churula Steel Fixer
Samscri Jamu Steel Fixer
Lajatu Swale Steel Fixer
Betler Chirwa Draftsman
0. Miawa i Transitman
Ernest Nihache Survey Party Chief
Rex Ulaya Survey Party Chief
Fostino Thawani Soils/Materials lechnician
Hastiiqs Kalinde Soils/Materials Technician

A lick longwe Chief Stores Clerk
George b jala Drainage Foreman
Iron Chalowa Crane Operator
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**@Ossleo*

3. STRMJCM S

A) Rof uo IMw)Io
Date o', ire - 20 April 1982 as a Store Keepe"
RoessifIld - 2 August 19M2 as a Steel 1lxw

B) 1'-po nonyats I
Oate of hire - 16 March 192 asa Labourer
Reclassifled - 2 August 1982 as a Stool fir

Cwmnts - Both above exployoos learning to picto nd
tie dafornd stol bars In mock up arms.

4. kORK SHP

A) Mothobl orewhoIo
DOt of hIre - 22 Jun. 1982 as a Pun*I 3otor

Ooumwnt-s - Currontly learning eli eIopgts of pamnl
beoting end sprm7 painting

9) Naloli Iborooo
i0to of hire - 22 Ju IM? a2 a Wlder

Cow-)nts - Procontly lorning basic fundwtals of
mild tel ueding.

Lastly, te wIll conti nuo our offorts to monitor, ntl vato end awl18t
those cczployoz welo huva tho potantial to be nra producfivii, tamby&
Improvin tholr zrning cepaclty.

Very truly yourn
NELLO L. TE.R =O'IANY

Project tMnaqer

Copy tol Chief Roads EngIrnor (Mr. 4. MaruS)
Project Engineer, Rozda (Mr. L.J. P$s)
Chlof Engln&*r, UEAID (W-. F. Zobrist)

bc: H.R. Frcdrlch, R.T. Gordon, K.E. Gutzman, A. Babul,LPR out olng file
rf.
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18 May 1983

STATUS OF TRAINEES

Re: Title II - Southern Perimeter Road Project
(Mount Moorosi-Mphaki Cut-Off Road Project)

CONTRACTOR - Nello L. Teer Company

As of March 1983

CLASSIFICATION NUMBER

I. Grade Checker 5

Note: 4 - new hires in March 1983
1 - reclassified from common labourer

2. Carpenter 2

Note: both reclassified from common labourer

3. Steel (Robar) Fixer 2

Note: both reclassified from common labourer

4. Laboratory Technician

Note: reclassified from Semi-skilled labourer

As of April 1983

CLASS IF ICAT ION NUMBER

I. Grade Checker 4-stIll in training

Note: I Grade Checker Trainee employed in March 1983
was reclassified as Grade Checker

2. Carpenter 3

Note: additional trainee employed - reclassified from common labourer

3. Steel (Rebar) Fixer 4

Note: two additional irainees reclassified from common labourer

4. Laboratory Technician

Note: was reclassified as Junior Laboratory Technician.
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11/1/o49-A

LJR/pmi Lso-ro Roads Headquarters,
P-0. Box 194,

Maseru 100.

6th April, 1983.
Project Manager,
S.P.R.P . ,
P.O. Box 133,M.I 11oor .,..

Quthing/l

Re: SPRPA Title III Force Account ProjectMonthl Procress Reorr Format

Attached is a revision to the format for the monthly report submitted
with Your letter of 22nd tarch For our reviev and comment.Please note th.t the format has been revised from that outlined in your
contraci agreener,~ Lto a more sequentiai occurrene of project activities.
This -has been dine to aid in readibility and also to assist in a more
l.eg'cal cOntriJb ion by your team members.Also note that a report summary precedes the report format to allow for
the conclusions and recomr(endations 

of the project manager.Tie inclusion of train-ng und:-T, each activity has been done to emphazise
tile importance attached to this aspect of the project.The forma,- i : not intended to be all inclusive and items such as bar charts,
Photugraphs, Special problems, schedules illustrations are encouraged to

complete a beLLr undcr .Landing of project devoelopment and continued progress.Finally this letter confirms receipt of your s monthly report for January

1983. However Utc February report is long overdue and the tarch report will

be due on Ht,! J'h of Apil. You are encouraged to meet tha deadline for
thle 'lonthny ftepor in order to keep this office and the Authority members
Well informed of Progress on the project on a current b"sis.

