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June 1, 1983
TO: Al Ruiz, Team Leader, SPR Evaluation Lf
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FROM: Edna A. Boorady, Director

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

1. Attached for incJusion 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 report 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.

Bsst Available Documen
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TO: Al Ruiz, Team Leader, SPR Evaluation
THRU: E.A, Boorady, Director
FROM: FAZobrﬁth Chief Engineer

DATE: June 1, 1983

SUBJ: Mission Comments Regarding J.F, Smith Evaluation Memorandum of

altering his assessment.

This Mission regrets that more time could not be made available by
REDSO/ESA for the Participation of the REDSO/ESA engineer, Because of thig he
did not have the OPPOTtunity to reviey all files and records or even meet with
many of the parties most knowledgcable on che projéct. The other team members
howvever were able to continue their work for approximately 1} weeks after his

departure apd Prepared the final evaluation report,

2. The following specific commentg are keyed to the related bparagraph of

the Smith Memorandup,

PARAGRAPH I-B-3
—_— 5

investigatiop be made by RIG/A and Rig/11 respectively, Thejp results were
Presented ipn considerable detail in Audig Report No. 3-632-83-11 dated March 18,
1983, titled "Poor Contractor Performance a5 Hindered the Construction of

Lesotho's Southern Perimeter Rogg. " This report éncompassed all three pProject



However, the discussion and background analysis covered Title I and II,
The Mission would welcome further RIB/A and RIG/II review if that offjce

felt such was warranted. A detajled accounting audit wouylg be appropriate

Harris and Nello Teer Contracts, Any future evaluation tegn should consider

reviewing the official files ip regard to the Questions raised, However,

1978, The contracting offjicer was the REDSO/ESA Contracts Service Office with
the Contract No, USAID-632-002, This contract apg supporting documentatjion

were issued prior to the establishnent of USAID/Lesotho, A list of pertinent

B. II, Evaluation, A, Title 1 Design

Paragraph II-A - 1 to 3

The history of the Title 1 design is complicated and could provide ap
excellent case Study. However such a study should involve the contractual
and managenent process, For example the host country contracting approach
versus direct Contracting, Mission and lost Country Management and technical
capabilities, apgd the ability of American consultants to work effectively in
devcloping countries are g11 general points of interest that may be worth
reviewing from the overall AID perspective as these are issycs common to an&

Project of this nature,



Squally important is the issye of contract type; for example the Figxed
Rate versus the Reimbursabile plus Fixed Fee. Both contract types have been
employed in thig Project and can be compareq as to effectiveness and cost

efficiency,

1980 written by Zobrist for USAID, subject: A Case for Poor Performance p
_____________________________X

PRC Harris ip Completing the Design Contract for the Lesotho Southern Perimeter
Road, spells oyt Harris design history ang Suggests possible contractual de-
fault. At that time, this memo was reviewed by the RLA ang the GC with the
verbal conclusjon that AID had o legal recourse (and therefore no interest) ip
pursuing any recovery. Also if g case study approach vere used, two other
examples including the SPR by Zobrist could be helpfu]. These were published
in 1980 ip the Engincering Newsletter (AID/W) ang titled Cogt Plus Fixed Fee

Versus a Fixed Price Contract Approach apg Cost Over-runs; A Review of

Three Project Histories,
———————%_listories

engineering and contractya] matters hgs already beep done, with detailed
documentatjon in the Mission files, 4 team of'AID/w, REDSO/ESA and the RLA
worked with the Mission at various tipes in 1980 to resolve what at that time
was a major cost Over-run. Included were the Dircctor, Deputy Director and
Chief Engineer of REDSO as ywel] as the Chier Engincer of tphe Africa Bureay,
Harris work for the most part was shelved, however, Package B (Mohale's Hoek
to Quthing) remains Presumably uscabje, Picces of Package A (Quthing to
Qacha's Nek) were salvaged. Tpe quality of this salvaged work however ip

fome cases coyjqg be challcnged.



PARAGRAPH II-A-4
— AN ATA

Recommendation 4, concerning g comparison of the design standards, was
done in the Project Paper Amendment , Contractually and in the pp intensive
design criteria Were never provided byt left to the discretion of the designer.
{However, it is noted that current design criterig is less thap that envisaged
by the vp - Cravel 3 vs Gravel 1), As noted in Recomnmendation b, all modi-

fications made by PRC Harris, were approved by the Contracting Officer, the

MOwW. Negotiation records closing out Title T detail thjg fact where some $48,000

Of course further evaluation or audit could uncover , missed point,
In regard to Recommendation €, actual drainage caleulations do exist,
However thig work can only be used 4s a base or more appropriately 4s a reference

for adjusting to turrent standards, The MOW issyed Design Guidelines apg Standard

