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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
 

USAID-Pretoria initiated its Black Private Enterprise Development

Project (BPED) in 1927 to assist the development of the black
 
private sector in South Africa. As part of BPED, USAID signed a
 
three-year Cooperative Agreement (No. 674-0303-4-55-9062-00) with
 
the United States-South Africa Leader Exchange Program (USSALEP)
 
in September, 1989. The Cooperative Agreement was designed to
 
coordinate exchange visits by black South African entrepreneurs
 
to the United States to a) encourage first-hand observation of
 
U.S. business operations by South African entrepreneurs, b)

advance indigenous private sector development in South Africa by

applying lessons learned from contacts with U.S. businesses, and
 
c) foster trade relations between U.S. business and black South
 
African entrepreneurs to stimulate economic and formal private
 
sector development in South African communities that have been
 
prevented from doing so as a result of apartheid.
 

The Cooperative Agreement included in its project design a
 
provision for an evaluation after the first 10 entrepreneurs had
 
visited the U.S. to assess project impact and make
 
recommendations on release of the second tranche. 
The current
 
evaluation represents an assessment of the project after less
 
than one year of actual implementation, and is prompted by a) a
 
general review of USAID-Pretoria strategic goals and objectives,

and b) an effort to uncover and resolve any problems that might

be detracting from successful implementation of the project. It
 
is recommended that the second tranche be increased approximately

$100,000 and be released based on the satisfactory management and
 
impact of the project to date; release of the tranche, however,
 
should be conditioned on a) USAID acceptance of a strategic plan

specifying USSALEP's goals, objectives, st.ategies and targets,

and b) in installments to ensure compli: nce with Cooperative

Agreement objectives and agreed-to perormce indicators. 

USAID-Pretoria selected Ernst & Young Li perform the USSALEP and
 
two other evaluations. Ernst & Young assigned Michael Borish
 
(J.E. Austin Associates) to the evaluation. The consultant
 
devoted approximately 10 person days in the U.S. and South Africa
 
(27 in total for all three evaluations) to conduct the evaluation
 
and formulate findings and recommendations for USAID-Pretoria and
 
USSALEP.
 

The consultant interviewed 19 individuals consisting of a)

USSALEP staff in Johannesburg and Washington, D.C., b) PIET staff
 
in Washington, D.C., c) B&SC subcontractors in Johannesburg, d)

USAID officials in Johannesburg and Washington, D.C., e) NAIC in
 
Washington, D.C., f) Eximbank in Washington, D.C., and g) four of
 
the 10 entrepreneurs who had participated in the USSALEP project

in 1990. Efforts were made to talk to a representative sample of
 
institutions that directly impact the USSALEP project. Findings
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and recommendations are based on these interviews, as well as
 
financial and administrative documents provided by USSALEP, PIET
 
and USAID.
 

The evaluation focused on the following:
 

1) 	 USSALEP's (and, therefore, PIET's and B&SC's)

performance to date concerning Marketing and Promotion,
 
Selection Criteria, Pre-Departure Planning, Orientation
 
and Implementation in the U.S., Follow-Up Support After
 
Return to South Africa, and Potential for Business
 
Expansion
 

2) 	 Financial and Operating Considerations affecting USSALEP's
 
administration of the project
 

3) 	 Recommendations to achieve Cooperative Agreement objectives
 

Findings and recommei.dations are summarized below.
 

USSALEP PERFORMANCE TO DATE
 

USSALEP and its sub-contractors have generally succeeded in a)

sending appropriate black South African entrepreneurs to the
 
U.S., b) developing professional business plans, c) structuring
 
programs that have provided substantial skills transfer,
 
identified useful technologies, encouraged new operating systems,

and forged business contacts with potential for future
 
investments and trade, and d) providing professional business 
advisory services upon return to build on contacts made and 
concepts learned. The project has not been without its problems,
namely a) marketing efforts to broaden the pool of serious
 
applicants, and b) administrative measures to sometimes get
 
entrepreneurs to the U.S. without having fully developed an
 
appropriate program. Nevertheless, the program has generally

been successful, and is poised for further success now that most
 
operating problems have been identified and are either resolved
 
or being addressed. It should be pointed out that only 10 of 48
 
entrepreneurs have gone to the U.S. so far, with the agreement

calling for an evaluation after the initial 10. Release of the
 
second tranche to provide USSALEP with the needed financial
 
resources to conclude the project is being recommended contingent
 
on USSALEP providing USAID with a USAID-accepted strategic plan

detailing goals, objectives, strategies and targets by which to
 
measure performance. The following summarizes key performance
 
measures to date:
 

1) 	 Participant Perceptions: Based on participants' responses to
 
the PIET EI evaluation questionnaire, most found the
 
visits helpful and logistical support satisfactory.
 
The following highlight the entrepreneurs' opinions of
 
the U.S. internship: a) 9/9 found meetings with staff,
 
managers and CEOs "very helpful"; b) 7/9 found meetings
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with professional associations "very helpful"; c) 4/9 
found on-the-job training "very helpful" and 5/9 
"somewhat helpful"; d) 4/4 found classroom/formal 
training "very helpful"; e) 8/10 found visits to
 
related businesses "very helpful"; f) 7/10 found
 
opportunities to observe operations "very helpful";
 
g) 8/10 found new products for their companies; h) 10/10

found new ideas/methods for their business operations; i)
 
7/10 found new methods/technologies for their businesses
 
that they would like to know~more about; j) 5/10 thought
 
their visits were the right length of time, while 3/10
 
thought they were too short and 2/10 too long; k) 5/10
 
transacted business while in the U.S.; 1) 10/10 intend to
 
pursue transactions as a result of the program; and m) 10/10
 
intend to stay in touch with their U.S. hosts.
 

2) 	 Potential for Business Expansion: Black firms in South
 
Africa are generally constrained by financial, marketing,
 
size, managerial and other limitations as a result of
 
apartheid. Despite these constraints, USSALEP's
 
entrepreneurs have seized market niches, become significant
 
in the "black" economy, and demonstrated significant
 
potential for expansion. There is demonstrable evidence of
 
new skills, technologies, products, techniques and contacts
 
that are benefitting and will benefit these enterprises as a
 
result of the USSALEP exchange, including valuable follow-up
 
support provided by B&SC once back in South Africa.
 

3) 	 General Management: Management of the project has been good
 
in most cases, although it appears greater hands-on
 
coordination between the Executive Directr and Project
 
Coordinator would be useful in developing marketing
 
strategies and improved administrative procedures.
 
Where appropriate, the Executive Director should play a
 
role in publicizing the project and soliciting support
 
from the business community (e.g., referrals from
 
Council Members; involvement of U.S. businessmen in
 
pre-departure orientation). In addition, the Executive
 
Director should stay in relatively close telephone
 
contact with USSALEP-Washington and PIET to discuss
 
concerns, resolve problems, and assess progress.
 

4) 	 Marketing: USSALEP's marketing efforts have not been as
 
effective as needed in order to generate sufficient numbers
 
of qualified applicants for the exchange. The number of
 
applicants has been 140 to date. In some cases,
 
applications have lagged due to the needed start-up time to
 
implement a promotional program with success stories that
 
generate momentum. So tar, marketing efforts have focussed
 
on infrequent print and broadcast media coverage. Regional
 
Contacts have fared poorly in general in generating accepted
 
referrals. USSALEP wiJl have to engage in more aggressive
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and better organized marketing of the project to enhance the
 
number of high quality applicants it seeks to achieve
 
project success.
 

5) 	 Selection Criteria and Process: USSALEP has implemented an
 
impartial selection process, as demonstrated by the racial,
 
gender, sectoral, scale and (to some degree) territorial
 
diversity of its entrepreneurs. Efforts have been and are
 
being made to tighten selection criteria (e.g., greater
 
financial information, increased screening) and improve

marketing (e.g., greater contacts, financial incentives for
 
accepted referrals), largely as a result of B&SC's efforts.
 
These efforts are intended to redress a) insufficient
 
information flows from entrepreneurs, b) the small number of
 
applicants, and c) the need for greater post-return
 
coordination between entrepreneurs and B&SC.
 

6) 	 Pre-Departure Planning: USSALEP-Johannesburg has encountered
 
few administrative and logistical problems. Key problems
 
have been a) generating sufficient information up front from
 
entrepreneurs to provide to PIET to allow enough lead time
 
for effective itineraries to be developed in the U.S., and
 
b) providing sufficient background information to
 
participants about U.S. cultural patterns and business
 
practices.
 

7) 	 Orientation and Implementation in the U.S.: USSALEP and PIET
 
have performed well from an administr ve and
 
programming standpoint. Criticisms by entrepreneurs of
 
their itineraries relate to insufficient time for PIET
 
to arrange for specific and technical needs, better
 
briefings, the need to match up with more appropriately
 
sized firms, and entrepreneur input into final TIPs.
 
Despite these criticisms, the general consensus has
 
been favorable on the whole. Measures have recently
 
been taken to increase information flows on U.S.
 
companies from PIET to USSALEP-Johannesburg before
 
participant departure.
 

8) 	 Follow-up Su port Upon Return to South Africa: There has
 
been advisory, accounting and legal follow-up support to
 
date given to five of the 10 participants. B&SC has also
 
been aggressive in a) assisting two entrepreneurs to
 
increase production and distribution capacity, b) generating
 
an export order, and c) pursuing sub-contracting proposals
 
and venture capital for certain ent-epreneurs. Problems
 
associated with follow-up for the other five entrepreneurs
 
relate more to entrepreneurs than to 1SC. Recommendation
 
include better pre-departure coordination on fo'low-up
 
plans.
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9) 	 Financial Management: USSALEP and its sub-contractors have
 
demonstrated competent financial management of the project.
 
Substantial subsidies have been provided by USSALEP, PIET
 
and B&SC.
 

10) 	 Reporting: USSALEP has conformed to reporting requirements
 
as stated in the Cooperative Agreement.
 

FINANCIAL AND OPERATING CONSIDERATIONS
 

1) 	 Overheads and Subsidies: USSALEP and its sub-contractors
 
have 	provided substantial subsidies via open subsidies
 
(PIET) and uncharged expenditure (USSALEP, B&SC) that
 
understate the real cost of programming. While this was
 
understood with PIET and, in fact, negotiated with USSP.LEP
 
(see 	"Recipient Resources" in the Cooperative Agreement), it
 
should be acknowledged that USSALEP and B&SC have incurred
 
higher-than-anticipated overhead charges.
 

ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS
 

The project has generally been well managed and results positive
 
to date. Thus, it is recommended that USAID continue funding the
 
project and, in fact, increase the commitment approximately
 
$100,000 for follow-up activities in the U.S. Nevertheless,
 
continued and increased funding should be contingent on receipt
 
of a satisfactory strategic plan in which goals, objectives,
 
strategies and targets are delineated. Agreement between USSALEP
 
and USAID on these targets should serve as performance indicators
 
by which USAID would continue to monitor the project. Continued
 
funding will depend on USSALEP's ability to satisfy these
 
targets. Strategies should include the following:
 

1) Marketing: The key issue concerning USSALEP's promotional
 
efforts in South Africa has been the relatively small number of
 
applicants (140) which has limited the number of entrepreneurs
 
qualifying for the exchange. USSALEP should consider the
 
following to iimprove its marketing efforts:
 

a. modify the Cooperative Agreement to permit Council
 
Members to nominate candidates (one per year from each
 
Council Member would yield 46 referrals);
 

b. develop a monitoring and evaluation data base to
 
track tangible economic and financial benefits to
 
participants and use results as promotional material
 
(USAID may be willing to provide technical assistance
 
for this given an accepted strategic plan);
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c. develop a marketing plan to aggressively promote the
 
exchange with well-organized regional trips, contacts with
 
knowledgeable and active black business organizations,

formation of committees and follow-up calls to ensure a
 
steady flow of applicants;
 

d. forge relations with financial sector firms (e.g., banks,
 
accounting) to provide candidates; B&SC has approached
 
several banks, and these efforts should be continued;
 
and
 

e. provide a finder's fee of R250 to anyone in the
 
private sector who provides a successful reference, not
 
just Regional Contacts.
 

2) Administrative: While overall administration has been good,
 
a series of issues has emerged which have undercut the
 
project's effectiveness. These include a) limited and
 
staggered information provided by entrepreneurs, b)

limited orientation before departure, c) insufficient
 
time for PIET to make fully satisfactory arrangements
 
for participants, d) limited awareness in South Africa
 
of difficulties encountered by PIET in making
 
arrangements, and e) no planning in advance of the U.S.
 
visit for follow-up support. USSALEP and its sub
contractors should consider the following to improve

administration of the project. (All three have already

begun to initiate new measures, some mentioned below,
 
to improve on project management):
 

a. tighten screening procedures consistent with B&SC
 
proposals concerning pre-interview screening and
 
qualified acceptances; this should include demanding
 
significant research and information into the products
 
and markets concerned, and greater financial
 
contributions (e.g., R2,000 vs. R500);
 

b. transmit FAX to PIET of basic profile (e.g., sector,
 
scale, key objectives) of entrepreneur receiving
 
qualified acceptance to receive specific details PIET
 
needs before developing business plan;
 

c. provide a clearer understanding to qualified
 
acceptances of the need for maximum up-front

information for programming purposes; longer visits by
 
B&SC (as currently proposed) should yield greater

information; also longer screening periods in which the
 
applicant is required to generate in-depth knowledge of
 
products, markets, etc. should be required to ensure
 
the entrepreneur is not only successful, but likely to
 
benefit from the exchange and follow-up services;
 

vi
 



d. provide PIET with time required to develop
 
satisfactory and agreed-upon final TIP, including a
 
more detailed profile of contacts as agreed in recent
 
correspondence between USSALEP-Johannesburg and PIET;
 
emphasis should be placed on program quality, not trade
 
fair dates; exchanges should be deferred up to one year

if necessary to ensure proper plans can be made;
 

e. arrange to have USSALEP-Johannesburg's Project

Coordinator visit the U.S. to work with UJSSALEP-

Washington and PIET to better understand the effort
 
involved in developing an itinerary; the Project
 
Coordinator should work with PIET to develop specific

itineraries; such a trip will assist USSALEP and B&SC
 
on their information-gathering activities and link to
 
program development; this trip should be coordinated
 
with B&SC if the latter chooses to send a
 
representative to the U.S. to assess commercial
 
opportunities and restrictions concerning South Africa;
 
the Project Coordinator's trip should be primarily a
 
working session with PIET in Washington, D.C., and not
 
focus on petty complaints such as hotel accomodation;
 

f. consider eliminating Washington, D.C. as the initial
 
arrival point, and have participants go directly to
 
their trade fairs; such a radical step assumes greater

pre-departure orientation and a detailed information
 
package, and should initially be tested on
 
entrepreneurs who have previously visited the U.S.;
 
entrepreneurs generally feel the first few days in
 
Washington, D.C., during which they meet with Eximbank
 
and NAIC, have been a misuse of scarce time; it may be
 
useful to develop a list of South Africans in the U.S.
 
who could be contacted for on-going support and
 
orientation;
 

g. develop a broad post-return (in South Africa) plan

for follow-up services to be provided by/with B&SC
 
before departure to the U.S.; de-briefing should
 
include modifications and development of such a plan,

maintaining momentum and putting the onus on the
 
entrepreneur to provide B&SC with its requirements for
 
follow-up services; B&SC should report to USSALEP every

three months (vs. six) on the status of each
 
entrepreneur; if there is insufficient effort and data
 
forthcoming after six months, follow-up services should
 
be terminated; participant debriefing reports should be
 
forwarded by USSALEP to USAID; and
 

h. USSALEP should inform each participant that USSALEP-

Washington is willing to provide post-departure (from
 
the U.S.) contact for commercial and investment follow
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up provided the entrepreneur demonstrates initiative as
 
mentioned in #g above; in addition, USAID will provide

funds for U.S. experts to pursue technical commercial
 
issues outside the bounds of USSALEP-Washington's
 
expertise.
 