/OSincere y,

cc: i i . [ru1JSAID, ker



FORMAT

MONTIILY PROGRESS REPORT

S. P. R. P.A.

Summary

(a) Conclu'sions

(b) Recomncndations

1. Administration

(a) Project
(b) Camp
(c) Manpower
(d) Industrial Relations
(e) Trainiig

2. Engineering

(a) Design
(b) Surveying
(c) Quality Control
(d) Quantities
(e) Costing
(F) Training

3. Equipment

(a) Procurement
(b) Parts
(c) Maintenance
(d) Costing

(e) Training

4. Constructi on

(a) Monthly Progress
(b) Percent: Complete Versus Projection
(c) Schedule
(d) Costing
(e) Training

5. Financial

(a) Receipts
(h) li iu;::lr. cnt:s

C ) IRu~hj
(d) CO ; t Arcnntini.nrl

(e) Irh.i ii,,
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APPENDIX XX

SOCIO-ECONOMIC 
BASELINE STUDY

Since transportation touches every aspect of a society and economy,
almost every socio-economic 

variable constitutes a potential index of
positive or negative changes that might result from road construction. 

Theproblem then becomes one of selecting a few variables from a universe ofPossibilities. 
Three selection criteria seem critical: validity of a parti-cular variable as compared to others; feasibility of accurately determiningvalues of selected variables; and Possibilities 

for monitoring changes(i.e., resampling) over time. In tile case of the SPR, a fourth criteriummight be whether a particular variable had been used before in anotherbaseline study and therefore is available for use without a new survey.It is Outside the scope of this evaluation to do more than suggestPossible variables for monitoring changes for which an improved SPR mightbe responsible. 
The following list, adapted from Devres (1980) will serve to

suggest the Possibilities, but not to limit, such a study.

A. Production
1. Agricultural production

a. Production levels
b. Crop composition
c. New technology and inputsd. Extension services, cooperatives, 

credit facilities
2. Agro-industry 

and non-agricultural 
enterprises3. Employment levels

a. Short-term employment
b. Long-term employment4. Land value, tensure, and useB. Marketing: Structure and PatternsC. Transport Section Analysis

I. Ratio/Costs/Profits2. Quantity/structure

3. Origin/Destination
4. SuPlies/Associated 

FacilitiesD. Consumption Effects
. Health and education servicesa. Health and nutrition

b. Educationl

4



E. Distribution of Impacts1. Distribution of impacts by socio-economic 
groups2. Geographic distribution of impactsF. Spatial Considerations

1. Urbanization
2. Migration

G. Social Change
1. National integration
2. Community development
3. Impact on minority groups4. Community values and family structure5. Impact on womenH. National integrationI. Urbanization, dispersion, and migrationJ. Environmental impacts

The literature on both road impacts and baseline studies is voluminous.Of particular interest are recent general guides to road evaluation, andbaseline studies already concluded in the SPR Project area (portions ofMohale's Hoek and Quthing Districts):
Anderson, 

G. William, Rural Roads Evaluationr N. W ngton, D.C.: USAID, March
Devres, Incorporated, Socio-Econonic and Environmental Imacts of
Vlm Rua od yIOEooi n nvionentlIEvaluatio A -ei w 'f t e L m cts o Low-

Ds Ri ofn. terature A.I.D. ProgramEv. 
7. Washington, D.C.: February 1,

Gay, John, Rural SocioloMinistry of- ra ocl Technical Re rt (2 parts). Maseru:Mnsr of.r..u , April, 1977.Iieasru
Guma, Tesfa and William Mafoso, Farm ana eme n Economics Term
Re ort on SOcio Economic v y Maeu MistyoAgcutr