Title 111 Management, Sope concern may exigt over carlier purchased hipe based

on the old Standard which was generally higher, However because of the assortment

of sizes ang the need for additional purchases the current management has full

flexibility to fit availaple Pipe sizes to actual needs baseq on current criterjia,
Recommendation 4 could prove ap interesting exercise, if meaning comparing

historical Harris Submittals to actual results, The record is clear that ip

many cases great discrepancies occur,

JACDAD TeAw

PARAGRAPH I7-p-7
The statement that no specific roadway/drainage design was established
needs some clarification, The force account (project authority) concept was

established to upgrade apd rchabilitate existing roadway. Advance plans and



required to meet design criteria, However, design standards were provided as

well as an engineering capability withip the project authority teap, The

and horizontal alignment criteria are met, materigl Standards are met and that
drainage is within the establisheq criteria. Previoys Title I drainage design
or other features are not to be incorporated unless specifically meeting the

criteria and concept of the project authority,
PARAGRAPH II-A-8

——nark 11-A-8

these Tecommendations,

PARAGRAPH II-A-9
—ar 11-A-9

The evaluatjion over-emphasize., the relationship between Title T and Title
ITI. Title 171 currently has little relationship to actual results accomplished

in Title 1, Usable Title 1 results would be limited to some drainage work, a

the possibie adaptation of some R-4 work in realignment areas. The existing
Title III teanm Or concept does not include incorporating the results of Title I,
Previous discussion regarding RIG/A ang RIG/II would also apply regarding this

comment,
PARAGRAPH II-B-4
—_— L Ths

The resident engincer (Rg) has reporteq the status of the rock ¢xcavation problep
monthly starting ip April 1982, This has been closely monitoreq by USAID ang

the MOW since that time witp Several meetings helq concerning the subject,



no delays being encountered, Teer has proposed otherwise ang these differences

will be subject to futyre negotiationg,

officials, wipp USAID Present, the following were Tequested of Harrig:

270,000 e .

(b) An analysis of implicationg due to realignments (alse requested
by letter ip January 1983),

(c) A complete report op the analysis of Title II services which

covers work done during the vigir (Green's February visit) and



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
item 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 additiénal
cost savings of approximately M237,000 for realigmment of the Quthing River
Bridge approach in their June 1982 monthly report.

The conclusion reached that the "MOW did not execrcise adequate control of
the ASE 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.

PARAGRAPH IX-B-6

The point that Harris was paid for two Title I designs and now the GOL
is faced with major potential claims because of the inadequacy of this Harris

work is valid (seu later comment regarding the corresponding rccommendation).

PARAGRAPH II-B-7.d

For the case noted, the comment regarding exceeding the 147 grade maximum
limit for 1000M criteria was onc of cunsiderable debate and study between the
MOW and the RE. The original realignment proposed by the RE was rejected by

USAID and thz MOW as being unsafe, This realignment was proposed by the RE



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,

PARAGRAPY 11-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 11-B-11

The suggestion that overpayments were made is considered to be inappropriate
in the absence of specific evidence.

llowever, 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-payments) for work performed.



In regard to the RIG/A and RIG/11 reconmwndation, comments made earlier
(I-B-3) are still pertinent,
The comment regarding non-canformance (o adopted design criteria jig not

clear, Detaijeq design criteria ig establisheq by MOW within the Generaj

Title 11 operations, make more field trips, require scheduled meetings may have
merit, however, should be reviewed within the context of both the MOW ang USAID
management approach on thig Project, Thig factor ig further complicated by
staff availability and capability, For éxample, any future evaluation teap
should determine jf holding routine forpg] meetings on g bi-weekly basis woulqg
have resolved or have forescen the pProblems any more readily thyp the daily
contact poy being made, All problems noted by the evaluator, especially in
regard to the Teer claims, woulq not have beep identifjeq or resolved any
faster by thig suggested Procedure, Tje existing tentrol approach should be
evaluated, gags well as the Correspondence and minuteg of meetings fileg before
making fina] judgments on the Moy management Capability,

v In addition, porp USAID and Moy staff have, to 4 great cxtent |yop, pre~
occupied wity resolving Problems caugeq by the Title IIT failure, In addition
to_evaluations and audicsg, there have been the close-out of the Farris contract,
interip Mmanagement, apg the sclection, briefing and start-up of ney management ,
All these factors haye been extremely tipe consuming and 413 are activitieg i,
txcess of norpgl anticipateg pProject nanagement requirements, Further, a1
demanded the first Priorvity of attention, Ap evaluation of MOW/usafp maragement
should include these factors ang also to the extent appropriate analyze (e |

cffcctivencss of the audits ynd evaluationy 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 llarris. 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
ptemium for coverage under $250,000. The 4OW refused to accept liability on
behalf of Ilarris and conceded the premium. Any fi:ture evaluation may want to

review the Harris position further.

PARAGRAPH II-B-15 and 16

The local geology is clear and well understood. There is no underlying
basaltic rock as suggested with all bridge footings to be on unweathered sand-
stone. These layers of sandstone are scparated by layers of unsuitable foundation
material. Based on the predictable naturc of sandstone, Harris concluded that

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

PARAGRAPI I1-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 abutmeﬁt A shifted approximately 8 meters,
The center pier footings overlapped their original locations. Visual inspections

after excavation would confirm the consistency of the geology.



PARAGRAPH II-B-19

In regard to (a) it is Suggested that the liability factor be fully
considered especially ip light of Harrig! insistance that additional premiums

be paid.

which realigned the bridge by approximately 15°, An added
advantage to line clange would pe a reduction of rock excava-

trials and submitted what yag considered to pe optimum modifieg
design. Tpe bridge wag rotated 10° apoyt working point number
4 at the north abutment which changed the centerline bearing
from N22,694°F to N32.694°k,

A plan and profile was submitted to the Ministry along with a
Statement that tpe redesign woylg affect a savings of approxi-
mately M237,000.