3) Financial: In light of higher-than-anticipated costs
 
incurred at USSALEP and B&SC, and general agreement that the
 
original Cooperative Agreement contained weaknesses regarding
 
recipient resources, the following measures should be considered
 
to remedy these concerns:
 

a. increase the total USAID grant from $930,710 to
 
roughly $1,032,490 (exact amount to be specified after
 
strategic plan financial requirements are approved by
 
USAID) to allow USSALEP and B&SC to recover
 
expenditures not previously recovered to accomodate
 
needed systematic changes in the implementation of the
 
USSALEP project;
 

b. provide up to $100,000 (included in the figure above) for
 
specialized technical services in the U.S. on
 
commercial and financial opportunities when USSALEP is
 
unable to provide such support; and
 

c. require entrepreneurs to deposit an amount equivalent to
 
air fare as a means of demonstrating commitment, and
 
R2,000 for less liquid entrepreneurs who demonstrate
 
their commitment through the screening process.
 

4) Management: While management has generally been good,

certain actions can be taken by the Executive Director that have
 
heretofore been overlooked:
 

a. work with the Project Coordinator each month to assess
 
performance with regard to strategic plan targets; the
 
filing of a monthly report to USAID would be an appropriate
 
occasion to review performance, and to discuss any major
 
deviations directly and promptly with USAID;
 

b. play an active role in mobilizing U.S. businessmen to
 
participate in orientation sessions for departing
 
entrepreneurs; these efforts should complement the efforts
 
of the Project Coordinator, and occur whci: the Project
 
Coordinator- is unable to arrange for appropriate
 
participation;
 

c. supervise production of the strategic plan;
 

d. stay in frequent touch (at least quarterly) with USSALEP
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Washington and PIET to ensure focus remains on business
 
development and expansion, rather than any bias towards
 
training that may become apparent in some programming;

these telephone conversations should also review PIET's
 
effo-ts to identify new and sometimes more appropriate
 
contacts for entrepreneurs; and
 

e. submit debriefing reports from participants upon return
 
to South Africa to USAID, and schedule formal quarterly
 
progress meetings with USAID.
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I.INTRODUCTION
 

USAID-Pretoria initiated its Black Private Enterprise Development
 
Project (BPED) in 1987 to assist the development of the black
 
private sector in South Africa. As part of BPED, USAID signed a
 
three-year Cooperative Agreement (No. 674-0303-4-55-9062-00) with
 
the U.S.-South African Leader Exchange Program (USSALEP) in
 
September, 1989. The Cooperative Agreement was designed to
 
support USSALEP's ability to coordinate exchange visits by black
 
South African entrepreneurs to the United States to a) encourage
 
first-hand observation of U.S. business operations by South
 
African entrepreneurs, b) advance indigenous private sector
 
development in South Africa by applying lessons learned from
 
contacts with U.S. businesses, and c) foster trade relations
 
between U.S. business and black South African entrepreneurs to
 
stimulate economic and private sector development in South
 
African communities that have been prevented from doing so as a
 
result of apartheid.
 

The current evaluation represents an assessment of the project
 
after less than one year of actual implementation, and is
 
prompted by a) a general review of USAID-Pretoria strategic goals

and objectives, and b) an effort to uncover and resolve any

problems that might be detracting from successful implementation
 
of the project. The Cooperative Agreement called for an
 
evaluation after 10 exchanges to assess project performance and
 
make recommendations on release of a second tranche of funds.
 
Based on the positive results of the project, release of the
 
tranche is recommended contingent on USSALEP's submission of an
 
acceptable strategic plan to USAID that includes benchmarks by

which to measure performance. Disbursements should be in
 
installments to ensure compliance with agreed targets.
 

USAID-Pretoria selected Ernst & Young to perform the evaluation.
 
Ernst & Young assigned Michael Borish (J.E. Austin Associates) to
 
the evaluation. The consultant devoted approximately 10 person
 
days in South Africa and the U.S. (27 in total fcr all three
 
evaluations) to conduct the evaluation and formulate findings and
 
recommendations for USAID-Pretoria and USSALEP.
 

The consultant would like to thank the following individuals for
 
their cooperation in assisting with the evaluation: David
 
Himelfarb (USAID); Stephen Wade (COMAD); Robert Hoen and Lyn
 
Soudien (USSALEP-Washington); and Clive Richardson and Mlungisi
 
Mavana (USSALEP-Johannesbura). The consultEtnt woul" also like to
 
thank the many individuals not cited who were helpful in
 
providing administrative and logistical support and time for
 
interviews.
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II.STATEMENT OF METHODOLOGY
 

The consultant utilized the following to carry out the
 
evaluation:
 

a) USAID documentation, including Cooperative Agreement
 
No. 674-0303-4-55-9062-00;
 

b) USSALEP subcontracts with PIET and B&SC;
 
C) USSALEP files containing project implementation,
 

operating and financial information; and
 
d) Interviews with USSALEP, PIET, B&SC, USAID, Eximbank,
 

NAIC, and entrepreneurs.
 

A list of meetings is found in Annex I. Efforts were made to
 
talk to a) a representative sample of the 10 entrepreneurs who
 
have participated in USSALEP's exchange program, b) key operating

personnel at USSALEP, PIET, B&SC, c) key individuals at NAIC and
 
Eximbank, and d) key personnel at USAID. The consultant
 
interviewed four of 10 entrepreneurs, all key staff at USSALEP
 
and its sub-contractors in Johannesburg and Washington, D.C., all
 
key USAID personnel involved in the USSALEP project, and NAIC and
 
Eximbank.
 

In the case of participant interviews, short questionnaires were
 
used to assess a) strengths and weaknesses of the exchange at all
 
stages (e.g., advertising, selection process, pre-departure

orientation, orientation and program in the U.S., post-return

support), b) tangible benefits derived from the exchange (e.g.,

increased turnover, improved marketing, increased capacity

utilization, greater quality control), c) progress in achieving

transactions with U.S. contacts, d) constraints and problems

encountered in achieving #c above, and e) general constraints the
 
entrepreneurs are facing in developing an indigenous private
 
sector capable of promoting greater economic development for
 
blacks in South Africa.
 

The consultant also analyzed financial, operating and evaluation
 
documentation made available by USSALEP and its sub-contractors
 
to assess a) financial management of the project, b) operating

work flows at all stages in the exchange cycle, and c)

perceptions of the participants of the exchange.
 

Consistent with the Scope of Work, the consultant's work focused
 
on a) USSALEP's and sub-contractors' performance to date relative
 
to the Cooperative Agreement, b) financial and operating

considerations affecting project impact, and c) recommendations
 
to help achieve Cooperative Agreement objectives. Section III
 
presents findings (#a-b), while Section IV presents issues and
 
recommendations (#d).
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III.EVALUATION OF PROJECT COMPONENTS
 

A. PROJECT PROFILE
 

1. USSALEP ROLE UNDER BPED
 

The purpose of USAID's Cooperative Agreement with USSALEP is to
 
enable 48 black South African entrepreneurs to benefit from U.S.
 
business knowledge, techniques and contacts to become more
 
competitive in South Africa's mainstream economy. In addition,

USSALEP is contracted by USAID to arrange for sub-contractors to
 
assist selected entrepreneurs with pre-departure and follow-up

business support services (B&SC) and orientation and logistics

while in the U.S. (TIET) over a period of three years (ending

December 1992). The expected result is that USSALEP and sub
contractor assistance to 48 highly regarded black entrepreneurs

would a) facilitate the expansion of these existing enterprises
 
to become medium- and large-scale enterprises that will be
 
significant in South Africa's mainstream economy, b) serve as a
 
model for other black entrepreneurs, and c) promote links with
 
U.S. businesses to stimulate trade, investment, and technical and
 
managerial expertise to benefit black South African
 
entrepreneurs.
 

2. PIET ROLE AS USSALEP SUBCONTRACTOR
 

PIET is sub-contracted by USSALEP to provide internship program

services for 42 USSALEP participants according to the
 
Entrepreneurs International program administered by PIET under
 
USAID contract. The sub-contract, effective from April 1990 to
 
December 1992, is designed to have PIET a) develop Training

Implementation Plans (TIPs) for USSALEP-selected interns, b)

produce Budget Work Sheets (BWSs) for each intern, c) arrange for
 
domestic travel, hotel arrangements, health insurance,
 
orientation upon arrival, and other logistical support, and d)

conduct exit interviews and provide final evaluation reports on
 
each participant's U.S. internship. PIET is able to provide

these services (at subsidized rates) due to the larger contract
 
PIET has with USAID to manage the latter's international training
 
program, in which more than 20,000 people have participated to
 
date. Given USSALEP's array of programs and small staff in the
 
U.S. (three), PIET's labor-intensive organizational role is
 
considered essential to providing USSALEP interns with a
 
comprehensive agenda during their stays in the U.S.
 

3. B&SC ROLE AS USSALEP SUBCONTRACTOR
 

USSALEP-Johannesburg has sub-contracted B&SC to provide needed
 
technical assistance during screening interviews, pre-departure

business plan development, and post-retur. consulting services
 
(including preparing loan proposals, seeking equity investors) to
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assist the entrepreneurs in expanding their businesses and
 
achieving objectives. B&SC's role is more fully explained below,

but essentially involves assistance to USSALEP in the selection
 
process, an initial briefing during the pre-departure phase with
 
the selected entrepreneur, and development of a business strategy

and plan so the entrepreneur can achieve stated objectives while
 
in the U.S. The new focus on mapping out business plans during

the pre-departure phase is due to the weakness of the first
 
entrepreneurs' strategies, as identified by PIET, NAIC and others
 
in the early stages of the exchange. In addition, B&SC is sub
contracted to provide follow-up support to returning
 
entrepreneurs to help implement new ideas and plans to achieve
 
business expansion. This follow-up support is designed to come
 
in the form of loan proposals, matchmaking activities with
 
potential equity investors, audits, and business plan revisions.
 
B&SC's performance has exceeded these forms of assistance.
 

4. 	 USAID
 

In September 1989, USAID entered into a Cooperative Agreement

with 	USSALEP under the former's Black Private Enterprise

Development Project (BPED). USAID committed $930,710 to USSALEP
 
(R2,466,383 at R2.65/$1) over a three-year period (through

December 1992). The primary functions of USAID's assistance are
 
to provide financing for a) the selection and pre-departure
 
preparation of appropriate entrepreneurs, b) the entrepreneurs'

air fares, per diems and other exchange-related costs, and c)

follow-up services to assist the entrepreneurs in expanding their
 
businesses, starting new businesses, promoting joint ventures,
 
and stimulating trade with U.S. companies.
 

B. 	 USSALEP PE-'ORMANCE
 

1. 	 KEY PROVISIONS IN THE USSALEP-USAID COOPERATIVE
 
AGREEMENT
 

Key provisions in the USSALEP-USAID Cooperative Agreement include
 
a) impartially identifying and selecting appropriate black South
 
African entrepreneurs whose promising commercial plans are
 
dependent on the acquisition of skills from U.S. business, b)

preparing professionalized business plans and strategies (via

sub-contractor) to pursue those commercial aims while visiting

with 	businesses in the U.S., c) coordinating all aspects of the
 
entrepreneur's trip to the U.S. from arrival to departure

(largely via sub-contractor), d) providing follow-up support for
 
entrepreneurs after returning from the U.S. 
so they can expand

existing operations, cyeate new businesses, and develop

increasing trade with U.S. business (via sub-contractor), e)

ensuring the exchange program helps to create black and female
 
employment opportunities, and f) managing the project such that
 
48 exchanges take place during a three-year time period in which
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USAID's contribution is $930,710. USSALEP performance, project

profile to date and other Cooperative Agreement provisions

concerning Conditions Precedent and Reporting requirements are
 
discussed below. Financial and operating considerations are
 
found in IIID.
 

2. 	 USSALEP PERFORMANCE RELATIVE TO THE COOPERATIVE
 
AGREEMENT
 

a. Overview: The USSALEP project has been running less
 
than one year, during which 20 exchanges have taken place. At
 
the end of year 1, 16 exchanges were to have taken place. The
 
reason for slightly lagging performance relates to delays in
 
scheduling the evaluation. USSALEP had several entrepreneurs

slated to travel to the U.S. when the project was temporarily

delayed to allow the evaluation to proceed. USSALEP and its sub
contractors have stated they expect to send 38 more entrepreneurs
 
to the U.S. over the next 21 months, thereby keeping the project

reasonably on track despite evaluation-related slippage.
 

Results to date have generally been positive to the extent that
 
most selected entrepreneurs have benefitted from the exchange,

informational and strategic problems are being addressed, and the
 
labor-intensive administrative process has been well managed.

Strengths include 1) the administrative management of USSALEP,
 
both in South Africa and the U.S.; 2) sabcontractor participation

in South Africa (B&SC) which has identified and addressed project

weaknesse3 (e.g., financial and other business-related
 
information, marketing and promotion of the program) and provided

valuable follow-up support; 3) subcontractor participation in the
 
U.S. (PIET) which has developed full itineraries for participants

and provided logistical support, often on short notice, and at
 
heavily subsidized rates to USSALEP; and 4) evidence of store
 
acquisitions, export orders, sub-contracts, expanded capacity,

increased orders and other tangible benefits that are having a
 
favorable impact on the business operations of four of the 10
 
entrepreneurs.
 

Weaknesses include 1) ineffective promotion of the project and
 
difficulties in "mass-marketing" in South Africa to increase the
 
number of qualified applicants; 2) problems encountered in
 
generating needed financial and other business information from
 
the entrepreneurs to properly assess their candidacies and best
 
develop an itinerary in the U.S. (e.g., weak application forms,
 
financial records); 3) allowing sufficient time to properly
 
coordinate trajs-Atlantic iniormation flows so that itineraries
 
fully conform to the entrepreneurs' objectives; 4) lack of
 
technical capabilities of PIET staff in arranging appropriate
 
itineraries for certain fields (e.g., high-tech, music
 
recording); and 5) lack of follow-up support in the U.S. in
 
certain casei where commercial transactions may be possible.
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Other problems adversely affecting results, but outside of
 
USSALEP control, include 1) difficulties black entrepreneurs in
 
South Africa have in obtaining bank credit and investor equity;

2) relatively thin equity in these enterprises, reflecting cash
 
constraints and limited (often singular) numbers of shareholders;
 
3) reluctancc, of U.S. investors to form joint ventures with South
 
African counterparts due to sanctions, ignorance of exceptions

for trade with black South Africans in sanctions legislation, the
 
small size of the South African enterprises, distance of U.S.
 
enterprises from the South African market, and venture
 
capitalists' expected rates of return (e.g., 45%) that cannot be
 
accomplished by these relatively new and formative enteprises; 4)
 
relatively high South African import duties and tariffs to
 
protect local industry and maintain foreign exchange reserves by

reducing imports (although there is evidence practical
 
implementation of this may be weakening); and 5) inability of
 
most black firms to provide sufficient. quantity and/or quality of
 
goods and services to corporate South Africa, thereby limiting
 
potential for growth and positive cash flow. All of these
 
structural weaknesses adversely impact USSALEP's ability to
 
deliver follow-up services via its sub-contractor (B&SC).
 

It is premature to judge the likelihood of USSALEP entrepreneurs
 
benefitting dramatically from the exchange. In many cases, the
 
entrepreneurs lack solid planning, financial and operating

capabilities and resources required to play a larger role in the
 
mainstream economy. The entrepreneurs' businesses have generally
 
been .mall-scale service sector firms with few employees and
 
limited capital bases. Nevertheless, it is possible that with 
time, an easing of lending constraints and lower trade barriers 
that USSALEP entrepreneurs will play a more influential role in 
the mainstream economy. In some cases, the entrepreneurs have 
identified specialized niches (e.g., "informal" sector insurance)
with broiAd applications for growing markets. In others (e.g., 
circuit board production), the entrepreneurs appear to be 
benefittirnq from shake-cut in the market and low-cost production 
capabilities. Some berefits from the proqram have already been 
applied (e.g., beauty salons, printed circuit board prcduction, 
convenience store-.;), and potential transactions (e.g., sawmill, 
paint production, film-making, music recording, printed circuit
 
boards) are in proces.;. Under the circumstances, with severe 
structural mr.,:dimcats still in place despite the removal of some 
of ap._,rthoid's; mo;t onerous legal re-s;trictions, this can be 
con!iderCd a solid achievement even if not major in terms of 
econc'nic impact. On a more cost-oriented level, it is po;sible 
that most USSAI,2P entreproneur.-3 will generate more than $2 1,000 
((,!tir;ated program cost pez entrepreieur) in incremental 
revenue.;, trade and employment. It i; al so quite likely that 
most ut the 48 USSAIJEP participants will play a role in helping 
to increase black South African participation in thu mainstream 
economy, one of the central objectives of BPED and the USAID
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USSALEP Cooperative Agreement. A matrix of performance measures
 
is found in Annex II.
 

b. Economic Impact and Potential for aqsiness

Expansion: As discussed below (see #5: Participant Profile), most
 
of the entrepreneurs are owner-operators of small-scale service
 
sector firms with relatively thin capital bases, small numbers of
 
employees and limited value-added. This reflects historical
 
barriers to entry imposed by apartheid on black entrepreneurs,

constraints on capital formation and accumulation, limited
 
production capacity and marketing channels, and the relative
 
youth of the enterprises. Consequently, the prospects for these
 
enterprises playing a major role in the mainstream South African
 
economy are limited.
 