S4 °2c n°0 Surt oe" _ L a ement Economics Termi al
June 1976. '" Maseru'. Minis -..try 0a ngrilutuz,
Reichart, W. and F.E. Winch, Phase I, Basic Agricultura Data for
Blocks V/VI Baseline Survey Research Report No. 3.
M iiry ; Agriculture, April 1981. . Maseru
Winch, Fred, r conomic Farm Situation i n the Lowlands and
Foothile f e sotho Maseru: 

of------1 
Ministry of AOctober,

o u~,ucoAr
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APPENDIX XXI

INITIAL SOCIAL/ECONOMIC IMPACT, SPRP

The primary social impact of the SPR to date has been in the inmediate

areas of construction activities. More than 500 workers are currently

employed on the project (both Titles II and III). Although most are

Basotho, perhaps 100 are non-nationals, primarily from Malawi and the Philip-

pines, with experience in e-uipment operation and maintenance. At the time

of this evaluation the combined salaries ranging from Lesente 25/hour for

guards to more than Maloti 1.00/hour for equipment operatiors (Ml.00 equals

ca US$1.00) were on the order of M1O0,000 per month.

A large part of the wages of non-nationals is remitted to families in

Malawi and the Philippines. But the balance, and most of the wages paid

Basotho laborers remains in country and much of this is spent in the towns

and villages near the construction operation.

The main construction camps for both Title 11 (Mount Moorosi-Mphaki

cut-off) and Title I.1 (Force Account upgrading, Quthing-Mount Moorosi) are

located near the town of Mount Moorosi. The two general stores there report

a brisk business in consumables such as food, clothing, and housewares.

Food sales are especially high this season since harvests from local farms

have been reduced by severe drought. Project officials also report some

local purchase of supplies and food for the project from merchants in nearby

towns. In addition, one of the stores (Mitchell Brothers) is moving a con-

siderable volume of building materials (e.g., corrugated steel roofing,

cement, wheelbarrows) which apparently is being used to build, exprind or

renovate private houses. Beer and liquor sales also are high, especially

after paydays. Although there is a branch bank in Mount Moorosi that offers

the opportu:,ity for savings in interest-bearing accounts, the level of savings



in this form was not determined. Presumably, the level of expenditures,

savings, and investment could be determined from local sales and bank

records, and from tax reports, should an analysis of local project impact

be undertaken.

As is true all over Lesotho, hard- and soft-goods and even most consum-

ables, including fresh fruits and vegetables, are imported from the RSA.

Thus, although there is considerable impact from project wages and purchases

in the form of local sales, and salaries to store employees, most of the

funds flow quickly across the border into the RSA economy.

From casual conversations in the iogion the impression was gained that

local attitudes toward the SPR project generally are positive. There were

some early complaints that too many jobs were going to people from outside

the region. But after negotiations with the contractor, local leaders express-

ed satisfaction that due consideration was being given to local hire whenever

possible. There was also some concern that people from outside the region

were coining into the region looking for work on the project and if unsuccess-

ful, tended to remain as unemployed. Since no figures were available, it

could not be ascertained whether this was a minor or major problem.
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Contract Number 6 3 2-0076-S-oo-3019-Ci

General Background of the Project

The Southern Perimeter Road Project is a 41 million dollar assistance programbeing undertaken by USAID in Lesotho. Essentially the Project consists ofthree titles. Title I was completed in 1980, and involved planning and designactivities. Title II concerns the construction of approximately 38 km of newroad through a virgin mountainous terrain. This contruction is currentlybeing done by an American contractor. Supervision of this Title 11 construc-tion is also being undertaken by a U.S. consulting firm. Title III deals withthe upgrading of approximately 1.50 km of road by a Project Authority (ForceAccount(, that while being managed by another U.S. consultant, functions as asemi-autonomous entity of the Government of Lesotho/inistry of Works. Asubstantial amount of the $41 million fund was provided by USAID for thisTitle III for the purchase of new road construction equipment and allassociated running expenses.