3+ 497, No Structured element of the Quthing River Bridge is

The Preceding documentatjion obviously doeg not correspond to the

Evaluator'g statement,

PARAGRAPH IT-B-21

This statement regarding shortfaly is not understandable, Possibly the
author ig referring tq measured cost over-runs (i.e., actual quantities a5
opposed to Bill of Quantitics). In this regard Harris has documented the

following iy 4 letter dateq May 12, 1983,
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(a) over-runs less under-run savings $940,767
(b) poL escalation 178,583
(c) approved claims (approx.) 20,000

(d) foreign exchange savings to date (1,451,957)

Net surplus of funds availabie $312,607

contract life, 71 addition, USAID has retaineq $2,006,000 in Project funds
85 a contingency for use on the "cut-off" construction, Thege funds are ip

addition to the Teer contract amount,

TARAGRAPH 1I-B-22
— L 170~ d2

PARAGRAPH II-Cc-3

Several clarificationg are again in order, In regard to subparagraph a,
construciion of the Mohale's Hoek - Quthing Section hag never been in rhe
authorized Project., 1p b, the drainage Position yas addressed apg clarified

earlier,



PARAGRAPH TI-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 wherc realign-
ment was required between Mt. Moorosi and Quthing. He 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 TI-C-5

Again a clarification is 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 gencral
‘design criteria regnrding vertical and horizontal control werz to be followed
as were general materials and compaction standards. During this period they
procceded 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 projecct manager (just
prior to Harris termination up to the time of project shut-down). At that time
the field supervision completed several rc&lignmcnts without plans even though
available. The MOW interim management, more as an as-built exercise, then
attempted to fit this work to to the estublished vertical and horizontal
standards. This latter design work was also to serve as the plan for finish
grading.

Nello Teer Title IIT management has continued with thesc design efforts,
building on the previous work. They have adopted the concept -hat general
rehabilitation along the existing aligmment will not require pre-engincering
and that only an as-built plan will be prepared. This approach was done at’ the

insistence of USALD and with the approval of the MOW. This procedurc 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-10

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 arc 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-11 before making

final judgment or conclusions,

PARAGRAPH II-C-1]

The inference that Nello Teer needs time to straighten out inherited
problems on Title III should not be over-emphasized. Nello Teer should be
cevaluated on their own management abilitieé and accomplishkments in regard to
their contractual requirements. These paramcters are all independent of
historical problems which often are, or can easily be used as an excuse, valid

or not.

PARAGRAPH I1-C-13 and 14

The previously purchased pipe was addressed earlier (II-A-14). However
again its improper use by Teer Title III wanapement, if actually done, would
be a violation of contract requirements and auy future evaluation should con-

sider such use in this light, 1In light of drainage concerns noted, an in-depth
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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 engincer's plan.

The MOW engineer who accompanied the Evaluation Team noted that Teer had
deviated from thier 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 Recommendation d, again the point is made that an evaluation
team must look at the MOW/USALD managcment'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 ITI and USAID objected. Their reasoning was basically that they now
spend a disproportionate share of time managing cxpensive American contractors
who canvot scem 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 to USALD but the point of this discussion is that for both Title IT and
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Title III the e perience levelg and staff numbers of the ex

Patriate teams far
exceeds the Moy!

s internal capabilities, They have been retained to pe tech-

A detailed check
of the record will show that in fact they haye however

been doing just that jp
many cases,

USAID welcomes an evaluation of this concern including the effect-
iveness of both USAID ang MOW.

.In regard to subparagraph e

» a detailed evaluation of the Nello Teer
contract could be most usefy],

It is 3 major departure from the Previous Harrig

"lessons learned" regarding contrs ot terminology
and clauses,

contract and contajpg many

The Six Penny culvert r

after reviey of the engineer's design,

¢commendation
will be considered
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LIST OF KEY REPORTS AND/OR DATA AVAILABLE ON THE SOUTHERN PERIMETER ROAD

I. Historical Documents (1978 - 1980)

1.
2.

3.

10.

11,

12,
13,
14.
15.

16.

17.

Southern Perimeter Road PID March 1977
Berger's Feasibility Report, 3 volumes March 1978
Worksheets and Backup (Berger) on Bridge, Culverts, 1978

and Bridge Assessment, Computer Print Out of the
Stress Analysis of Secaka Bridge

Soils Lab Tests, Mohale's Hoek - Quacha's Nek
(Lesotho Government)

Southern Perimeter Road Project Paper June 1978

Proposals for Consultancy (SPR)
(1) Michael Baker, Jr., Inc.
(2) Wilbur Swmith and Assoc.

(3) Louis Berger, International
(4) TAMS

(5) Rongved, Erickson & 0'Dwyer
(6) Aman and Whitney

(7) Iyons

(8) KzZr, Inc.

(9) King and Gavarics
(10) rrederic R. Harris

Contract Agreement (Frederick R. Harris/GOL) April 1979
Subcontract Files

(1) C.A. Liburd & Assoc. (4 files)

(2) Aerial Survey (Botswana) (2 files)

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

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

Review of the Design of Southern Perimcter Road Project August - Septembe:
1977

Design Memorandum, Typical Sections October 1979

Drainage Design Report December 1979

Structural Design December 1979

Interim Report, Sub-Surface Survey December 1979

Contract Documents, Quthing-Quacha's Nek January 1980

Vol 1 and Vol 2

Interim Report, Sub-Surface Survey Feburary 1980



18,

19.
20.
21.

22,

23.

24,
25.

26.

27,
28.
29.

30.

31.

32,

33.