Nevertheless, some of these enterprises have established
 
recognizable market positions (e.g., beauty salons, insurance),

and others may well expand due to growing consumer demand (e.g.,
 
computer training) and industrial demand (e.g., multi-layered
 
printed circuit boards, sawmill production). The exchange
 
program has clearly heloed participants acquire new skills,
 
identify new technologies and forms of business organization, and
 
make contacts for potential commercial transactions that may lead
 
to expansion of existing businesses and creation of new ones.
 
The summary of participants' perceptionsi (#6 below) reflects the
 
following:
 

1) Seven of 10 identified new technologies and methods for
 
their businesses, most of which would increase efficiency,

broaden the range of goods/services available, improve quality,

and cut costs; these include a) greater computerization for
 
operations (insurance claims, three supermarkets) and inventory

and payroll (hair sa'lon with four boutiques and one franchise, 90
 
employees, some wholesale distribution), b) improved technology

for production (mu;ic recording, printed circuit boards), c)

improved technology for quality control (timber standardization
 
and grading) , and d) new products. and quality techniques (hair 
salcns) . 

2) Eight of 10 intend to pursue contract-.s, joint ventures, 
financing and qood,; procure:uent with/from U.S. firm!;, suggesting
continued pot-,ntia] for commercial transaction!- that will 
ultimately :,;prov(e./expand bus;iness opportunities ; ill the case of 
the other two, one (hair ,;al1on) ha; gone bankrupt, whiloe the 
other (comlput;.r training and course development) may have already
expanded b's i ness atter visiting U.S. training centert; and 
purcha.;in.J DO!;, Word P)er!ect, Lotu. 123, D!3as;e 111 and other U.S. 
software a(o ae 

In s.u11, it-ap,',:r: that the exchange!; have ,ftimulated new 
method.;, org.!n',t I structure!;, uses; of technology and;oh 
possibly cap.iLal sources,; to give impetu:; to busi ness expansion. 
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Potential for sustainable development and higher value-added
 
depends largely on consumer trends, purchasing power, increasing
 
the scale of black production and quality capabilities, removal
 
of barriers (trade tariffs, sanctions) and constraints (lending),
 
and these are beyond USSALEP's control. Neverthele.:, given

potential for sub-contracting with larger firms (e.g., circuit
 
board manufacturing, computer training), filling building
 
materials demand (e.g., sawmill production), and meeting growing

black consumer demand (e.g., insurance, beauty products, music,
 
film and fashion boutiques), it is likely that most participants

will be able to expand their businesses. What is not yet clear
 
is if the participants will 1) expand their businesses to the
 
point where substantial leverage will be created internally in
 
the mainstream South African economy to set examples for other
 
black entrepreneurs to ultimately have a major impact on black
 
economic development in South Africa, 2) incrementally expand

their businesses $21,000 (average cost estimate per entrepreneur)

in net savings, investments and/or jobs to achieve "breakeven"
 
relative to the program's overall costs, and 3) ultimately be
 
able to obtain financing (e.g., South African banks, equity) and
 
commercial opportunities that exist with U.S. and South African
 
businesses.
 

c: Promot ion_ ard Marketing: One of the problems
associated with USSALEP's performance relates to weak promotion.
USSALEP's (and now, BbSC's) marketing efforts in South Africa are 
focusing on increasing the number and quality of candidates. 
USSALEP's marketing efforts have concentrated on 1) generating 
stories in hl, Sowotan, (Ifack) Entorprise MgazijThe Star, 
and other local publications, 2) promnoting coverage in the 
broadcast media (TV2, TV3, nine radio stations), 3) making 
presentations to various regional Chambers of' Commerce and 
development corporation,;, and 4) having an exhibit at tile May 
1990 matchmaker fair. B&SC has recently broadened this coverage
by disseminating a promotional circular through the Coopers 
Theron du T oit network of 34 of.ices. Issues of confidentiality 
are now directly and openly addressed by B&SC to enhance 
information flow,; from entrepronour.,- . In addition, USSAIEP' s 
five Peg iona l Contact.,; (see Annex 111), hired to publicize tile 
program and ,3end referral,;, have been put on an incentive system
(R250 per ;ucce';:;lu appl] icant rather than the previ ou s 
R500/quarter honor,,rium) that .hould prove to be a co;t-.,;aving 
measure. To date, 140 cand i date,- have applied to participate. 
Greater promotional and marketing activitie., are likely to 
enhance the rafnge of applicant,;, contributinq to US,AIFi,' s 
ab i li ty to fie 1d 11a I i Iifed entrepreneui; , make up forand some 
sli ppaqe in the nnth.r of exchanqes; during the 1irst. year of the-
Cooperativ A-retl_. Annex IV st:; Ci Menber,; may be(ouncil who 
U;e luI in qener,Itinq ,ilsl:e,,,; ;n refo.rr',ll. ;. 

d. ";aloe.. ion1t ti ja a;.ind 'rol : 'Tlh Coope rative 
Agreement cal 1!; for an i rpartial candidate election process In 
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which no member of the Selection Committee and no employee or
 
director of USSALEP will have a personal or business interest,

direct or indirect. While it is impossible to verify that
 
complete impartiality exists, it appears that USSALEP has
 
conformed to this covenant. A brief profile of selected
 
entrepreneurs also shows occupational, racial, regional and
 
gender balance (more fully discussed below).
 

USSALEP-Johannesburg has established selection criteria for
 
participants to ensure that only appropriate and qualified
 
entrepreneurs will be chosen (see Annex V). These criteria are
 
general, but include leadership potential in the community,

entrepreneurial capabilities as demonstrated in the management of
 
a 9ing concern, development of a detailed business plan and
 
clearly articulated objectives for the U.S. visit.
 

A selection committee of 11 members in Transvaal (4), Transkei
 
(2), Weste-n Cape (2), Eastern Cape (1), Orange Free State (1)

and Natal (1) is responsible for applying these criteria.
 
Selection committee members are listea and profiled in Annex V.
 
They tend to meet quarterly, with about siy to seven attending

each meeting in which candidates are selected or rejected. In
 
addition, B&SC currently attends selection committee meetings and
 
provides influential advice and participation.
 

It is the g.nc ral consensus in the U.S. and South Africa that
 
most of the first 10 participants were well qualified, and that
 
the two who were not were either chosen early in the project, or
 
sent very quickly (raising questions about the selection
 
process). Information gathering, financial statements and other
 
ites remain problematic. Nevertheless, it appears the selection 
process is working on an impartial basis to select qualified 
entrepreneurs.
 

The selection process appears to need strengthening in addressing 
1.) entrepreneurs' general unwillingness to -Jhare needed 
information, and 2) the ;ub-optima] number of potential
candidate:;. According to PIET, UJt;AlEP-Johannesburg's original
information package (e.g., application tcrm, 'ack of business 
plan) was weak and needed greater detail . Since that 
recommenda tion (June 1990), the appllicatiop form has been made 
more (leta1il(d and bus iness )Insd completed in advance of 
departure for the, 11.S. ltowever, the entrepreneur-, themseylves do 
not al-'ay!; hav(, the ina nc i alI r(cords required to meet USSALEP 's 
information rquir rmontr 'J. required work upThis has greater 
front by U.;AIE1" ; !;lb-contractor: to vet entrepreneur ' 
potentiaI t:o b .n f it: from the exchange and conform to selI ect:ion 
criteria. It. i.; the opinion of hI1 SC that the app lication form 
need; I urt: her ,;t r'nqt hen i n(Iq to cOnta i n more and improvd 
financial data, and in1ormit.ion on :tafi ing level!; lil] 
mot iva t i on. h'lhere i.; al;o genera] con;ensus that ,;creening 
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requirements should be strengthened, primarily by insisting on
 
greater demonstration of initiative by entrepreneurs to amass
 
inforination on products, markets and other business concerns
 
relevant to the exchange. This idea, presented by B&SC, would
 
help with information gathering as well as help in shaping

business plans and strategies for post-return follow-up support.
 

e. Pre-Departure Planning: USSALEP-Johannesburg is
 
responsible for all administrative tasks related to program

publicity, broadening the volume of participant applications,

processing applications to guarantee all required information is
 
accurately completed, and ultimately selecting appropriate
 
entrepreneurs. USSALEP-Johannesburg is responsible for
 
communicating with USSALEP-Washington, PIET and the selected
 
entrepreneurs so PIET can 
tailor the U.S. visit to achieve stated
 
entrepreneurs' objectives. USSALEP-Johannesburg is also
 
responsible for logistical support and pre-departure orientation,
 
primarily air fare and instruction on what entrepreneurs should
 
expect from the U.S. social, commercial, geographic and physical

environment. This has included basic introductory logistical
 
concerns, the importance of punctuality, keeping appointments,
 
transportation, health insurance, and the need to stay in
 
constant communication with USSALEP and PIET in Washington.
 

In some cases, the entrepreneurs had previously visited the U.S.
 
and did not need an orientation session. However, in most cases
 
(6/10 to date) where the participant has not been to the U.S., it
 
appears more thorough pre-departure orientation would have been
 
helpful. USSALEP is attempting to get information packets from
 
USIS to provide basic cultural information. USSALEP should also
 
use past successful entrepreneurs, U.S. businessmen and others in
 
a systematic, day-long pre-departure orientation to inform
 
participants of a) basic logistics and transactions (e.g.,

transportation, currency), b) business and cultural practices,
stressing differences between the U.S. and South Africa and 
methods of dealing with those differences, c) providing a list of 
contact telephone numbers in the U.S., including a list of South 
African bu-.inessmen in the U.S. willing to provide support, and
d) recommendations from successful entrepreneurs on how to best 
utilize time in the U.S. in achieving exchange objectives.
 

fOrientation and imPilementation in theU.S.: 
Orientation and implementation in the U.S. has been systematic.
USSALEP handle.; administration (e.g., communication with USSALEP
Johannes;burg, tax records; and other legal documents for interns)
and critical bacE-up, while subcontracting PIET to take the lead 
on orientation and implementation. PIET's implementation role 
includes planni ng itinerarieu., developing Training Implementation
Program; and Ilu(dget WorY Sheets, arranging transport and health 
insurance, malki ng r(M;ervations at hotels, reserving spots at 
trade fairs., monitoring internship,; as they proceed, conducting
exit evaluations, and compiling data on USSALEP participants for 
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the larger data base being assembled for USAID's Office of
 
International Training. In addition, PIET has frequently used
 
NAIC (see Annex VI) and Eximbank to serve as the primary initial
 
contacts for entrepreneurs before leaving Washington, D.C. for
 
other parts of the country, although entrepreneurs generally felt
 
this was poorly utilized time that could have been better spent
 
elsewhere.
 

Participants have had an inconsistent attitude towards NAIC in
 
their evaluations. In the U.S., 7/9 entrepreneurs claimed
 
meetings with professional associations were "very helpfui".

This presumably includes NAIC. Nevertheless, comments in South
 
Africa reflect a negative opinion of those meetings, with
 
entrepreneurs claiming iAIC to be a) limited in the depth of
 
their advice, b) lacking in follow-up on information and
 
contacts, c) a collection of venture capitalists with a short
term, profit-seeking agenda inconsistent with the needs of the
 
entrepreneurs' formative enterprises, and d) a poor use of time.
 
As such, inclusion of NAIC on entrepreneurs' agendas should
 
probably be discontinued.
 

Participants have also found little usefulness to their meetings

with Eximbank, which is primarily set up to assist U.S.
 
exporters. While not expressing these sentiments during exit
 
evaluations in the U.S., participants claim Eximbank financing is
 
nearly impossible for them because they cannot get guarantees

from South African banks. Eximbank customarily uses foreign

financial institutions to assess the creditworthiness of foreign

borrowers. This becomes a Catch-22 for black South African
 
entrepreneurs. Without a guarantee from a South African bank,
 
they cannot access financing from Eximbank. As such, the
 
entrepreneurs havo found these meetings to also be a poor use of
 
time. Eximbank should be discontinued from most programs unless
 
directly relevant to facilitating a trade transaction. 
In the
 
event USSALEP identifies more successful black South African
 
entrepreneurs with greater access to formal debt and equity,

Eximbank may then be relevant. It is also likely that South
 
Africans with greater access to finance will be able to strike
 
deals with U.S. exporters who would be prime targets for Eximbank
 
financing.
 

Beyond the initial orientation sessions in Washington, D.C.,
 
there is little standardization to entrepreneurs' stays in the
 
U.S. Participants have stayed between two and eight weeks.
 
Virtually all have attended trade fairs, spoken with dozens of
 
businesspeople in their respective fields, and addressed many of
 
the areas of interest to them. In some cases, entrepreneurs have
 
spent time (up to a week) on site observinq day-to-day operations

(e.g., insurance) and performing tasks (e.g., supermarket
procurement). Most have traveled to several cities in the U.S. 
and usually to at least two regions. Overall, the participants' 
itineraries have provided broad exposure, and the results appear
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to have been helpful in terms of skills development, business
 
organization, market characteristics and potential commercial
 
development. Participants' opinions of the quality of their
 
internships in the U.S. are discussed below (see #6: Participant
 
Perceptions). Even when participants were not completely
 
satisfied with the outcome, corments were favorable in terms of
 
their itineraries, program flexibility and derived benefits.
 
Criticisms directed at PIET programming include a) insufficient
 
technical skills and attention to specific entrepreneurs' needs,
 
b) poorly spent time in Washington D.C., meeting with Eximbank
 
and NAIC, c) improper briefings by PIET to U.S. companies, d)
 
mismatch between size of U.S. and South African firms, and e)
 
insufficient input by entrepreneurs into final TIPs. Despite
 
these criticisms, the entrepreneurs all appeared to appreciate
 
the opportunities afforded by the program. Greater financial
 
input from the entrepreneurs may lead to increased involvement
 
and a sharpening of TIP focus, ultimately enhancing the project's
 
success.
 

g. Follow-up Support Upon Return to South Africa: B&SC
 
is responsible for providing follow-up services to assist the
 
entrepreneurs in achieving objectives. In most cases, the
 
entrepreneurs themselves have been slow in either utilizing
 
B&SC's services, or providing B&SC with needed information to
 
produce loan proposals, attract equity investments, etc. B&SC's
 
follow-up services have consisted of business development
 
proposals, sub-contracting ventures, and legal and accounting
 
advisory services for five of the 10 participants. In four
 
cases, tangible benefits can be ascribed to the exchange, largely
 
due to B&SC's assistance with both the business plan and
 
specific, targeted follow-up suppport after the entrepreneur's
 
return. This has included proposals for equity investment and
 
sub-contracting, and helping to facilitate plant and equipment
 
purchases and export orders.
 

h. Financial Management: The main issues concerning
 
Recipient Resources, Financial Management, and operations are
 
discussed below (see IIID). In brief, USSALEP and PIET have
 
stayed within imposed budgetary guidelines. This has occurred
 
largely because USSAIJEP has used discretionary funds to cover
 
overhead in both Johannesburg and Washington, and because of
 
PIET's subsidized rate. Direct costs of the exchanges to the
 
U.S. have been held within the $6,000 limit. Likewise. B&SC has
 
performed numerous marketing, administrative (selection) and
 
outreach functions without charging for time and labor, amounting
 
to a subsidy.
 

i. Pnportinq: Reporting requirements in the Cooperative
Agreement include quarterly reports to USAID-Pretoria summarizing 
the following: 1) program activities over the previous three 
months, 2) program activities for the coining three months, 3) 
problems encountered in implementing program activities, 4) 
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statistics detailing applications and participants selected by
 
gender, region and economic sector, 5) sub-contractor evaluations
 
of the entrepreneurs' U.S. internships, and 6) sub-contractor
 
evaluations of the entrepreneurs' success in launching business
 
ideas one year after return. Other reporting requirements for
 
submission to USAID include copies of Selection Committee meeting
 
minutes and a final report within two months of the conclusion of
 
the Agreement.
 