The Southern Perimeter Road Project was beset with a number of design andimplementation issues, and problems since its initial authorization on June 30,1978. Subsequent amendment to this authorization was again developed andapproved in September of 1980. Although this amendment addressed and fairlyresolved.these issues and problems, the project continued to experience furtherdifficulties and problems causing the Project to slip behind the Prcject Paper
schedule.

Objective of the Evaluation

In broad terms, the evaluation will address and answer the effectiveness,significance and efficiency of the Project. In this respect the Projectachievements should be assessed in relation to the planned Project targetsand any failures or b-ncesses ellucidated. The contribution of any achievedtargets towards the overall econo-ia development shall also be explored. Anypossible alternatives, a.; well as any side effects shall be investigated andappropriately highlighted.

The benefits identified shall be compared/contrasted with the cost, to determineIf one justifies the other. If such a justification cannot be made, other andmore efficient means of achieving the same targets should be sought and pointed
out.

Specific objectives of the evaluation are incorporated in Scope of Work, below.

ARTICLE I - SCOPE OF I-'O1K

The Contractor, in collaboration with the three other evaluation teammembers, shall ::ndertake a detailed evaluation of the Southern PerimeterRoad Project, comprising of Title I, II and III.

The Title I cvmponenL nF the Project shall be revie;:!d for generaladequacy as it'relates to the current title II and Title III activities.



Contract Number 632-0076-S-00-3019-00

ARTICLE 1 - SCOPE OF WORK (Continued)

Title II shall be reviewed in detail,,and 'any progress, costs, benefits,
and other factors envisaged *y the Project Paper shall be compared and
contrasted with the current situation.

In Title III the Contractor, in conjunction with the team, shall review
in general terms the progress, costs, benefits and other factors
accounted for in the Project Paper and these shall be compared to current
status. In addition the team shalf assess the activities and plans of
a new construction management contractor who began mobilization in
January 1983.

Further, the contractor, in conjunction with the other evaluation team
members shall review GOL participation in the whole Project (Title II and
III) including staff support and funding commitments.

In addition to those enumerated in this Scope of Work the contractor shall
assess other points that may arise or that he/she may feel appropriate to
the evaluation.

The above evaluation is to be conducted through searching of records,
reviewing of files, conducting interviews, site visits, and observation
andinspection.

The evaluation team will be composed of an engineer, a sociolcgist, and a
transport economist and team leader. The team leader shall direct the
evaluation, chair meetings and assign duties in connection with this
evaluation to evaluation team members, as he deems necessary and appropriate.

The Evaluation will involve a visit to the actual construction Project
activity site, situated some 200 miles outside the capital city, Naseru.
The analysis and writing up of reports will be done in Maseru. Interviews
will be conducted in both Maseru and the construction site.

The evaluation will commence on May 9, 1983 and continue through May 27,
1983.

ARTICLE II - PERIOD OF PERFORMNCE

The period of performance under this contract commences May 5, i983 and
concludes May 27, 19S3 unless amended by the Contracting Officer. Actual
work hours will coincide with the normal work hours of the USAID. Saturday
work is authorized undqr this contract.

/I



Contract Number 632-0076-S-00-301.-'

ARTICLE II - REPORTS

The contractor, in conjunction with 
the other team members ;.ill present

to USAID/Lesotho a draft of the evaluation 
report not later than COB -

May 26, 1983. In this regard the contractor 
as a member of the evaluation

team shall inform and discuss 
the results of the evaluation 

process so as

to assure the timely submission 
of the draft report that reflects 

any

review/reactions of the USAID 
to evaluation results. As Team Leader, tha

contractor will be expected to 
provide guidance, to other team 

members in

the'report style and format.

The contractor will follow the 
methodclegy of AID's evaluation prodess, and

the draft report shall be prepared 
in the PES format and shall include an

executive suimary at the end with any reconmendations that the contract

team in concert with the USAID determine appropriate.

AUTICLE TV - LOGISTIC SUPPORT

Logistic support under this contract, i.e., office space and equipment,

in-country transportation, interpreter/secretarial services and

reproduction facilities will be provided by the USAID/Lesotho. In the

event this support is not provided the contractor will be reimbursed the

cost of the support not provided.
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