34,
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Mohale's Hoek - Quthing Preliminary Engineers
Estimate, Price Analysis
Axial Load
Design Memorandum, Pavement Design, Package B
Design Memorandum, Pavement Design, Package A

Tabulation of Proposed Preliminary Drainage
Structures on the Upgraded Existing Road R-4

Design Memorandum Evaluation and Recommendation
for R~4

Contract Document Seaka Bridge (1 Vol)
Contract Documents, Mohale's Hock - Quthing (2 Vol)

Soils and Materials Investigation (Package B)
Volume 1 Report, Volume 2 Appendixecs

Project Paper (PP) Amendment
Pavement Design, Package B, Southern Perimeter Road
Pavement Design, Package A, Southern Perimeter Road

Mount Moorosi/Mphaki Cut-Off, Soils and Materials
Investigation, Southern Perimeter Road

Mount Moorosi/Mphaki Cut-Off, Pavement design,
Southern Perimeter Road

50ils and Materials Investigation, Southern Perimeter

Road, Package A
Southern Perimeter Road, Soils and Materials
Investigation, Appendix A - Land Terrain Maps,

Quthing-Qacha's Nek

Monthly Progress Reports, No. 1 through No. 18

II. Miscellancous Plans and Drawings (1979 - 1980)

1.

2,

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

Topo of Existing Readway, Mohale's lHock - Quacha's HNek

Scale 1:1000

R-4 Existing Road Topo Plans, Quthing - Quacha's Nek

Scale 1:1000

R-4 Existiﬁg Road lorizonal Alignment,
Quthing - Qacha's Nek, Sclac 1:1000

R=4 Preliminary Proposed Centerline Profile,
Quthing - Qucha's ek, Horizontal 1:1000,
Verticle 1,:200

February 1980

April 1980
May 1980

May 1980

May 1980

May 1980

June 1980
September 1980

September 1980

September 1980
September 1980
October 1980

October 1980

October 1980

October 1980

October 1980

April 1979 to
October 1€ ;0

8 rolls

4 rolls

3 rolls

3 rolls

3 rolls



10.

11,

12.

13.

14,

15,

16,

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.
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Road Plan and Profile, Quthing - Qacha's Nek (old)
14 m wide road

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

Bridges on Mohale's Hoek - Quthing Section
Bridges on Quthing - Mohale's Hoek

Seaka Bridge Rehabilitation Design

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

Cut-0ff Plan and Profile with MOW/USIAD Comments
Includes Drainage, Scale Horizontal 1:1000, Verticle 1:100

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

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

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

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

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

R-4 Preliminary Proposed Upgraded Road, Computerized Centerlinc
Alignment, Quthing ~ Qacha's Nek

Mohale's Hock - Quthing, Soils Map (Land and Terrain) Septemher 1980
Scale 1:8000, (includes Soils and Materials Description)

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

Final Contract Drawings (Plan and Profile) Cut-Off December 15, 1980
(including Quthing River Bridge)

Final Drawings for Scaka 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 PRCH

5. Monthly Payment Certificates for Teer (1 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
(1FB)

2. Contracts with Equipment Suppliers

3. Contract with PRCH for Management Services

4. Minutes of SPRPA Mcetings ( 1 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 I1I, including
Final Scttlement

9. Negotiatiun with Teer for Title III Work (management supervision)
10. Contract between Teer and MOW for Title I1I Managecment Services

11. Monthly Reports as Prepared by Teer Team on Title IIT ( 1 through 4)
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MAJOR DOCUMENTS REVIEWED
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PERSONS INTERVIEWED
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PERSONS INTERVIEWED
AID, Washin ton, D.(C.
——T22Ington, D,.C.

1. b, D'Antonio, Desk Officer, AFR/sA
2. K. Nurick, Project Officer, AFR/PD

USAID/Lesotho
—2ati/Lesotho

1. Edna Boorady, Mission Director
2. Fred Zobrist, Chief Engineer
3. Mulugeta Yohannes, Engineer

1. M, Marumo, Chief Roads Enginecr, Roads Branch, Mow

2. L. Ross, Project Coordinator, SPRPA, Mow

3. E. King, Senior Design Engincer, Moy

4. E, Kim, Projects Coordinator, Mow

5. J.L. Kolobe, Deputy Permanent Secretary, Moy

6. J.p. Lehloenya, District Coordinator, Quthing District

7. C.p. Nkhabu, Senior Executive Officer, Quthing District

8. T. Barry, Assistant Chief Roads Engineer, Moy

9. p. Datta, Engincer, Moy
10, J.g. Gochcnour, Planner, Ministry of Cooperatives and Rural Development
11. p, Ryden, Planner, Ministry of Cooperativeg and Rural Development
12, 1.1, Molapo, Dircctor, Food Manugement Unit

Field
A. PRC Harrig

1. Bob Neisphaut, Resident Engineer
2. Charles Clark, Assistant Resident Engineer

B, Teer Title 11

1. san RofF, Project Manager

2. Ken Gutsman, Project Engineer

3. Bob Gordon, Contract Manager

4, Veronika llutton, Soils and Materialg Engineer

C. Teer Title T1IT

1. Ralph Marks, Project Manaper
2. Bil1 Curtis, Project Engineer
3. Charles Griffin, Forcman, Rock Crushing

D.  Others

1. Managor, Mitchel) Brothcrs, Mt. Moorauq
2, Manager, Moung Moorosi, Supermarket /
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IMPLEMENTATION PLAN (PROAG)







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 Superinterdent, Deputy Superintendent,

and Master Mechanic depart
drticle 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
discussed 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 cach.

The first external evaluation in January 1982 will take place-
early to permit an assessment of the achievement of the Project goal and
purpose or tihe 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,

-~ Examination and recommendations regarding performance and
future capabilities of the consultant, contractors, Ministry
of Works, and USAID/Lesotho to cffectively implement and
monitor the Preoject.