Based on reviews of files and discussions with USAID personnel,
 
USSALEP has conformed to the Cooperative Agreement requirements.
 
It is recommended that reporting include 1) formalized quarterly
 
meetings with USAID to review progress, and 2) submission of
 
debriefing reports from participants upon return to South Africa.
 

j. Conditions Precedent: Conditions Precedent included
 
a series of administrative requirements to be made prior to
 
obligation of funds. These included 1) hiring a Project
 
Coordinator, 2) modifying the USSALEP-Johannesburg office to
 
accomodate project demands, 3) appointing Selection Committees
 
and Regional Contacts, 4) developing selection criteria for
 
participant approval, 5) developing adequate promotional
 
strategies, and 6) developing a Scope of Work, list of
 
candidates, and performance measures for sub-contractors to
 
provide technical assistance. These have all oeen accomplished,
 
although some are likely to be further modified (#4 and #5).
 

k. Covenants: Key covenants in the Cooperative
 
Agreement include 1) established participation guidelines (e.g.,
 
by race, territory), 2) impartial candidate selection process,
 
and 3) employment generation and women's participation. USSALEP
 
has adhered to the Agreement's covenants. Efforts to achieve
 
greater territorial and gender diversity have been made, but
 
achieved mixed results due to limited publicity and references
 
outside of Transvaal. Nevertheless, USSALEP has fulfilled its
 
obligations to date by achieving racial, gender, sectoral, and
 
some territorial diversity. Intensified efforts to source
 
candidates from outside Transvaal and provide financial
 
incentives to Regienal Contacts and others may help.
 

3. PIET PERFORMANCE AS USSALEP SUB-CONTRACTOR
 

By most accounts, PIET's performance has demonstrated strong
 
commitment, solid logistical support, open communications, proper
 
evaluation and reporting flows, and a good working relationship.
 
The entrepreneurs themselves appear to have been satisfied with
 
PIET's performance, as reflected in their comments on the exit
 
evaluations (see #6 below).
 

Where there have been criticisms of PIET, these have centered on
 
two key issues: a) insufficient time made available to the
 
entrepreneur for input into the final TIP, and b) PIET staff
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lacking sufficient technical experience, business experience or
 
contacts in the industry. Given PIET's focus, it is unlikely to
 
have technical expertise in high-tech fields or intimate contacts
 
in many industries. In some cases, participants fe't that PIET
 
relied on a data bank of a limited number of firms willing to
 
take on visitors, without exploring more properly scaled firms.
 
This was often considered the case due to lack of sufficient time
 
for planning and arrangements to be made. Unsatisfactory
 
briefings were felt to reflect the lack of technical capabilities
 
oZ PIET staff. Despite these criticisms, most participants
 
appear to have benefitted from their programs in the U.S.
 

4. B&SC PERFORMANCE AS USSALEP SUB-CONTRACTOR
 

B&SC has played a significant role in the USSALEP project,

assisting in the pre-selection, selection, pre-departure and
 
post-arrival phases. Its role has been multi-dimensional,
 
including the development of business plans. playing an
 
influential role in the selection process, arranging sub
contracts and export orders for participants, advising on
 
capacity expansion, preparing loan and equity proposals, and
 
providing legal and accounting services.
 

As there has been limited time between most participants' returns
 
to South Africa, there have been few transactions or developments
 
regarding the entrepreneurs' operations as a result of follow-up

services. Two entrepreneurs have generated additional contracts
 
resulting from B&SC's services, while two other entrepreneurs
 
have expanded their distribution networks and input supplies that
 
should significantly increase business. To maximize benefits
 
from B&SC assistance, more post-return structure will be required
 
before departure to the U.S. to ensure greater effectiveness.
 
B&SC's continued initiative remains key to project success.
 

5. PARTICIPANT PROFILE TO DATE
 

A cursory review of the 10 USSALEP entrepreneurs reflects the
 
following characteristics:
 

a) Race: 6 Africans, 2 Coloreds, 2 Indians
 
b) Gender: 7 men, 3 women
 
c) Sector: 9 sub-sectors, of which 7 are service, 2
 

manufacturing
 
d) Geography: 7 from the Johannesburg area, 1 Pretoria, 1
 

Guguletu (Cape Town), 1 Engcobo (Transkei)
 
e) Title: 6 directors, 4 owners
 
f) Establishment: 5 had businesses operating more than 3 years,
 

5 less than 3 years
 
g) Employment: 1 had more than 50 employees, 4 between 10-50, 5
 

less than 10
 
h) Travel: 4/10 had visited the U.S. before
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The above profile demonstrates that USSALEP has conformed to
 
Cooperative Agreement covenants stipulating a wide iange of
 
economic sectors, gender balance, and employment opportunities
 
for black South Africans.
 

6. 	 PARTICIPANT PERCEPTIONS OF EXCHANGE
 

Based on participants' responses to the PIET EI evaluation
 
questionnaire, most found the visits helpful and logistical
 
support satisfactory. The following highlight the entrepreneurs'

opinions of the U.S. internship. (Comments from entrepreneurs

that have conflicted with these views have been highlighted in
 
the text).
 

1) 9/9 found meetings with staff, managers and CEOs "very
 
helpful"
 

2) 7/9 found meetings with professional associations "very
 
helpful"


3) 4/9 found on--the--job training "very helpful" and 5/9
 
"somewhat helpful"


4) 4/4 found classroom/formal training "very helpful"

5) 8/10 found visits to related businesses "very helpful"

6) 	 7/10 found opportunities to observe operations "ver1
 

helpful"
 
7) 8/10 found new products for their companies

8) 10/10 found new ideas/methods for their business operations

9) 7/10 found new methods/technologies for their businesses
 

that they would like to know more about 
10) 5/10 thought their visits were the right length of time, 

while 3/10 thought they were too short and 2/10 too long
11) 6/10 thought lodging was "adequate", 3/10 "excellent" and 

1/10 "poor"
12) 6/10 thought travel arrangements were "excellent", 2/10

"adequate" and 2/10 "insufficient"
 
13) 5/10 transacted business while in the U.S.
 
14) 10/10 intend to pursue transactions as a result of the
 

program
 
15) 10/10 intend to stay in touch with their U.. hosts
 

These results generally reflect participants' positive

impressions of their internships. By extension, this suggests

the participants have generally been satisfied with the work of
 
USSALEP and its sub-contractors through the internship phase of
 
the project.
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C. PERSONNEL ASSESSMENT
 

1. STAFF MEMBERS AT USSALEP
 

USSALEP has five staff in Johannesburg (including the Executive
 
Director, Project Coordinator, Financial Administrator,
 
Administrative Officer) and three staff in Washington, D.C.
 
(Executive Director, Financial Manager, Secretary) administering

the exchange. As the project is managed from South Africa, its
 
role is critical in terms of a) marketing the program, b)

processing applications, c) ensuring the selection process is
 
impartial, d) communicating with its selection committee and
 
regional contacts, e) working with its sub-contractor for
 
technical guidance, f) maintaining constant communication with
 
USSALEP and PIET in Washington, D.C. to accelerate information
 
flows and entrepreneurs' itinerary development, g) handling air
 
fare to/from the U.S. and other logistics for entrepreneurs, h)

maintaining proper records and reports, and i) submitting
 
quarterly reports to USAID.
 

Staff assignments are handled almost exclusively by the Project

Coordinator. Time allocation and charges are found in Annex VII.
 

The Washington, D.C. office concerns itself primarily with
 
critical back-up support for PIET (e.g., helping to make contacts
 
for improved entrepreneurs' itineraries, market research for
 
possible transactions), and financial/administrative record
keeping. These matters are coordinated almost entirely by the
 
Financial Manager.
 

2. STAFF MEMBERS AT PIET
 

PIET has a total of ten staff working on the Entrepreneurs

International project, four of which attend to the USSALEP
 
program. PIET's role is labor-intensive, and has involved a)

frequent communication with USSALEP after an entrepreneur has
 
been chosen to increase the amount of information pertaining to
 
background and business and commercial objectives, b) contact
 
with NAIC, Eximbank and other Washington, D.C.-based "hosts" to
 
assist with the entrepreneurs' first few days in the U.S., c)
 
contact with the U.S. private sector in a manner that is tailored
 
to the specific training objectives and needs of each
 
entrepreneur, including trade fairs, conferences and on-site
 
work, d) development of a Training Implementation Program (TIP)

and Budget Work Sheet (BWS), effectively an itinerary, based on
 
#a-c, e) orientation to the U.S., frequent communication and
 
monitoring during the internship, and an exit evaluation before
 
departure back to South Africa, f) logistical support (e.g.,
 
transport, health insurance, hotel reservations) for the entire
 
U.S. stay, and g) a final report for submission USSALEP and
 
USAID. Several of these roles (namely earlier and more detailed
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communication with USSALEP-South Africa, orientation in South
 
Africa and Washington, D.C., the inclusion of NAIC and Eximbank
 
on itineraries, and longer time periods to allow more direct
 
input into TIPs) should be modified, and these are discussed in
 
Section IV.
 

PIET has been contracted to administer USAID's overall
 
international training programs, including Entrepreneurs

International. The PIET sub-contract with USSALEP effectively
 
accesses EI for USSALEP. This has resulted in a) subsidized
 
administrative rates charged to USSALEP, and b) availability of a
 
large existing administrative structure to provide USSALEP with
 
support it would have to hire on far costlier terms.
 

PIET staff assigned to the USSATEP project include two with
 
previous USAID experience, two with private sector experience,

and one MBA. On average, the four individuals have been employed

by PIET for 18 months. Private sector experience is limited.
 

3. STAFF MEMBERS AT B&SC
 

B&SC has three individuals focussing on the USSALEP project.

Their backgrounds are in the retail, marketing, accounting and
 
finance areas, with more than ten years of experience between
 
them at Coopers. One member (Principal Consultant) is a
 
Chartered Accountant with significant management experience. A
 
second member (Principal Consultant) has an MBA and significant

business experience in the U.S. The third member (Senior

Consultant) has an MBA and significant experience in large-scale
 
retailing.
 

D. FINANCIAL AND OPERATING CONSIDERATIONS IMPACTING THE USSALEP
 

PROJECT
 

1. ADMINISTRATIVE WORF FLOW FOR USSALEP INTERNSHIP
 

The administrative work flow per participant varies depending on
 
the entrepreneurs' objectives and length of stay in the U.S. 
 The
 
generic work flow consists of the following steps: a) request for
 
application; b) receipt of applcation; c) screening of
 
application and applicant; d) visit by B&SC to premises; e)

USSALEP review of B&SC comments from #c and d; f) selection
 
committee decision; g) follow-up visit by B&SC to cbtain
 
specifics for business plan development and finalization of
 
objectives; h) submission of information to PIET for TIP
 
development; i) receipt of TIP from PIET; 
and j) review,
 
amendments, and re-submission to PIET for finalization. As
 
mentioned above, the TIP includes trade fairs and conferences as
 
well as individual meetings and on-site operations. The length

of stay and composition of activity depends on the entrepreneurs'
 
individual objectives.
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Pre-departure work tends to take two to three months, although

this has also varied depending on trade fair dates. In certain
 
cases, arrangements were made in far less time. In some of these
 
cases, TIPs were finalized in the U.S. rather than before leaving
 
South Africa. It is often insufficient time that is considered
 
the main reason for an entrepreneur's disappointment, and when
 
the itinerary does not fully conform to stated or implied
 
objectives. One of the key administrative reco Tendations is to
 
allow a longer planning period to a) ensure the entrepreneur
 
possesses sufficient initiative and seriousness to benefit from
 
the exchange and follow-up support, b) guarantee maximum input

from the entrepreneur into the TIP, and c) provide PIET with
 
reasonable lead time so it can effectively make arrangements.
 
This is a detailed, cumbersome and labor-intensive process, and
 
will require increased time and communications for improved
 
implementation.
 

2. CASH FLOW CONSIDERATIONS RELATIVE TO WORK FLOW
 

Due to the greater than anticipated overhead required to make the
 
exchange successful, USSALEP and B&SC have requested an ircrease
 
in USAID funding for the project. The actual dollar increase is
 
partially offset by the comparatively stronger rand (e.g.,
 
R2.50/$1.00 today vs. R2.65/$1.00 used i11 the original agreement

budget). 'i7hile USSALEP and B&SC have both signed contracts,
 
their requests appear reasonable. Rates charged are at the same
 
level as those originally proposed, and USSALEP and B&SC are
 
requesting simply that a) certain increased management time
 
charges and overhead be compensated for years 2 and 3 of the
 
project, and b) that funds be made available in the U.S. for
 
technical assistance related to specific investments and
 
commercial transactions (e.g., legal interpretations of sanctions
 
legislation, investment funds looking to invest in black South
 
African enterprises, equipment procurement and export financing).

This request is reasonable, although final details and amounts
 
need to be developed based on the strategic planning parameters

laid out in Section IV (and Annex IX). It is anticipated that
 
the increase will amount to about 10% of the original commitment
 
of $930,710. Annex VII provides a breakdown of actual 1990
 
expenditure and projected 1991 and 1992 expenditure, including

allocated overhead and sub-contractor costs. These numbers will
 
be more fully refined by USSALEP (and B&SC) in the strategic
 
plan. The numbers presented appear to fairly represent the
 
respective charges of each USSALEP operation, including sub
contractor costs. On a consolidated basis and assuming 48
 
exchanges, anticipated all-in costs for the three-year USSALEP
 
project approximate $100,000 in excess of the original USAID
 
grant. Net of U.S. follow-up, there is literally no variance
 
between the U.S.$ amount of the original and proposed budget.

Major assumptions and projected costs are shown in Annex VII.
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3. OVERALL ASSESSMENT
 

The genera. assessment is that USSALEP has provided satisfactory

financial management of the project, but administrative problems

need to be resolved earlier via increased demonstration of
 
initiative from entrepreneurs, increased communication with PIET,

and perhaps greater stress on the commercial and business
 
orientation ot the exchange. Individual exchanges have stayed

within budget, and sub-contractors in both South Africa and the
 
U.S. have either performed functions beyond the scope of their
 
sub-contract with USSALEP (B&SC) or heavily subsidized their
 
costs (PIET). Nevertheless, certain administrative modifications
 
need to be made to ensure greater coordination and success.
 
Proposals for adjusting the grant agreement are discussed below.
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IV.FINDINGS, ISSUES AND RECOMENDATIONS
 

-At-. _FINDINGS TODATBD.T.	 -- .......
 

USSALEP and its sub-contractors have generally succeeded in a)

assisting highly regarded black South African businesses with the
 
means to increase productivity and employment, b) sending

appropriate black entrepreneurs to the U.S., c) developing

professional business plans, d) structuring programs that have

provided substantial skills transfer, identified useful
 
technologies, encouraged new operating systems, and forged

business contacts with potential for future investments and

trade, and e) providing professional business advisory services
 
upon return to build on contacts made and concepts learned. The
 
project has not been without its problems, namely a) marketing

efforts to broaden the pool of serious applicants, and b)

administrative measures to sometimes get entrepreneurs to the
 
U.S. 	without having fully developed an appropriate program.

Nevertheless, the program has generally been successful, and is

poised for further success now that most operating problems have

been 	identified and are either resolved or being addressed.
 

It should be pointed out that only 10 of 48 entrepreneurs have
 
gone 	to the U.S. so far, with the agreement calling for an
 
evaluation after the initial 10. Release of the second tranche
 
to provide USSALEP with the needed financial resources to
 
conclude the project is being recommended contingent on USSALEP
 
providing USAID with a strategic plan detailing goals,

objectives, strategies and targets by which to measure
 
performance. The following summarizes key performance measures
 
to date:
 

1) 	 Participant Perceptions: Based on participants' responses to
 
thie PIET El evaluation questionnaire, most found the
 
visits helpful and logistical support satisfactory.

The following highlight the entrepreneurs' opinions of
 
the U.S. internship: a) 9/9 found meetings with staff,
 
managers and CEOs "very helpful"; b) 7/9 found meetings

with 	professional associations "very helpful"; c) 4/9

found on-the-job training "very helpful" and 5/9

"somewhat helpful": d) 4/4 found classroom/formal
 
training "very helpful"; e) 8/10 found visits to
 
related businesses "very helpful": f) 7/10 found
 
opportunities to observe operations "very helpful";

g) 8/10 found new products for their companiest h) 10/10

found new ideas/methods for their business operationsl i)

7/10 found new methods/technologies for their businesses
 
that they would like to know more aboutl J) 5/10 thought

their visits were the right length of time, while 3/10

thought they were too short and 2/10 too longlk) 5/10

transacted business while in the U.8., 1) 10/10 intend to
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pursue transactions as a result of the program; and m) 10/10

intend to stay in touch with their U.S. hosts.
 