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

The final external evaluation in January 1985 will focus on an
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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 meeting
of the Authority stating the purpose for which the meeting is

called.

Functions 6. In addition to the powers conferred on the Authority by
of the scction 4 of the Order the Authority shall —
Authority

(a) subject to the approval of the Minister, appoint a Pro-

ject Manager;
(b) appoint, discipline or dismiss stafl employed for the Pro-
jeet;

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

(d) designate officials competent for signing and counter.
signing of cheques and similar instruments for the Pro-
Jects;

(c) maintain or cause to be maintained for three years after

the last disbursement by AID all books and records
rclating to the Proiect,

E. R. Sekhonyana,

Minister of Finance.

16th FEBRUARY, 1981

Printed by the Governinent Printer, 1.0, Doz 268, Maseru 100, Lesothio
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SOUTHERN PERIMETER ROAD PROJECT AUTHORITY (SPRPA)




“K3/26/04% /4.4

Pl rp
F.L, NTHOLI
2th April, 1933

Southern Perimete; Road Project
Authority (SPRPA)

(c) Performing 2317 Such acts ag ape necessary

for the dchisvezent of the Durposes
Bpecified ip Paragraph (a) apa (v).

2¢ The Authority consists of..

(2) Perzanent Secretary for Works, ag Chairgan;

(v) FPermanent Secretary rop Finance, ag Vice
Chairman;

(c) Pernanens Secretaxy for Central Planning;
(d) Permanept Secretary fop Cabinet (Personnel);
(e) Cormissioner of Lahoup

(£) Chier Roads Zngineer; apg

() Budget Controller,

3. The Authority has to zeot once in twp Donths, It
=<8 our saqg eXDerienage that the desiznated meombers are not
taking active participacion insteaq they seng 2enbers ol
their starr Without decisiop Zaking Buthority, However
there ig DO vrovisigg Lor delegation of authority in the
body o7 vhe Lez:ay tice and ip nost cages Scheduled
Reetings coulg not be Conducted ¢ue to lack of Quoruzx,

€cauce of this failure ioporcant decisiong could not be
taken in aprroprints tine Tesulting in not only pogop’
Progress put also creating. tremendoys adverse financiag
implications.

It/..



5. You are, therefore, Toquested tqo inpress upon th

enbers on tha imperatlve need to Tegulaxly attend
meetings ang take g RBeaningfy) bart in the Project,

6. Itris needless tp 58y that ip the present Situas:

the

continues there woulg be no othey option but g anend

the Legzal Notice No,16 or 1981 to ¢ functiona)
administration.

ce: Director, US&ID'V//
Solicitor Genera]

-

Chief Hoadg Lngineer
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APPENDIX XI

GEOMETRIC STANDARDS




EXPLANATORY NOTE ON GEOMETRIC STANDARDS 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 Lesotho. As can be scen in
the diagram on the preceding page, formation width rcfers to inter-
face between the sub-grade and the sub-base whjle carriageway width
refers to the uppermost surface of the road,

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

In preparipg the comparative cost cstimates of constructing the
cut-off to‘G~l or G-3 standards, the Consultanf put G-1 width at

9 m over 11.2 w and changed the maximum G-3 gradient from 10 percent
to 12 percent, T%~2 Consultant also then ysed a modified G-3 standard
which broadened tie 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 Type Terrain Design Speed Crosy sections Gradients jCurvature
(k.p.h) (neters) (%) {deqrees)
Opt. | Min. Fonnation|Surfoace| Opt.jMax. | Ot Moy,
Bituwven 1} Rolling 100 80 Q.7 |- 6.7 4 16 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 6.5 116.25
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 8 130 6.5 116.25
Bitumzn 2! Rolling 80 60 8.0 5.5 5 8 2.5 1 5.75
Gravel 2 Hilly 60 50 8.0 5.5 7 111 4.5 | 8.25
Maantain 30 25 8.0 5.5 10112 418 33
Bituwnen 3| Rolling 60 50 6.00 3.5 5 8 4.5 1 8.25
Hilly 30 35 6.00 3.5 8 |12 6.5 116.25
Mountain 30 25 5.00 | 3.5 10 |14 118.0 {33
Gravel 3 Rolling 60 50 6.00 5.5 5 8 4.5 1 8.25
“Hilly 30 35 6.00 5.5 8 112 6.5 [16.25
Mount &in 30 25 G.00 5.5 10134 18.0 133.0
Gravel 4 | Rolling 60 | 50 4.0 | 3.5 s |8 | 4.5/} 8.5
Hilly 30 35 4.0 3.5 8 12 .5 116.25
Mountain 30 25 4.0 3.5 10 114 ]1&.0 [ 33.C
————— i 2 .
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PURCHASING PROCEDURES, SPRPA




Roads Headguarters,
P.0. Zox 194,
Haseru 1OO.A
26th April 1982,

Project lManager \,Pgﬂ,ml_nPOAD

n

S.P.R.P.A. SOUTH R oECT
Private Bag A-40
FASERU 1C0. (97 -04-T9
‘ - opl ASD
(ATE BAG A'..
‘;r,‘. <zRY - LesoTHd 3
niaIk.t I
Dear lir. Ramey, e

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

P.C. (Roéds) has been working with you and Mr. Christiznsen to
finalize a proposed purchasing Droceaure for the S.P.R.P.A.

It is absolutely crucial that we formallze the procedures and
implement a comprehensive system irmrediately.

The attazched flow charts surmarize the purchasing process and
tendering process as we envision thenm. If you wish to mzke any
changes to this procedure, plezse advise us. Otherwise, the
procedure will be subnitted to the Authority for arproval in thier

rext meeting. In the interim, you should endeavour to implement
the® systen.

Yours faithfully,

.

)

(
M.TTIARURO
CHLI ROn.}D :—T\-GI“HM






Minor purchases on site

(1)

()

Petty cash purchases (Iess than M 50.00) by employees:

Vay be reimbursed on-site by Asst. Constroller from
imprest fund. Reimbursement request must be approved
by an officer authorized to write Purchazse Requisitions.

Small Purcheses on account:

Accounts are maintained at 2 trading stores in

Mt. Moorosi for small energency purchazses. 4 employees
are-authorized by the Project Menzger to pick-up

goods on account. The monthly accounts from.the
trading stores are reviewed by the P“ogect Managexr

who approves the account for puyment by the Accts
section.
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Claim

Claim

Claim

Claim

Claim

Claim

N.B.:

APPENDIX XIIl

SUMMARY OF CLAIMS

Nello Teer Contract: Cut-off (title II)

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

3: Delay on commencement of Quthing Bridge M838,073.84
4: Delay from Blasting methods 309,271.00
5: Additional costs for blasting operations 93,204.99

transport and cost of explosives ,

(escalation)
6: Delay due to large over-run of rock

excavation. M762551 per month for

6 months = M4,569.306 4,569,306.00
7: Delay due to Roadway realignments 5,805,025.00

TOTAL M11,614,880.83

On claim No. 6 extension of time has been assumed as six months.
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PARTICIPANT TRAINING; CIVIL ENGINEERING

List of Particigants who are training as Civig Engineers

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

2. Mr. Sixtus Tohlang B.S. civil Engineering So. Dakota School 8/80 - 8/8¢

of Mines
3. Mr. Sydney Matsepe Diploma Civil Engineer- Kenya Polytech 1/82 - 12/8
ing
4. Mr. Moeketsj Molefe B.S. civil Engincering South Dakota, 8/82 - g/g6
Technology Springfield
5. Mr. Seutloalj Makhetha B.g, Civil Engineering South Dakota, 8/82 - g-gg
Technology Springfielq
6. Mr. Paul Thamae B.S. Civil Engineering South Dakota, 8/82 - g/86
Technology Springfield
7. Mr, Raymond Mahamg B.S, Construction So. Dakota School 5/81
Engineering of Mines & Tech,
NOTE: oOne Participant hag already returned from training:
Mr. Donalg Tsekoa B.S. civil Enginecring Syracuse University Ministry of
New York Works/ Road

Branch

A
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NAME

Fanwel| Tambala
Fanual Chimseu
Gordon Mbale
R.D. Suliwa

Joe Bakali |
K.C.J. Chingola
B. Chikumba
A.T. Lungu

E.T. Banda

M.J. Nabwenje
Jasten Bauleni
Komandi Kusawali
Jamoni Goodwell
G.L. Likonde

J. Katunga

Alfonso Chinthochi

Rodney Dick

v.E. Chibalamakanda

F. Chimseu

8. Makupe
Wyson Zakeyo
Frank Philip
N.S. Namauka
D.D. Jamu

M. Latifala
K. Bitoni
Stewart iljolomole
J.S. Tauele
W.S. Mpangeni

Raywe!l! Huchangale

John Tembo
Saukani Tayison
Kennath Kzledza
Kedson HKunyambo
Jares Tengatenga
Daudo Chumula
Samscn Jamu
Lajatu Swale
Betier Chirvwa

0. Mitawali
Ernest Wthache
Rex Ulaya

Fostino Thawani
Hastings Kalinde
Alick Longwe
George: Wjala
Iron Chalowa

MALAW] NATIONALS

CLASSIEICATION

Pipe Foreman

Chelf Mechanic
Mechanic

Crusher Foreman
Concrete Foreman
Crusher Mechanic
Crusher Mechanic
Crusher Welder
Crusher Welder
Auto Electrician
Air Trac Operator
Driller Foreman
Grade Checker Foreman
Grade Checker
Grade Checker
Scraper Operator
Scraper Operator
Scraper Operator
Scraper Operator
Scraper Operator
Dozer Operator
Dozer Operator
Dozer Operator
Dozer Operator
Dozer Operator
Dozer Operator
Dozer Operator
Loader Operator
Winch Truck Cperator
Carpenter
Carpenter
Carpenter
Carpenter
Carpenter

Steel Fixer Foreman
Steel Fixer

Steel Fixer

Steel Fixer
Draftsman
Transitman

Survey Party Chief
Survey Party Chief
Soils/Materials lechnician
Soils/Materials Technician
Chief Stores Clern
Drainage Foreman
Crane Opcrator
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TRAINING PROGRAM MEMO,TITLE II










....lsl....

3. STRUCTURES

A) Refuco Hosilo
Oate o/ Hire -~ 20 Aprii 1982 as & Storo Keeper
Raclassificd = 2 August (982 o3 o Stoel fixer

8) Vzpo Monyats!
Dato of hire - 16 March 1952 as & Labourer
Recimasitled - 2 August 1902 as o Stos! Fixer

Cowments - Both sbove employces learning to plecs end
tio datforzad sical bars In sock up arcss.

4, WORK SHOP

A) Kothod! Moremoholo
Date of hire ~ 22 Juns 1982 83 2 Ponal Boater

Cormants ~ Currontly leerning all espects of penal
bsating and sproy palnting

:}) Nelol| torominlo
Dato of hire - 22 June 1982 ¢2 a Waidar

Comnonts - Procontly learning basle fundamontala of
nlld gtosl welding.