2) 	 Potential for Business ExDansion: Black firms in South
 
Africa are generally constrained by financial, marketing,

size, managerial and other limitations as a result of
 
an2.areid. Despite these constraints, USSALEP's
 
entrepreneurs have seized market niches, become significant

in the "black" economy, and demonstrated significant

potential for expansion. There is demonstrable evidence of
 
new skills, technologies, products, techniques and contacts
 
that are benefitting and will benefit these enterprises as a
 
result of the USSALEP exchange, including valuable follow-up
 
support once back in South Africa.
 

3) 	general Management: Management of the project has been good

in most cases, although it appears greater hands-on
 
coordination with the Project Coordinator would be
 
useful in developing marketing strategies and improved

administrative procedures. Where appropriate, the
 
Executive Director should play a role in publicizing

the project and soliciting support from the business
 
community (e.g., referrals from Council Members;

involvement of U.S. businessmen in pro-departure

orientation). In addition, the Executive Director
 
should stay in relatively close telephone contact with
 
USSALEP-Washington and PIET to discuss concerns,

resolve problems, and assess progress.
 

4) 	 Marketin: USSALEP's marketing efforts have not been as

effective as needed in order to generate sufficient numbers
 
of qualified applicants for the exchange. The number of
 
applicants has been 140 to date. In some cases,

applications have lagged due to the needed start-up time to
 
implement a promotional program with success stories that
 
generate momentum. So far, marketing efforts have focussed
 
on infrequent print and broadcast media coverage. Regional

Contacts have fared poorly in general in generating accepted

referrals. USSALEP will have to engage in more aggressive

marketing of the project to enhance the number of high

quality applicants it seeks to achieve project success.
 

5) 	 Selo2tion Criteria and Procss: USSALEP has implemented an

impartial selection process, as demonstrated by the racial,

gender, sectoral, scale and (to some degree) territorial
 
diversity of its entrepreneurs. Efforts have been and are
 
being made to tighten selection criteria (e.g., greater

finanuial information, more initiative demanded of the
 
ontrepreneur for information gathering) and improve

m~rketing (e.g., greater contacts, financial incentives for
 
accepted referrals). These efforts are intended to redress
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insufficient information flows from entrepreneurs and the
 
small number of applicants.
 

6) 	 Pre-Departure Plannina: USSALEP-Johannesburg has encountered
 
few administrative and logistical problems. Key

problems have been a) generating sufficient information
 
up front from entrepreneurs to provide to PIET to allow
 
enough load time for effective itineraries to be
 
developed in the U.S., and b) providing sufficient
 
background information to participants about U.S.
 
cultural patterns and business practices.
 

7) 	 Orientation and Imelementation in the U.S.: USSALEP and PIET
 
have performed well from an administrative and
 
programming standpoint. Criticisms by entrepreneurs of
 
their itineraries relate to the need for a) sufficient
 
time for PIET to arrange for specific and technical
 
needs, b) better briefings, c) visits to more
 
appropriately sized firms, and d) greater entrepreneur
 
input into final TIPs. Despite these criticisms, the
 
general consensus is that entrepreneurs benfitted from
 
their programs.
 

8) 	 Follow-up Buo2ort Upon Return to South Africa: There has 
been advisory, accounting and legal follow-up support to 
date given to five of the 10 participants. B&SC has also 
been 	aggressive in pursuing sub-contracting proposals and
 
venture capital for certain entrepreneurs. Four
 
entrepreneurs have benefitted directly from the exchange

and/or follow-up support in the form of increased orlers
 
and/or production and distribution capacity. Problems
 
associated with follow-up for the other five entrepreneurs

relate more to entrepreneurs than to B&SC. These five
 
entrepreneurs have not demonstrated the initiative to pursue

collaborative measures with BDSC to expand their business
 
operations.
 

9) 	 Financial Managements USSALEP and its sub-contractors have
 
demonstrated competent financial management of the project.

Substantial subsidies have been provided by USSALZP, PIET
 
and BSCe.
 

10) 	 80ortinas USSALEP appears to have conformed to reporting

requirements as stated in the Cooperative Agreement.
 

11) 	 Overheads andBubsidis.: USSALEP and its sub-contractors 
have provided substantial subsidies via open subsidies and 
uncharged expenditure that understate the real cost of 
programming# While this was understood with PZT and, in 
fact, negotiated with USSALEP (see "Recipient Resources"), 
it should be acknowledged that USOALEP and B&SC have 
incurred higher-than-anticipated overhead charges. 
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s. 	 ZBUIS AND RUCOROCENDATIONB
 

As the project has generally been well managed and results
 
positive to date, it is recommended that USAID continue funding

the project and, in fact, increase its commitment by roughly

$100,000 to support technical assistance not previously budgeted.

Nevertheless, continued and increased funding should be
 
contingent on receipt of a satisfactory strategic plan in which
 
goals, objectives, strategies and targets are delineated.
 
Further, disbursements should be made in installments based on
 
targeted achievements. Agreement between USSALEP and USAID on
 
these targets will serve as performance indicators by which USAID
 
will 	continue to monitor the project. Annex IX lists some of the
 
parameters for this plan; USSALEP and B&SC are expected to refine
 
it and provide substantive thinking in developing the plan.

Continued funding will depend on USSALEP's ability to satisfy

these targets. Strategies should include the following:
 

1) xkeL.Ug: The key issue concerning USSALEP's promotional

efforts in South Africa has been the relatively small number of
 
applicants (140) which has limited the number of entrepreneurs

qualifying for the exchange. USSALEP should consider the
 
following to improve its marketing efforts:
 

a. modify the Cooperative Agreement to permit Council
 
Members to nominate candidates (one per year from each
 
Council Member would yield 46 referrals);
 

b. develop a monitoring and evaluation data base to
 
track tangible economic and financial benefits to
 
participants and use results as promotional material;
 

c. develop a marketipg plan to aggressively promote the
 
exchange with well ganized regional trips, contacts with
 
knowldegeable and active black business organizations,

formation of committees and follow-up calls to ensure a
 
steady flow of applicants;
 

d. forge relations with financial sector firms to provide

candidates; B&SC has approached several banks and accounting

firms, and these efforts should be continuedl and
 

e. provide a finder's fee of R250 to anyone in the
 
private sector who provides a successful reference, not
 
just Regional Contacts.
 

2) 	 Administrative: While overall administration has been goods
 
a series of issues has emerged which have undercut the
 
project#s effectiveness. These include a) limited and
 
staggered information provided by entrepreneurs, b)
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limited orientation before departure, c) insufficient
 
time for PIET to make fully satisfactory arrangements
 
for participants, d) limited awareness in South Africa
 
of difficulties encountered by PIET in making
 
arrangements, and e) no planning in advance of the U.S.
 
visit for follow-up support. USSALEP and its sub
contractors should consider the following to improve

administration of the project. (All three have already
 
begun to initiate new measures, some mentioned below,
 
to improve on project management): 

a. tighten screening procedures by insisting on (treater
 
demonstration of initiative than shown in the past
 
(e.g., detailed information on relevant products and
 
markets, efforts to link this information with
 
increasingly specific goals and objectives for the
 
exchange and follow-up support) ; entrepreneurs should
 
be expected to pay Ior part of the trip (e.g., air
 
fare) ; tightened screening procedures will require more
 
up-front processing time, but should provide USSALEP
 
and 13&SC with enhanced screening capabilities;
 

b. transmit FAX to PIET of basic profile (e.g., sector, 
scale, key objectives) of any entrepreneur considered a 
serious appl icalnt to receive specif ic deta ils PIET 
needs bfore developing busines,s plan; 

c. provide a clearer understanding to qualified 
acceptaince!; of the need for maximum up-front 
inforinat ion for programming purposes; longer visits by
B&SC (as currently proposed) should yield greater 
infor-nation; als:o longer screening period,; in which the 
applicant i. required to qene rate in-depth knowledge of 
products, markets, etc. should be required to ensure 
the entroproneur i ; not only succes.;ful, but likely to 
benelf it Irom th. exchange; 

d. provid, I'I11T with tivmi required to develop 
sati ;factor y and agr etd-upon final l'l P, including more 
detai led po ii e of cont,ct.,. a; agreed in recent 
corr:;ponl,.nc bhotween U'; ;Al i.:lI-Johannes;burg and P ET; 
empha:si:-; -;hould o placed on program quality, pot trade 
fair date.s;; s;hould be de lp one year,>:tiange:; olrred to 

I neces-;sa1y to p)ro por n In ado;
enrllo plln:; - be 

e. deVe] 1 m iJy st,tic pr,-d( ,,irtu ,r, orientation 
progrim I or" e l ct.,d app] i cant bo ore their d(iartulre to 
the U1.';.; thi' hould involve repres.;entatives Irom the U.S. 
bus I ne ", community, 11.,;:;AIP' alumni, and 1J.;..;ALE!P and I1&,C; 
thoe~e oriental i011f; shou 1 be in group!; (e.g. , four 
entrepr ns.ur.) , and addrest;; key bus;|ne,.i culturtl and 
other cons id,.irat i 01,; id,nt if ied by previou; and current 
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entrepreneurs to ensure greater participant understanding of
 
both exchange and post-return objectives;
 

f. arrange to have USSALEP-Johannesburg's Project
 
Coordinator visit the U.S. to work with USSALEP-

Washington and PIET to better under-stand the effort
 
involved in developing an itinerary; the Pro*ject
 
Coordinator should work with PIET to develop specific
 
itineraries; such a trip will assist USSALEP and B&SC
 
on their informaticn-gathering activities and link to
 
program development; this trip should be coordinated
 
with B&SC if the latter chooses to send a
 
representative to the U.S. to assess commercial
 
opportunit'es and restrictions concerning South Africa;
 
the Project Coordinator's trip should be primarily a
 
working session with PIET in Washington, D.C., and not
 
focus on petty complaints such as hotel accomodation;
 

g. consider eliminating Washington, D.C. as the initial
 
arrival point, and have participants go directly to
 
their trade fairs; such a radical step assumes greater
 
pre-departure orientation and a detailed information
 
package, and should initially be tested on
 
entrepreneurs who have previously visited the U.S.;
 
entrepreneurs generally feel the first few days in
 
Washington, D.C., during which they meet with Eximbank
 
and NAIC, have been a misuse of scarce time; PIET 
should consider developing a list of private sector and 
other South Africans in the U.S. to provide to the 
entrepreneurs for ongoing support; 

h. develop a broad post-return (in South Africa) plan 
for follow-up services to be provided by/with B&SC 
before departure to the U.S.; de-briefing should 
include modifications and development of such a plan, 
maintaining momentum and putting the onus on the 
entrepreneur to provide B&SC with its requirements for 
follow-up service.;; B&S;C should report to USSALEP every 
three rnonth,; (v;. six) on the status of each 
entrepreneur; if there is in.-ufficient effort and data 
forthcominq after s; x months, follow-up service,-. should 
be term i nia ted and any part icipant deposits foreclo.sed; 
and 

i. US;ALEI' ;hould inform each participant that USSALEP-
Washi ngtoln i:; willinq to provide po;t-doparture (from 
the U.S.) contact for follow-up provided the 
entrepreneur demons;trates. initiative as mentioned in #g 
above; in addition, U'SAII) will provide funds for U.1S. 
experts to pursue technical commercial issues outside
 
the bounds of USSALEP-Washington's expertise.
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3) Financial: In light of higher-than-anticipated costs
 
incurred at USSALEP and B&SC, and general agreement that the
 
original Cooperative Agreement contained weaknesses regarding

recipient resources, the following measures should be considered
 
to remedy these concerns:
 

a. increase the total USAID grant from $930,710 to
 
roughly $1,032,490 to allow USSALEP and B&SC to recover
 
expenditures not previously recovered to accomodate
 
needed systematic changes in the implementation of the
 
USSALEP project;
 

b. provide up to $100,000 (included in the figure
 
above) for specialized technical services in the U.S.
 
on commercial and financial opportunities when USSALEP
 
is unable to provide such support; and
 

c. require entrepreneurs to deposit oit amount equivalent to
 
air fare as a means ol demonstrating commitment, and
 
R2,000 for less liquid entrepreneurs who demonstrate
 
their commitment through the screening process. 

4) Manag Pmnt: While management has generally been good,
certain actions by the Executive Director can be taken that have 
heretofore been overlooked:
 

a. work with the Project Coordinator each month to assess
 
performance with regard to strategic plan targets; the 
filing of a monthly report to USAID would be an appropriate

occasion to review performance, and to discuss any major
deviation! directly and promptly with USAID; 

b. play an active role in mobilizing U.S. businessmen to 
participate in orientation sessions for departing 
entrepreneurs; these efforts should complement the efforts 
of the Project Coordinator, and occur when the Project
Coordinator i; unable to arrange for appropriate 
participation; 

c. supervise production of the strategic plan; 

d. stay in frequent touch (at least quarterly) with USSALEP 
and PI1'T to env;ure focus- rema ins on busines!; 
developIment and expansion, rather than any bias towards 
tra i ni nq that may become apparent in flome programming; 
these telephont (:onver.s;ation.; -ho.1J N a],;o r viorw PIIET's 
efforts to i(entify new and s-ometiimes more appropriate 
contact:.; for entrepreneur:;; and 

e. submit debrielinq reports Irom participants upon return 
to Soath Alrica to USAID, and schedule formal. quarterly 
progress meetings with U.SAID. 
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Annex IX includes a summary of strategic planning measures that
 
should be considered for approval by USSALEP and USAID before
 
disburscment of the second tranche and modifications to the
 
amount of USAID funding. It is also recommended that USAID
 
release funds in installments based on USSALEP's ability to
 
achieve agreed-on performance targets.
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ANNEX I: LIST OF MEETINGS
 



LIST OF MEETINGS
 

USSALEP
 

Robert Hoen, Executive Director (U.S.)
 
Lynette Soudien, Manager (U.S.)

Clive Richardson, Executive Director (South Africa)

Mlungisi Mavana, Project Coordinator (South Africa)
 

USSALEP ENTREPRENEURS
 

Alex Molokoane, Alex International
 
Khehla Mthembu, Afsure Ltd.
 
Peter Snyman, Sounds of Soweto
 
Farouk Varachia, Electro-Chem Technology
 

PIET
 

Ronald Springwater, Executive Director
 
Caroline Hollister, Manager
 

B&SC
 

Rob Bendel, Principal Consultant
 
Mike Mohohlo, Principal Consultant
 
Leon Raff, Senior Consultant
 

EXIMBANK
 

Annmarie Emmet, Loan Officer
 

NAIC
 

Jo Ann Price, President
 
Diane Thomas, Vice President
 

USAID
 

David Himelfarb, Project Manager (Pretoria)
 
Stephen Wade, Consultant (Johannesburg)
 
Colleen Allen, Office for International Training
 



ANNEX 1I: USSALEP PERFORMANCE RELATIVE TO THE
 
COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT WITH USAID
 



USSALEP PERFORMANCE
 

CATEGORY 


A) 	ADMINISTRATION:
 

Marketing 

Selection Process 

Orientation 

Communications 

Logistics 

Pre-Departure Organization 

Internship Quality 

Po,3t-Return Support 


B) 	PARTICIPANT SELECTION:
 

vs. Targeted Number 

Sectoral Diversity 

Gender Criteria 

Racial Criteria 


C) 	FINANCE:
 

Cash Flow vs. Budget 

non-USAID Support 


Controls 


D) 	REPORTING:
 

Quarterly Reports 

Selection Committee Meetings 

Monitoring/Evaluation Data 


E) 	 INFO11'MTION SYSTEMS: 

Financial 

Operations 


F) 	INS'TITUTIONAL
 
INFRASTRUCTURE:
 

Personnel 

Council 


G) 	SOCIAL:
 

Employment 

Women 


DEGREE OF COMPLIANCE
 

STRONG MEDIUM WEAK
 

x X 
XX 

xx 
X X 
XX 

XX 
X X 

XX 

XX 
X X 
XX 
XX 

XX 
XX 
xx 

XX 
XX 

xx 

Xx 
Xx 

XX 
XX 

X 	 X
 
XX 



ANNEX III: USSALEP-SOUTH AFRICA REGIONAL
 
CONTACTS
 



REGIONAL CONTACTS
 

Mr. Jacob Luvuno, Old Mutual Insurance (Natal)
 

Mr. Louie Makuae, Mobil Oil (Western Cape)
 

Mr. Khanyile Mjuleni, Urban Foundation (Eastern Cape)
 

Mr. Jackie Moloi, retailing entrepreneur (Orange Free State)
 

Mr. Joe Vezi, investment company (Transvaal)
 



ANNEX IV: USSALEP COUNCIL MEMBERS
 



USSALEP News Update
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ANNEX V: 	USSALEP-SOUTH AFRICA SELECTION
 
COMMITTEE MEMBERS AND
 
SELECTION CRITERIA
 



SELECTION COMMITTZE MEMBERS
 

1. 	Nicky Morgan

Lecturer / Consultant Business & Labour Affairs
 
University of the Western Cape
 

2. 	Themba Phasiwe
 
Accountant / Consultant
 
Cape Town
 

3. 	Wawa Damane
 
Consultant for Bureau of Development
 

for Research & Training
 
University of Transkei
 

4. 	Gerrit Radder
 
Prof. Dept of Accountancy
 
Vista University
 
Port Elizabeth
 

5. 	Wallis His! i L ,.-. 

Manager, Small Business Development
 
Standard Bank
 
Durban
 

6. - Gwanya
 
Consultant, Institute for Management
 

& Development Studies
 
University of Transkei
 

7. 	Paul Tsotetsi
 
Accountant
 
Director Tusk Music Co.
 