Lastly, wvo ulll contlnus our offorts to monltor, motivato end assist
thoze cuployeos whio hevo tho potontiel Yo bs more productiva, thoredy,
Improving thelr ezrnlng cepacity.

Vory fruly yours
NELLD L. TEER COMPANY

il

Sem T, Ko
Projact Managor

Copy to1 Chlat Roeds Englnaor (Mr. M. Marumo)
Projact Englnesr, Rozds (Mr, L.J. Ross)
Chiof Englincer, USAID (4, F. Zobriat)

bc: H.R. Fredrich, R.T. Gordon, K.E. Gutzman, A, Babul, LERC outqoling fllae,
rf. '
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I8 May 1983

STATUS OF TRAINEES

Re: Title 11 - Southern Perimeter Road Project

(Mount Moorosi-Mphaki Cut-0ff Road Project)

CONTRACTOR - Nello L. Teer Company

As of March 483

CLASSIFICATION NUMBER

Grade Checker 5

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

Carpenter 2

Note: both reclassified from common labourer

Stecl (Rebar) Fixer 2

Note: both reclassified from common labourer

Laboratory Technician |

Note: reclassificd from Semi-skilled labourer

As of April 1983

CLASSIFICATION NUMBER
Grade Checker 4-still in training
Note: 1 Grade Checker Trainee employed in March 1983

was reclassificed as Grade Checker

Carpenter ) 3

Note: additional trainec employed - reclassified from common labourer

Steel (Rebar) Fixer 4

Note: +two additional 1ralnees reclassitied from common labourer

Laboratory Technician |

Note: was reclassified as Junior Laboratory Technician,
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SPRPA MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT
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Y/R/1049-A LESOTHO Roads Headquarters ’

J
LIR/pm) P.0. Box 194,

Yaseruy 10g,

6th April, 19g3.

Project Manager,

P.R.P.A.,

P.0. Box 133,

Mt. Moorosi.
hing/” )
Qut11n?i2/ﬂ
Re:  Sprpa Title III Force Account: Project
Monthlx Proqress Report Format

Attached js a fevision ta the format for the monthly report submitted
with your letter of 22nd March fop Our review apd comment,

Please note that the format has been reviged from that outlined in your
contract, agreement to a more Sequential occurrence of project activities,
This has been done to aid in readibility and also to assist in a more
Jogical contribution by your tean members,

Also note that o report Summary precedes the report format to allow for
the conclusions spg Tecomiendations of the projeci manager.

The inclusion of training ynd-r each activity has been doune to emphazise
the importance atteched to this aspect of the project,

The format ie not intended {g be 211 inclusive and items such as har charts,
photugraphs, Special problens, schedules illustrations are encouraged o
complete a het{ep undcrstanding of project develepment ang continued Progress.

Finally this lcttor confirmg receipt of yoyr 1st nionthly report fop January
1983, However e February report is long overdye and the March report wi))
be due on gy 150 of Aptil. Yoy are eneouraged to meet the deadline for
the Honthly Repert ip order to keep this office and the Authority members
Well infopmed of progress on the project On a current bosjsg,

?
\] .

‘ Since
JZLALLL_QP}
N Lowis J.iﬂoﬁs
ENGINEEP'(SPR)
ce:  KOrKs
Usatp, Mazery



FORMAT

MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT

Summa
(a)
(L)

Adninistration

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

Engincering

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)

Cquipment

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

(e)
Construction

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(c)

Financial

(a)
(h)
()
()
(e)

S.P.R.PLA.

ry
Conclusions

Recomnendations

Project

Camp

Manpower

Industrial Relations
Training

Design
Surveying
Quality Control
Quantities
Costing
Training

Procurcinent
Parts
Haintenance
Costing
Training

Monthly . Progress

Percent Complebe Versus Projection
Schedule

Costing

Training

Receipts
Dishursements
Budaet

Cost Arenunting
Training
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SOCIO-ECONOMIC BASELINE STUDY

Possibilities, Three selection criteria seeq critical: validity of 4 parti-
cular variabje as compared to others; feasibility of accurately determining
values of selected variables; ang POSsibilitjieg for monitoring changes

(i.e., resampling) over time. 1In the case of the SPR, a fourth criterium

be responsible, The following list, adapted frop Devres (1980) will serve to

suggest the possibilities, but not to limit, sych a study,

A, Production
1. Agricultural Production
3. Production levels
b. Crop composition
c. New technology and inputg
d. Extension services, Cooperatives, credit facilities
2, Agro-industry and non-agricultyra] enterpriseg
3. Employment levels
a. Short-tern employment
b, Long-term employment
4. Lang value, tensure, and use
B, Marketing: Structure ang Patterns
C. Transport Section Analysisg
1. Ratio/Costs/Profits
2, Quantity/Structure
3. Origin/Destination
4, Supplies/Associntcd Facilities
D, Consumption Effccts
1. lealey and education services
a. Health apg nutrition
b. Education



E, Distribution of Impacts
1, Distribution of impacts by socio-economic groups
2. Geographic distribution of impacts

F. Spatia] Considerations
1. Urbanization
2. Migration

G. Social Change
1. Nationa] integration

. Community development

« Impact on minority groups

- Community values and family Structure

«  Impact on women

H. National integration

I. Urbanization, dispersion, and migration

J. Environmental ilmpacts

v

Mohale's Hoek and Quthing Districtg):

Anderson, G. William, Rural Roadg Evaluation Summarz Report, A.1I,.D,
Program Evaluation Report No, 3. Washington, D.C.: USAID, March

1982,

Devres, Incorporated, Socio—Economic and Environmental Impacts of Low-

______.________________l____________JL___________
Volume Rural Roads ~-- A Review of the Literature, A.I.D, Program
Evaluation, Discussion Paper No, 7, Washington, D.C.: February 1,
1980,

Gay, John, Rural Sociology Technical Report (2 parts), Maseru:

Ministry of Agriculture, April, 1977,

Guma, Tesfa and Williap Mafoso, Farm Management Economics Terminal
Report op Socio-Economic Survey, Maseru: Ministry of Agricu]tur:.

June 197¢.

Reichart, W. and r.E, Winch, Phase I, Basic A ricultural Data for
Blocks v/vr, Baseline Survey Research Report No. 3, Maseru:
Ministry of Agriculture, April 1981,

Winch, Fred, The Agro—Economic Farm Situation in the Lowlands and
Foothills of Lesotho, Maseru; Ministry of Agriculture, October,
1981,
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APPENDIX XXI.

INITIAL SOCIAL/ECONOMIC IMPACT, SPRP

The primary social impact of the SPR to date has been in the inmmediate
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 equipment operation and maintenance. At the time
of this evaluation the combined salaries ranging from Lesente 25/hour for
guards to morc than Maloti 1.00/hour for equipment operatiors (M1.00 equals
ca US$1.00) werc on the order of M100,000 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 spenc in the towns
and villages ncar the construction operation.

The main construction camps for both Title 11 (Mount Moorosi~Mphaki
cut-off) and Title 111 (Force Account upgrading, Quthing-Mount Moorosi) are
located near the town of Mount Moorosi. The two gencral 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 supplics and food for the project from merchants in nearby
towns. 1In addition, onec of the stores (Mitchell Brothers) is moving a con-
siderable volume of building materials (e.g., corrugated stecel roofing,
cement, wheelbarrows) which apparently is being used to build, expand 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 opportunity 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 rogion 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 ncgotiations 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 coming 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 632-0076-5-00-3019-C0

General Background of the Project

The Southern Perimeter Road Project is a 41 million dollar assistance program
being undertaken by USAID in Lesotho. Essentially the Project consists of
three titles. Title I was completed in 1980, and involved planning and design
activities. Title IT concerns the construction of approximately 38 km of new
road through a virgin rountainous terrain. This congtruction is currently
being done by an American contractor. Supervision of this Title II construc-
tion is also being undertaken by a U.S. consulting firm. Title III deals with
the upgrading of approximately 150 km of road by a Project Authority (Force
Account (, that while belng managed by another u.s. consultart, functions as a
semi-autonomous entity of the Government of Lesotho/Ministry of Works. A
substantial amount of the $41 million fund was provided by USAID for this
Title III for the purchasc of new road construction equipment and all
associated running expenses.

The Southern Perimeter Road Project was beset with a nunber of design and
implementation issues, and problems since its initial authorization on June 30,
1978. Subsequent amendment to this authorization was again developed and
approved in September of 1930, Although this amendment addressed and fairly
resolvedsthese issues and problems, the project continued to experience further
difficulties and problens causing the Project to elip 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. 1In this respect the Project
achievements should be assassed in relation to the planned Project targets
and any failures or su-cesses ellucidated. The contribution of any achicved
targets towards the overall econoric development shall also be explored. Any
possible alternatives, as well as any side effects shall be investigated and
appropriately highlighted.

The benefits identified shall be compared/contrasted with the cost, to determine
if one justifies the other. If such a Justification cannot be made, other and

pora efficient means of achieving the same targets should be sought and pointed
out.

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

ARTICLE I - SCOPE OF FOK

)

The Contractor, in collaboration with the three other evaluation tezm
members, shall »ndertake a detailed evaluation of the Southern Perimeter
Road Project, comprising of Title I, IT and III.

The Title I cenpenene =f the Project shall pe reviewad for general
adequacy as it' relates to the current title IT and Title III activities.



Contract Number 632-0076-5~00-~3019-00

ARTICLE I - SCOPE OF WORK (Continued)

Title II shall bé revieved in detail,, and ‘any progress, costs, benefits,
and other factors envisaged by 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 shall assess rhe 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 aud 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
and,inspectien.

The evaluation team will be composed of an enginecer, a sociolegist, and a
transport ecconomist 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, Maseru.
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 coutinue through May 27,
1983.

ARTICLE IT - PERIOD OF PERFORMANCE

The period of performance under this contract commences May 5, 1983 and
corcludes May 27, 1983 unless amended by the Contracting Officer. Actual
work hours will coincide with the normal work hours of the USAID. Saturday
work is authorized under this contract.



Contract Number 632-0076-5-00-301%-u

ARTICLE IIT ~ REPORTS

The contractor, in conjunction with the other team members will present

to USAID/Lesotho a draft of the evaluation report not later than COB o
May 26, 1983. In this regard the contractor as a member of the evaluation
team shall inform and discuss the resulszs 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 O provide guidance to other team members in
the’ report style and format. ‘

The contractor will follow the methodclegy of AID's evaluation proéess, and
the draft report shall be prepared in the PES format and shall ineclude an
executive sucmary at the end with any recormendations that the contract
team in concert with the USAID determine appropriate.

ARTICLE IV - LOGISTIC SUPPORT

Logistic support under this contract, l.e., office space and equipment,
inecountry transportztion, interpreter/secre:arial services and
reproduction facilities will be provided by the UsAaID/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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