Johannesburg
 

8. 	Clyde Louw
 
Business person
 
Reiger Park
 
Boksburg
 

9. 	Israel Skosana
 
Chartered Accountant
 
Ernst & Young
 
Johannesburg
 

10. 	Lazarus Zim
 
Consultant

Qwaqwa Development Corporation
 
witsieshoek, Orange Free State
 



11. 	W'ells Ntuli
 

Director Human Resources 
Anqlo-'-t,,1 Ct)r'Por.it ion 
Johji nnei I)u rg 

12. 	MIulllur 

USSAL I 

13. 	Cl1 1% , 
Di roctr 
USSALElP 

h. -iIorn
 
- South} Africa 

http:Ct)r'Por.it


£ThmFREF-IJR EXCIMJ1NGE PPCGR1-. SELECTICU CRITERIA 

gIinjmum Requirements
All applicliit for USALEP' 5 Entrepreneur Exchange Orogranmme, to be successful, mustpossess the following minimum qualification for participation:
 

- Applicants 
 must be exceptional entrepreneurs and key decision makers in their 
enterprise.
 

- Applicants cannot be an r-mployee of a multi-national company.- Applicants must work for a majority black South African-owned - Applicants private enterprise.must agree to provide USSALE-P and others with complete report onprogramme and required ticket ntubs and receipts, and agrees to participate inUSSALFP'S EEP Follow-up E'tupport programme.- Applicants' firm must continue to pay applicant's salary and must ensure returnto his/her current or upgraded position.
 

SUCCESSFUL APPLICAWIS 
 l-UST ABIDF BY 111E FP(XTW2-IE SCHEDULING/TlIIG/ACCCJNTINGREWIluCl ris. TO FJ4SUjPF CajfILIAJN4CF WI]-r MnIrS CUrDITIC, PARTICIPANTS MUST CCOJRIBUTER 1,500 TM 'TIE CF'I12-E,WIlCHi 1COO I.; PEFUNDABLE UPON: 

a. M1[E PARTICIPAIFr"S RE1TURN FPCII 11HE JNI'D rATEr;b. 111F, PARTICIPAJT'S S.Ut.I S I (r' A FULL TPIP EVALUATIC4 REPCRT; ADlc.ME PAFTlCrplz'A;'S SU lSSIrW GF REA1rI. ALLINE TICKET STUBS AND RECEIPTS. 

R 500.00 WIL, PE INK"AINEI) BY USSALEP TD COVER PaIINISITATIVE CCSTS. 

l4ctieon Proc,.., 

Il sel(ctlnJ pi;ticlpants for the programmue, candidates will be awarded points as,
follows:
 

HAXflI l CANDIDATE 
POI NS SCCRE 

I. Applicant is ownaer/operator of an existing business. 12
 

2. Applicant/firm has at least I year:; experience asownier/operator of that Iu nzine.ss. 10 

3. Appl Icar't/firm hi. bu:,Inrs plan wh iclh Ii c1u:les planfor expa ,.s.Ion, pr oduction diver:sifdevelo|:v ,,nt, ,eto. bas~ed lI catIoi, new I)roductU.2]. goods, ,ervices, 

4. Applicint/fium ha. ideiit.l fled the- prrfl eed U.S. host

and the area of recur dulil-.1 tie. [,cr1cd of time with
the ho.L. 

15 
5. Prreferri,:, for f' . a; p11 rl~ants.5

6. AP|plicant/f Iiri hs,-.nuila f~ii,-lIclal ;tatements.

7. Appl can t his a1i1,1%, 1 alvlitfd fi - acI' al t.atem nis. 10 

0. Appl ma.nt/flir 1% rr v.i. , ;', I ,t, e r ftU)pportassr)cial(i, or o i 7at. In ,,. , Chamber). 
-I9. Corritl tlvol vrNon!:CR 

10
 

'1IWI'A!I SCORtE 100 

http:nzine.ss


ANNEX VI: NAIC MEMORANDA OF CONVERSATION WITH
 
USSALEP PARTICIPANTS
 



Executive Briefing Summary
 
for
 

Thelma Buyiswa Thangalere
 
South Africa
 

Training in Salon/Business Management
 
May 29,1990
 

Executive Consultant: 	 James Fletcher, Presidcnt
 
The Neighborhood Fund, Inc.
 
1950 East 71st Street
 
Chicago, Illinois 60649 
(312)753-5670 

Meeting Duration: 	 Approximately three hours, from 2:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. 

Meeting Substance: 	 Mr. Fletcher began by discussing with Ms. Thangalene her 
background and current goals. Ms. Thangalenc indicated her desire 
to open a string of beauty spas which would include products,
services, classcs, and weight reduction programs. 

Mr. Fletcher helped Ms. Thangalene to pinpoint her market. Sh 
had recently rclc,cated from ber original location to an area where 
she felt she could attract more affluent clients. Her new location 
provided her a closer pioximity to women who worked in offices 
as opposed to her old location, where most of the women in the 
area worked in homes. 

They then discussed the consumer buying habits of the tarct 
mar-:et. Ms. "lhangalcnc made it clear that U.S. beauty products 
were in hivjh demand in South Africa. Because of the boycott,
however, they were very hard to obtain. One of the purposes of 
Ms. Thangalene's trip to the U.S. was to try to develop a supp!ier 
relationship with a U.S. firm. 

M-r. Fletcher indicated to Ms. Thangalene that ;n order to establish 
viability with Aneric2rn firms, she would need a good business 
plan to present to p tential suppliers. Although she had begun to 
work on a proposal, she had not yet produced one appropriate for 
her goals. Mr. Fletcher spent the remainder of the meeting 
reviewing with Ms. Thangalene the elements she should include in 
a business proposal for prcsciation to supplicrs and investors. 

Recommendations: 	 Mr. Fletcher recommended that Ms. hliangalene sit down vith an 
accountant and an attorney to 	develop a five year olan bascd on the 
factors they had covered during their mccting. 

Mr. Fletcher also offered to meet with Ms. "l-hangalene again 
before she left the counlry and after ,he had obtained more 
information from i)tential suppliers. 



Executive Consultant: 

Meeting Duration: 

Meeting Substance: 

Executive Briefing Summary 
for
 

Mr. Mohamed Varachla
 
Johannesburg, South Africa
 

July 6, 1990 

Anthony Williams, Vice President, SYNCOM Capital Corporation,

1030 15th St., N.W, Suite 203, Washington, D.C. 20005. (202)
 
293-1166
 

Although a three hour meeting from 2:00 to 5:00 was scheduled,
 
Mr. Varachia did not arrive 
 for the meeting until approximately

2:45, and the meeting lasted approximately two and a half hours
 
until 5:15.
 

Mr. Williams began by reviewing the business proposal Mr.
 
Varachia brought with him. 
 The proposal lacked key information 
in a variety of areas, so Mr. Williams provided Mr. Varachia with 
business plan criteria and outlines prepared by SYNCOM and the 
National Association of Investment Companies, and suggested that 
Mr. Varachia use the information to improve his proposal. 

Mr. Varachia thcn identified his chief objective as identifying 
sources of vcnture cadital for his business. ie is seeking from
 
$1.50,000 to $300,000. 
 fie is unable to obtain bank financing in
 
South Africa since they require collateral and he is prohibited from
 
owning property.
 

At this point, Mr. Williams called a SYNCOM board member 
Jack Gloster, who recently participated in a study to determine the 
feasibility of getting venture capital to black businesses in South 
Africa. 

Mr. Gloster told Mr. Varachia that most black businesses in South 
Africa are too smali for outside investors and that venture capital
investors typically like to invest closer to home. There were some 
companies, however, who might be interested in investing in black 
businesses in South Africa. They would prefer to invest throupli 
an intermediary, however, and currently nonc exists, They would 
also prefcr a more stabi, local si:uation. Mr. Gloster promised to 
forwT.rd to Mr. Varachia a list of companies that might provide 
venture capital for his business. 

t I 
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Recommendations 

Mr. Gloster also mentioned to Mr. Vaachia a program in which 
120 to 150 South African b!ack entrepreneurs were to come to 
America to meet with black American entrepreneurs. He promisc,] 
to forward information on this program, and to attempt to schcdu e 
some [ncrtings for Mr. V:,,a(!ia when he camie back throudgh 
Washington. The mectirgs wou:,J be with sonic local entrepreneurs 
who conduct business internationally and might bc interested in a 
joint venturc or providing venture capital to black South African 
companies. 

It is recormmcnded that Mr. Varachia us the materials provided by 
Mr. Wi1li,-,Ms to improve his business plan. Oncet this is 

accomplisthcd, Mr. 'Varachia can usc the pioo)sal to approach 
potential irv estor,, including thoc on the lht which Mr. Gloster 
wi!l provide. 

If the opp,unity prvsents itsClf, Mr. Varachia should also take 

advantage of any rnee tinp Mr. Gloster may bc able to set up with 
potential joint ,.enturce partner., 



Executive Briefing Summary
 
for
 

Mor. Peter Snyman
 
Johannesburg, South Africa
 

July 20, 1990 

Executive Consultant 

Meeting Duration: 

Meeting Substance: 

Recom'mendations: 

Divakar Kamath, Executive Vice President, Equico Capital 
Corporation, 135 West 50th Street, 11th Floor, New York, New 
York 10020. (212)641-7650 

Although a three hour meeting had been scheduled from 9:00 a.m. 
until 12:00 p.m., Mr. Snyman was in the oflices for only an hour, 
as explained below. 

Mr. Kamath began the meeting by asking Mr. Snyman some 
background questions on himself and his business. Mr. Snyman 
indicated he had been in the recording business for some time. 
Although he had reprcsented artist who subsequently becme quite 
successful, they often left his firm for a white-owned company 
which could provide far more exposure for the artists. 

Mr. Snyman explained he had come to the United States to go to 
rerording studios and look for artists whom he might be able to 

in back in South Africa. Ile had not yet scheduled any 
meetings with studios, and was anxious about that fact. 

Mr. Snyman also shared with Mr. Kamath a business plan and 
financial statements which had been audited by Arthur Andersen & 
Company. He planned to take these to the Export-Import Bank to 
attempt to acquire funds for additional equipment. 

Mr. Kainath's assessment cf Mr. Snyman was that he was a very 
savvy businesspcrson who needed more help in making contacts 
than in preparing a bu,,incss plan. After a brief review of Mr. 
Snyrnan's business plan, Mr. Kamath introduced him to the othcr 
Equitable cxccutivcs in hi!, office arid cxpaincd his situation. 

The Equitable cx:cutives offcred to work on fid irting contacts for 
Mr. Snvman to meet with bcforce leic ft the t ountry. In the 
meantime, OWN' OffVrcd Mr. Snyna1 officc sp.,cc and a phone to 
work fion during his stay ill Ncw Yolk. 

Mr. Kara Iitrccomnmended to Mr. Snvman to call hilr] back in a 
few days. aftci he lad tIhe opportunity to look for potential contacts. 
Hie al,o .u.wr.,-cstcd that Mr. Snvr;i contact ',,irl Simon while lie 
was in New York. Mr. Snyinan had worked with Paul Simon 
during, his catlici visit to South Africa when ie was mrakinL' his 
Graceland ,lm. 



Executive Pxiefing Summary
 
for
 

Alex Molokoane
 
South Africa
 

August 16, 1990 

Executive Consultant: 

Meeting Duration: 


Meeting Substance: 


Recommendations: 

Stanley W. Tucker, Executive Director, Maryland Small Business 
Development Financing Authority, Redwood Tower, 217 E. Redwood 
Street, Suite 2240, Baltimore, Maryland 21202. (301)333-4270. 

The meeting lastcd three hours, from approximately 9:30 to 12:30. 

At the beginning of the meeting, Mr. Molokoanc indicated his main 
interest was in learning how to become a good franchisor. 

Mr. Tuckcr, who invests in franchises, began by covering with Mr. 
Molokoane all the important financial factors he should consider in 
becoming a franchisor. He explained to Mr. Molokoane the various 
areas he analyzcs inthe franchisor/franchisee relationship, pointing out 
what he thought a frarchisor should look for in a franchisee. 

Mr. Tucker then covered the legal aspects of te.,franchiscr/franchisee 
relationship, stre-ssing that both parties have to be pmtecteJ under the 
legal agreements. lie stressed in particular the operating circular 
which Mr. Molokoane ,wculdneed to prepare as a franchisor. 

Finally, Mr. Tucker pointed out to Mr. Molokoane that becoming a 
franchisor can be a very expensivc endeavor, and Mr. Molokoane 
must be prepared to seek outside financing to cover his expenses. Mr. 
Tucker reviewed with Mr. Molokoane the areas he should cover in his 
business proposal to seek investors. 

Mr. Tucker urged Mr. Molokoane to obtain as many operat-Ig 
circulars from franchisors as pos:siblc while he was in the United 
States so he could use them as models in improving his own, which 
Mr. Tuc!cr found to be incomplete. 

Mr. Tucker recommended that Mr. Molokoane work on a business 
plan once he returncd home so he could seek the outside tinancing he 
would need to become a successful franchisor. Mr. Tucker provided 
Mr. Molokoane with written materials to help him in this endeavor. 

Mr. Tucker arranged for Mr. Molokoane to meet with Claude Patmon, 
a successful Black American franchisor, on September 11. He ."ill 
also be forwarding to Mr. Molokoane additional information on 
franchising. 



Executive Briefing Summary
 
for
 

Mavis Jansen
 
South Africa
 

September 6, 1990 

Executive Consultant: Esther M. Cart-Davis, President, Consumers United 
Corporation, 2100 M Street, N.W., #605, Washington, D.C. 
(202)872-5262 

Capital 
20036 

Meeting Duration: The meeting was scheduled to run for three hours, from 9:00 to 12:00,
but Ms. Carr-Davis stayed with Ms. Jansen until approximately 3:30 
p.m. 

Meeting Substance: Ms. Jansen expressed a particular interest in discussing methods to 
improve her marketing and buying for her business. Her current 
strategy in these arc s might best be described as "hit and miss". She 
buys for an entire season before it begins rather than ordering smaller 
amounts of merchandise to begin with and reordering when it appears 
necssary to do so. 

Ms. Cart-Davis recommended that Ms. Jansen adopt an "open to buy" 
strategy, in which she would sit down ahead of time to decide exactly
what she needed. She also cautioned Ms. Jansen to be aware that 
winter clothing takes up more space than summer clothing, so she 
should order accordingly. 

In terms of marketing, Is. Car-Davis shows Ms. Jansen how to get
demographic information on target clients. Ms. Jansen indicated she 
previously had been using flyers for marketing, but was unsure of the 
effectiveness of this method. Ms. Carr-Davis suggested she continue 
this strategy, but attazh a discount coupon to the flyers in the future 
so she could measuie the success of the flyeis. She also suj.,est that 
Ms. Janser send flyer distribution ciws out into targeted
neighborhoods, or perhaps to attach the flyers to cars at churches on 
Sundays in targeted neighborhoods. Fashion shows at churches in 
these ncighborhoods was also suggested as a marketing approach. 

Ms. Cirr-Davis also discussed with Ms. Jansen her relationship with 
her suppliers. She sup.,Fested she focus on where her suppliers ,vcre
located, how fast the) could deliver eincchandise, and the credit terms 
tIley offered. She also sugested Ms. Jansen negotiate the ability to 
return itcms if they were not sold by a certain date. 

After their mectinE in the office, Nis. Girr-Davis took Ms. Jansen to 
lunch and to visit three Washington boutiques in order for Ms. Jansen 
to gather ideas regarding store layouts, pricing, and merchandise mix. 

0l 



2
 

Recommendations: 	 Ms. Carr-Davis recommended that Ms. Jansen usc financial 
projections as measuring tools in estimating her open to buys. It is 
likely she would discover patterns in sales, with heaviest sales around 
Christmas, Eastcr, back-to-school, and at other times. By knowing 
her pcak periods, she can order mcrchandisc accordingly. She also 
suggested that Ms. Jansen hirc an outside accountant to do her 
financials. Ms. Jansen and her mother currently perform this function,
and several important cxpcnsr items wcre left off the financial 
projections Ms. Cart-Davis was given to ieviCw. 

Finally, Ms. Cart-Davis rccommcnded that Ms. Janscn subscribe to
Womcns Wear Daily for up-to-date irnoimation on pricing, suppliers, 
and other industry areas. 



Executive Consultant: 

Meeting Duration: 


Meeting Substance: 


Recommendations: 

Executive Brieflng Summary
 
for
 

Zinzis'ha Kulu
 
South Africa
 

October 25, 1990 

Anthony Williams, Vice President, SYNCOM Capital Corporation, 
1030 15th Street, N.W., Suite 203, Washington, D.C. t202)293
9428 
The mcctinq lasted for three hourN, for 2:00 to 5:00 p. 

Ms. Kulu indi ctcd six was I×xoking for investors in her company, 
so Mr. Williarns f cued in on her buincss plan. The document 
she hroul't-h with hier wv er encr, l in nature and not%-cy did 
providc the t.ypc of inflrrllat ioll pot cnIiil invest 1o% would be 
seekin-,s()hc c icwcd with her the arcs, she needed to cover in 
a busHiC ss 1tie 

In addition to discuksinr thc im)r'tancc of a go(A business plan 
and wht it .wlld includc, hc hclpcd her with how to sell hcr plan 
to [X)tential invs rs, In this respcct, lie helped her to define her 
market and the tcchnic.d end of herl usi,,, for p{)tciitial invsCtors. 

ia,, Nisl with 
entrCpr tI in ficlId ' she in 

Mr. Willi ct'.:red U t:N,sp. k.v a, rmany 
ur s her a,,se jd whilI wias the 

country. Altci JCicv.i,. her tr.:vcl ; d]i, hc 1adC s- ecifiC 
JCConlnendAm .iuiifr Ipeoplc to visit whilc slhc wa, it) difcrent 
citics 

Mr. Will:,1mns also enco,"r1-,yCd M,. lKulu to particip)atC in training 
coursc, in q,,al, flr;ticl, and accoutilyn areas while she w s 
hcrc. lie rcfcrCd her to plovidciv, (f thesec orcs. lie 
ccomnmcx:ded tliat she visit the hht.iN at the Natidonal A.sociation 

of Broadc.iters, which had many phlic!6 ,,ii hec believed would 
LX helpful to( Ms. Lulu in her OPCeatio,,. 

IF,:ill , M \W,,illiarr, sag s'tecd ll ! N ,,1ulu coitiiiUc to %,frileto 
hil aficr sIe "-tuincd h(loic, sh;ring,, af iarliculal biusiness 
concC11% withiwhich hC iniht bc able to assist her. itc assured her 
thalie wtilc be y cont iirc to and provide'w haIT t() correspond 
a,,istancc wicrc hc cmuld. 

,V
 



Executive Briefing Su; imary 
for 

Abdul Moosa 
South Africa 

November 6, 1990 

Executive Consultant: 	 Raymond Suarez, Vice President, Broadcast Capital Fund, 
Incorporated, 1771 N Street, N.W., 4th Floor, Washington, D.C. 
20036. (202)429-5393 

Meeting Duration: 	 Threc hourv,, forn 2:00 until 5:00 p.m. 

Meeting Substance: 	 Mr. Suarcz spent the first two hoUr, rcvicwing with Mr. Moosa his 
business plan, and the la,,t hour in a spontaneous, informal 
discussion of his entire business packac. 

MT. SuarCz bCEgan by hctping 	Mr. M0sa It,define and analyze his 
products and business units. Mr. Moosa's pr(ucts can be divided 
into two major areas%: tutoring in coleqe preparation courncs, and 
computer training for on the job skills such vs typing, vord 
proccssing, prcadshcct and data base managcment. In ea-ch of 
these arcas, Mr. Suarcz focused on the different factors which 
affcctcd the miarket for tesc products, helping Mi. Mooa to look. 
at them in term, of price, profita!ilIty, and othr areas given: 
limited resources. Ilc helFd Mr. Mit>sa to define the size of each 
of his nmarkets , how the v would1row or contract, and the Ix)tCntial 
need for Mi. Moos,'a to rc ,,ondwith chancs in the products. 

Mr. Suarez also reviewcd the finacial apcctS of Mr. Moosa's plan. 
lie rcvicwcd the ,alancc sheet and income statement and the 
elements oif Mr. Moosa's rccnue projcctions. Mr. Moos'a had 
budgected for rcvenue incrc;ses of 10,%- per year, but also indicated 
an expcctation of 15% per year inflatiion. Mr. Suarcz worked with 
Mr. Moosa to plan for a 25% annual increase in revcnues, to 
account for inflation. They alo discusscd i.,sues of capitalization. 
Mr. Moosa indicated the curlcn! Cost of money for borrowers was 
approximatcly 265,%. Hs business is currently 100% cquity. elle 
two discussed the pros and cons of ,orrowing to grow the business. 
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Recommendations: In tcrrns of his business plan and strategy, Mr. Suarez providcd Mr. 
Moosa with recommcndations on pricing, markct analysis, business 
selection, demand generation, and vendor selection. They also 
workcd to identify how best for Mr. Moos- to maximize his 
position as the first person in his busincss bxforc the competition 
begins to build. 

Mr. MN(xsa als, iidicaItcd that he was IookInp for software while 
in the counti\ , aad Mr. Suarcz rcvjceed the vendors he was 
schcdul cd to vi.cct with lie told NI. N,iosa that ruost of what he 
nceded wa., a ailkh!a throuyi rencric, across-the-counter software. 
l-ie suF:isted that Mi. M(osa viit some retailers to see what was 
availabc, ;mJ Mr. Suarc, at.reed to meet with Mr. Moosa again 
when he cinie back through town Io help him to set up a schedule 
for this purposc. 



Executive Briefing Summary 
fr
 

Khehla Mthernbu
 
Soweto, South Africa
 

Novenibe" 9, 1990 

Executive Consultant: 	 Esther Cart-Davis, Presidcnt, Consumers United Capital 
Corporation, 21(W) M Street, NW, Q07, Washington, D.C. 20036 

Meeting Duration: 	 Thc mc tin : la',cd a !otal of thrcc and a half hours, from 9.00 a.m. 
to 11:30 a in., aid from 1:00() p rn. to 2:(Y) p1]. 

Nleeting Substance: 	 Mr. %Ilhcr11!u currcnlt' opcracs an inurancC Company. Ms. Carr
I)av is'in cqmcnt compan ik owned bh a Washington, D.C.-based 
insuraric comp:±imy, and arr.irwcmcnts wrcrc miadc for Mr Mthembu 
to spcnd scvct! days in different dcparltrents of the parent 
corp )r tinn t( o),crvc thcir operations. 

Ms. C'2rr--I),. ik fo u'ed on two specific area,, with Mr. Mthernbu. 
The fiIt wa thc copolratc rhilo,,ophy of Mr. MthcIbu's insurance 
Coml;:nM. ,, Car-I)avi MtcssCd tle irilportancC of the 
in.olvcrntt oIf an imurmcc comnInv in it, COmmnuity, including 
con;vnidc p:.,s Athc community, staffinq," %,ithpeopic fron the 
Commninta\ , a:nd puttin. a%i:iuch a%5Wof prvofis bIck into thc 
COnmnll v in thc forn of ln and owhcr financial assisiancc. 

Ms. Cdr -l),uvis ak, dicus.>d the dc',cl Imncnt of spin-off 
oppotLunitiC, wkith Mir. MthenIu. A , an cxamplc, he provided 
Mr. Mthcnihu with infurti'ution (111an IIN( which her parcnrt 
coroami Li hclcd t dc.clop. She alkso cmrecd o:hcr 
potcnlial buticss dKc ehlicit Opporuities which would filt With 
Nil. MliCmll'Us culli l blin s, 

Recommendations: 	 Ms. (arr--)., ljsidd Mm .Mthcribu with minfot iation to pursuc 
iscines c Sh s(ol u r'cd hiin to pursuc 

particular arc ,,with ncbllhers of t1C insurance ccolpanv staff 

ICw bu.2. dch,I ntlopmnen 

during his visit in order to maximnizc his benefiits. 



ANNEX VII. UNAUDITED FINANCIAL STATEMENTS AND
 
PROJECTIONS
 



PROJECTED EXPENDITURE: 1990-1992
 

(in $US)
 

Assumptions:
 

1. 	 R2.50/$1.00 exchange rate
 
2. 	 Zero retroactive reimbursement for year 1; overhead costs
 

were $28,410 in year 1 for USSALEP-US and $15,120 for
 
USSALEP-RSA; additional overhead allocations factored
 
beginning year ;'
 

3. 	 USSALEP a *A PIET: 10 participants in 1990; 20 in 1991; 18 in 
1992; for BkSC, 15 participants in 1990; 17 in 1991; 16 
in 1992
 

4. 	 5% inflation factor in U.S.; 10% factor in South Africa 
5. 	 Two 1990 trips to Scuth Africa for USSALEP and PIST ($7,000) 

excluded
 
6. 	 USSAIE|1P-W;A direct cofts were R51,186 for air fare, and per
 

diem
 
7. 	 Technical Fund proposed for 1991-1992 for improved follow-up 

in U.S. and clarification of technical matters 
pertaining to commercial transactions
 

1990 1991 1992
 

USSALEP-US/PIET 55,892 	 137,687
146,700 340,279
 
USSALEP-RSA 20,474 79,365 78,572 178,411
 
B&SC 64,0_00 177_800 172_,000 413.800
 

140,366 403,865 388,259 932,490
 

plus 	Technical Fund 
 Q_ 0R00 

TOTAL 
 03490
 

http:R2.50/$1.00


USSALEP WASHINHTON 
Po; One lASIS FOR CERIVATION CF OVERHMEA ATTRIIUTABLE TO 1EP/El • 1990 

I [Executive ....Isnagerr-FInancu lAministrat ve-. 
EEPEJ.ELAED
UNCION 
 Director IAdministratlon Assistant
"Hours$ rate x Nours Hours S rat.S rate XJ rs x Total Total S
Hours Hours Hours
(
H 1a (ot * (Rate | 

e18.75) $13.00) 
11. CCNTAAC! REVIEW AND, N[D TIATI04S...
with U.S. Subcontractor 
 196.91 2 37.50 0 
 0.00 9 234.41
 

- kith USSALEP/South Africa re 
prirary contract 4 112.52 1 18.75 0 0.00, with USSALEP/South Africa ret S.A. 5 131.27subcontract 4 112.52 I 1 18.75 
 0 0100r 5 131.27 
total Contract eview and Negotiations 15 $421.95 SS.00 0
II $0.00 19 $496.95
 

;2. REVIEW OF ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDUkES
 
with U.S. Sukco'9tractor 
 6 168.78 5 93.?5 
 4 52.00 Is 314.53
I with AID/OIT/U.S, Staff 


-ith I 112.52 2 37.50 0 0.00
w USSALEP/South Africa re: prirary ccn:ract 6 150.02
4 112.52 1 15.75 0 0.00
I with USSAL[P/South Africa res 5 131.27
U.S. s.,xomtra:t 2 56.26 8 150.00 0 0.00 10 206.261
P
•ith USSALEP/South Africa ret S.A. subcontract 
 1 28.13 1 18.75 0 0.00 
 2 46.881
 
Total Review of Administrative Proctowres: 
 17 $178.21 1 17 $318.75 4 SS2.00 3 S$48 96
 

13. Pr).RAKA 
 EVALUATION DIICSSIONS

with U.S. Subcontactor I
0 0.03 0 

w 

0.00 0 0.001 0 0.00
•ith USSA.EP/South Africa 
 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 C.00with U.S. Independent Evaluator 
 0 0.00 0 
 0.00 0 0.00j 0 0.00
I 
total Program Evaluation Discussionst I soo oo I
0 50.00 0 oo I oIs~cO
0.00 0 0.00 
 0 S0.00
 
14. 
 IACM:'LE CWmJN:CATIONS (AS DISCUSSED WITH 011)
I review, forwarding and filing 
 1 $28.13 10 S15 
 O 23? 3,107.00 250 13,322.63
 
IS,E[CRANIV[ INPLEMENTATIOI 
 SUPPORT SERVICES 
 I
placement advice to Pill 1 29.131 1 15.75 0
- 0.00 2 46W
third party (host) direct contact 
 I 28.13 2 37.50 0 0.00 3 65.63• product source/purchasing and licerilgI 

agreement advice to participant toward
 
discussions with potential business hosts 
 I 1 25.13 2 37.50 0 0.00
Total 3 65.63Eachange Imptoeimtatfon Support Services: 
 3 LA.30 S S93.5 
 0 1. 2 15.1 

16. NISELLANECUS DIRECT TELEPHONE AND 
FAX COMMNICATIONS WITH USSALEP/SOUTN AFRICA

Ilt forward arrvoments and speclot


progranuing requirements I $25,13 
 4 175.00 3 139.00 8 $142.13 
I?*PREA D POI.PROGRAN PARTICIPANT ItEfIINO 14 1393.82 20 S375.00 0 10.00 34 5768.82 

if.FINANCIAL CONTROLS AND RECORD (EEPlBN
disbursemont processing
" account ing 1 28.13 10 187.50 3 39.00 14 254.630 0.00 i1 206.25 0 0.00 11 206.25
periodic reports to PiET on ludget Work Sheetversus Actual di1sursements, per participant 0 0.00 9 168.7 1 13.00 10 151.75priodic financial reports to USSAL[P/South Africafor Inclusion In quarterly report to USAID mission

(support vouchers included) 2 56.26 7 131,25 0 0.00 9 187,51drowdown requests to UISALIP/South Africa forfurther transmission to USAID mission 
 1 25.13 2 3750 0 0.00 3 65.63year end audit discussions 1 21.13 1 I.7actual Independent audit support fuw 0 0.00 2 46,88ctona 0 0,00 0 0.00 1 13.00 1 13,00 
Total Financial Controls and AccountI - S .140 .65 SO.0$ ' 
 COO so $
 
TOTAL 1EP/l1 NM A1T111UTAILI COIPINIATICuI 56 11,5s7.26 100 $1,8?5.00 251 S3,263.00 657 $6,713.28 

, . +,~~ +~. 1 :'A-


http:6,713.28
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Foge Two 
 ALLOCATIOhS FOR ALL OVERHEADEEP/Ei COMPENSATION AS %OF CROSS COMPENSATION TO DETERMINEEXPENSES (1990) 

sect Ion A 

Total Jauary through June Ccepensation 
attributable to total hours dedicated to
all program activity 34,667.03
 

January through June c€rpnsation of 
Achinistrative Assistant attributable 
to hours enaged in EEP/EI activity 1,040.00 (80 hours 2 S13/hour)
 

S1,040 as percentage of S34,667: 3% (Percentage of EEP/EI absorption of overhead) 

Nate: 	Since there was no Indication during the first half of 1990 that USSALEP
might succeed in negotiating retroactively for overhead, only 	the hoursof the achInistrative assistant wfire recorded inthe event that a nominal
amount of overhead could be justified in the future, 

Corrprised of: 


Sectio 3 
Gross Unallocated 3% 

"arary through June Allocations: 
Overhead Al location 

[rilove, CorVensation 

Cffice Space Rental 
Cfice Equi p*nt Rental and Malrtenance 
Office Supplies 
Post#;# 
Copying and Printing 
Tele;k.wo and Fax 
[ecutive Staff Travel & Accommodation 
Other A*hln. .. 

47,058 
25,C5, 

-C12 
693 
1,651 

0 
5,553 
12,353 

1,111.74
7162 

9.36 
47.70 
49.53 
0.00 

166.59 
370.59 

26,855 
 805.65

Const itantfs Fees 
AWI i Ing Fees 
lnloyer's contribution to FICA tax 
Worker's Coepensation

rployee Health Insurance 
Office Insurance 
Printed Stationery 
Interest Expense
 
Mscellaneous Expense 
lam'k Charges 

Total$ 
 $120,426 
 S$ 612.7i
81Jli~lJ~l53,612.78J
 

http:1,040.00
http:34,667.03


Pa. "r1ree 

EEP/El COMPENSATION AS X OF GROSS COMPENSATION TO DETERMINE
 

% ALLOCATICNS FOR ALL OVERHEAD EXPENSES (1990)
 

Toa' '%ly through Decerber Ccrwensation 
e:tr,'.ta~te to total hours dedicated to
al r activity 24,0&5.00 

J*',f tc,.gh Decerber corpensation of 
al taff attributable to hours en sgedin!Er'Ei activity 3,450.28 (full time staff) 56 hours 2 $28.13 and 100 hours 2 $ 

2,223.00 (part time staff) 171 hours al£13 

S5,673.23 

S5.t".25 as X of S2,085: 24% (Percentage of EEP/EI absorption of overhead) 

4::e: An internal acconting decision wis nade in the second half of the yeart2 reflect all staff hours attributable to EEP/E1 awtivity a-4 their
resuitirg contribution to all USSALEP pro;rms' absorption of overhead
eaxpases. This would provicde a more a:curate reflection of required level
f e'fort for planning purposes, and er-able USSALEP to justify a request

I:r overnead, going forward.
 

Se:*, 3a Gross Un3tlocated 
 24%
 
Overhebd 


Al ocaticn
 

... ~.,~ ecerter Allocations: 
[lo: Copensation 
 49,512.00
C"";-! Sa.t:e Rental 11,932.8815,638.00

Cff ie 3,753.12
.# jiprient Rental and Maintenance 1,117.70
Offite $6"1105 263.25
708.00
Pcwave 
 169.92
820.00
Cc*rirj and Printing 15.O 196.80
 
Teledhe*e and Fax 36.00
7,583.00
Execw'ive Staff Travel S Accoemodation 1,19.9?9,784.00

Otfer A:hn. .- comprised ofl 2,348.16


18,007.00 

4,321.68
Consultantos Fees 

AwdlitIng Fees 
tErloyerfs contribution to FICA tax 
6orker's Comensation 
Ieployee Health Insurance 
Cffie. Insurance 
Printed StatIonery 
Interest Eapense
miscellaneous Expense

lank Charges
 

Total 

$103,319.70 


$.,796,73
 
,aaguuu, 


&*
&&lolsoms
 

http:103,319.70
http:4,321.68
http:18,007.00
http:2,348.16
http:9,784.00
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http:3,753.12
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Fe;* Four 

S.rrary of 1990 Overhead Altocations to E(P/E| 

4a*Ary thrc~h June$ 
3,612.78uLy throu;h Decebert 24,796.73 

Z8,409.51 (or $2,$40 per participant incltuding start-up time) 
AMItionat use in 199D of discretionary resources 
tch3rd the Jw.rvisit of Caroline hollister "r~l 
LynSoudien to South Africa to met all parties
to CEP/E contracts and subcontra:ts and clarify
3zainsthrative proceowres "nd Inforration routes 

as well as brief first cycle of participants on
what to expect from their U.S. programs 7,000.00 

s35, '09. 51
gS 3:aamgluOBB 

http:7,000.00
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USSALEP VASHINGTO
 
Pa;e Ora 


BASIS Fog DERIVATION OF OVERNEAD ATTRIBUTABLE TO EEP/ER • 1991
 
Il~xtrutiva 


Imaragert Finance Ad fnlstratlve
 
CEP/El*RELATED FLJNCTIOS 
------ ...... jzctv MngrIDirector-.- --.Adnfnstrtfon-~~ iiitvAssistant-Hours$ rate x H~ours S rate x 
HNours S rate x
I Total Total S
I Hours Hours HoursI(Rate Ior 

a (Rate a (Rat.I I 52813)Sia.75) $13.00)
it. C00MRACT REVIEW AND hEGOTIATIOhSI 

*with U.S. Sukccntractor II
I with USSALEP/SoiJth Africa rot prim~ary 

I 23?.13j 1 18.75J 0 0.001 2 46.881contract 4 112.52 J 2 37.50 I 0*with
I USSALEP/South Africa rot S.A. subcontract 0.00 6 150.0?2j 28.13 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 28.13I
I Total Contract Review and legotiations 6 $108.76 '3 'S56,25 0 $0.00 9 $225.03REVIE'd OF M"MIWISTRATIVE FROCE9DURESI 

-with U.S. Subontractor II 8.39 I 4 7.0100 5 172.39

wit A/OTUSUSSALEP/SoLJth Stfj rotAfrica primar~y contract 56.26 18.75 0.- with USSALIP/South Africa re: U.S. suxontract 

2 81 1 000.0 0.00 I 31 2.3with75:011 28.13
*with USSALEP/Sovth Africa re: 1 18.75 0 0.03 2S.A. sIutcontract 46.81 28.13 1 18.75 0 .00 1 2 46.&8
 
Y:I Review of Ac*hImhstroflve Procedures: 8 $225.04 f 7 $131.2 j 1 S13.00 16 $36-9.29!1.FP;.J4 EVALUATION~ DISCVIIMj 
*wit.) U.S. inep.ront at r 2 1 
 162 1875
I with LISALEP/Sc-ith Africg 0 0.00 1216882 $62 26$.o 2 M.68.00 

Totat Pronram Evatuag ion Discussions: J S$140165 10 $157.5 2 17 34.15560 


14, FAI*IMILE C09M4UICATIOjNS (AS DICSS0 VITO OIT)I*review, forwarding and filing 
10
1 $28.13 $187.50 239 3,107.00 250 $3,322.63 JS. W-:AtZ IPLEMENTATION SUP0ORT SERVICESpiacemt advice to PIET,_,[ l ir ct rat n att
.......................... I
............................................. M2 rs x I' s~st ° n
.....
 .........
 10.7s tatrt .. T
6.26 1 ~ H0r~s~ 0.00x............at tr
...............
*third party (host) direct contact 3 M.

produt source/prchisfig and licencing 2 $.6 2 3.0 0 002 5.6 2 3.0 0 00 
31 
37dvicagremmt toparticipant towardI discussions with potential business host 3 84.39 2 37.5 0 0.00 5 121.89
total Exchan~ge Implmitntstion su4pport Services: J7 519.9 5 $SV.N5 0 $0.0 262 $290.66
 

16. MISCELLAJNEOUS DIRECT TELEPHON~E A4 I1AX COMMJICATIONS VITO USSALEP/SaITM AFICA

call forward airranemonts and special
Iprogrwmning requiremnent, 1 528,15 5 $93.75 2 $26.00 8 $147.88
 

17. PRE-AII) PONT-PROGUM PARTICIPANT BRIEFING 35 $984.55 40 5750.00 0 10.00 is $1,734.m
 
;6. FINANCIAL CONIROiLS 00 CO(CC11fPING
I*disburau,.nt processing 1 28.13 19 3 39.00I*aecounrog 356.15 23 423.38 

*periodic, reports to PIET on ludgett Yo'rk Sheet 
0 0.00 11 206.25 0 0.00 il 206.25

vessActual disbursements, per participant 0 0.00 9 I 10*periodic 16on7 13.0firiancial reports to uS$Ago/iouth Africa 18.7
I for Inclusion Inquarterly report to USAID Mission
(Support Vouchers Or-elued)
I fwdw 2 56.26 7 131.25 0 0.00r'efq"os 11 to USSALIP/louth Africa fer 9 1W.51

further tranmissiom to USAID mIssion 
 1 28.13 2I*year end audit discussions 37.50 0 0.00 3 65.631 25.13 3* ctual irmdepenident audit support fwwfnors 0 0100 0 
56.25 0 0.00 4 04.38
0.00 1 113.00 13.00 

Total Financial Controls and Accountirngis F -14056T 51 6.25 I S-6-.0 61 11,1,0,1111i41ID TOTAL CIP/El HUE &AI!RINASLI CWMINSATI0NI 6 $1,912.84 131 $2,456.25 249 $3,257.00 698 57,606.09
 

http:57,606.09
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page Two COST JUSTIFICATION FOR 1991 [EP/EI OVERHEAD FUNDING 

Requested Wount per candidate: 1,000 

seat ionale: 

In 1990, overhead allocated by tne Washington office on behalf ofthe ECP/EI Progrhm corprised 3%of total program absorption of overhead in the first e,
alf of the year and 24X in the second half.
 

1.'en measured as a percentage of gross overhead for the year, the EEP/EIprogra. absorF-.l 12.7"X, or S3,612.78424,796.73 a S28,403.13 of the total $223,74S. 

'$ince staff salary rztes will change during the course of the year, and hoursattributable to various programs will change, we are not able to provide an estimteof the sta-ilf time distribution ratio among programs to use as a base for deteminingwhat perc':ntage of overhead the EEP/EI program wilt absorb In 1991. 
,:,ever, since a significant nurber of '1990 staff hours attributable to E[P/El.ere dedicated to negotiating contracts and urerstanding program functions, Much of the:.erhead Involved setting up the program structure. Therefore in 1991:te cost per participant should be less than half of 1990 costs. A comfortableestfate for 1991 Lwould be S20,003 total if 20 participants are progravd, orS1,003 per participant for excha.nge Irpleientation costs. If 20 participantsire ireed progranrW, EEP/CI overhead would represent less than 1O 
 of the
 
;rss 1991 overhead budget.
 

Tle ru-t.r of anticipated staff hours projected for the various EEP/EI functions: paso ot are only an estimate of Interod activity at the known hourly ratef r each staff rber of USSALEP's W'ashlrnton office and should not be usedas a bsis for determining actual 1991 [EP/El overhead. Should actual costs exceed $1,000 per..
rtIcipa ,t,the variance wilt be carried as an expense funded by discretionary
;?Ants.
 

http:S28,403.13
http:S3,612.78424,796.73


INCREASE IN EXCHANGE IMPLEENTATION COSTS I1OGEV
 

In 1990, USSALEP and PIET calculated a direct exchare Irplementatlon cost budget ofiCOm per Participant, Actual exchange isplementation costs in 1991 were, on average,a!:roximatety $300 per-participant below bu: due to vigilafne-over-exenitUres.
and PIET's successful searches for partially subsidized conference rates,
copq:titive airfares and hotel rates, and preferential rates for airport reception

services.
 

The 1991 budget per participant has been revised upward to $6,300 begilring with the firstparticipant after Robert laker. The totat bu*et assures 20 participants In 1991.This revision is based theon current U.S. inflation factor of approxir-atety S and theexpectation that, in view of the Persian Gulf V-r and fewer local flights,flexibility in obtaining the most econo ical airline routings for local U.S. travel will be reduced. 

Candidate Seqwece Exchange 
 Overhead Costs Total
 
Inplem~ntatIon 1991 
Costs 
 Sudget 

1. Robert Baker 6,000 1,000 7,000

2. Evelyn 14ogal 6,300 1,000 7,300
3. Thecohila Cele 6,300 1,000 
 7,300
4. James londe 6,3C0 1,000 7,300
5. To be selected 6,300 1,000 
 7,300

6. To be selected 6,300 
 1,000 7,300
7. to be selected 6,300 1,000 7,300

8. To be stected 6,300 
 1,00 7,300

9. To be selected 6,300 
 1,Coj 7,300

10. To be selected 6,300 
 1,000 7,300

11. To be selected 6,300 
 1,003 7,300

12. To be selected 6,300 1,000 
 7,300

13. To be selected 6,300 
 1,000 7,300

14. To be selected 6,300 1,000 7,300
1S. To be selected 
 6,300 1,000 7,300

16. To be selected 6,300 
 1,000 7,300

17. To be selected 6,300 1,000 ?,300

18. To be selected 6,300 1,000 
 7,300

19. To be selected 6,300 1,000 7,300
20. To be selected 6,300 1,000 7,300
 

s25,700 
 $20,000 S145,700
 

In addition, the Washington office of USSALEP
 
proposes 
a nominal b.uget for the proposed U.S. visit
of luiglisf Mavans, to acquasi.t him further with the 
Institutional structures and Individuals responsiblefor Iplewetling the U.S, setnnt of the ItP/It. We 
assue that the South African office of USSALIP will*ccrodate Hr. Havana's International alrfare and 
per diem advance of $110 per day x 0 of days in the U.S.
within its own bdget. The dollar ~ilit includes therewluslit health Insurance coverage for visitors to the U.S. 1,000
 

Total 1991 MP/11 Budget for the Washington office of USSALEPs SI&6,?:Q 

losses*$*$
 

v/I. 

• ; . .. .
 .
 



UISALEP WASHINGTON: INCOME STATEMENT (UNAUDITED) 
January 1 - Decenber 31, 1990 

DlS:RCTIONARY GRANTS: FOUNDTNS 
DISCREYIONARY GRANTS; CORPRTNS 
DISCRETIONARY GRANTS: INDIVIDS 

(27,600.00) 
('148,500,00) 

(8,200.00) 

Total Discretionary Grants CS184,300) 

IhWOME: INTEREST ON CHECKING 
IN0O4 MISCELLANEOUS 

(1,107.55) 
(10,511.90) 

Total MIscellaneous Income (511,619) 

INCONE: ALAN PIFER FELLOWSHIP 
I,COME: COMM4. LEADER TRNG PROC 
INCCW[: VRIAL ADV. SKILLS TRNG 
I':ONE: NIEMAN FELLOWSHIP 
IhC'Ov: JOURNALISM TRAINING PR 
INCC0E: CLTP/KED FUNDING ACCT. 
IN:OEt: SAIS T. FELLOWSHIP 
INCOME: EEP/EI 

(45,271.00) 
(43,041.93) 
(24,500.00) 

(12,500.00) 
(226.00) 

(7,819.00) 
(500.00) 

(55,891.82) 

Totlt Earmarked Inco" ($189,750) 

Total 190 Income 
(S395,66) 



EXPIENDINED INFRASIRL SUPPORT 

EXENDI LANLA 

EXPENDINAT. $LACK CONS. UNION 

EXPENDiALAN PIFER FELLOMSHIP 

EXPENDS CLIP 

EXPENDS TRIAL ADVOC, SKILLS TR 

EXPENDS NIEMAN FELLOWSHIP 

... TRIPING P30;
ED:JOURN 


EXPENDS NED.FUNDED CLTP EXP. 

EXPEND: YOUNG ACADEMICS TEAM 

EXPEND: SAIS TEACHING F.SHIP 

EXPENDS EEP/EI (direct only) 

EXPEND: WEP/EI overhead 

EXFEND: STAFF ADV. FUNCTION 

EXPEND: GENERAL PROG. EXPENSE 


Total Program Expenditures 


EXPENDS EMPLOYEE CO4PENSATION 

EXPENDS CONSULTANTS FEES 

EXPEND: AUDIT FEEt 

EXPENDS PART TIME hiLP 

EXPEND: EMPLOYER'S FICA CONTR. 

EXPENDS WORWERS COMP. 

EXPEND: EMPLOYEE HEALTH INS. 

EXPEND: MISC. EMPL. UENEFITS 

EXPEND: STAFF RECRUITHMNT 

EXPEND: LEGAL FEES 

EXPEND: OFFICE INSURANCE 

EXPEND: OFFICE COJIP. RENTAL 

EXPENDS OFFICE EOUIP. MAINT. 

EXPEND: OFFICE SUPPLIES 

EXPEND: POSTAGE 

EXPEND: COPYING AND PAINTING 

EXPEND: 
BOOKS & REF. MATERIALS 

EXPENDS PRINTED STATIONERY 

EXPEND: RENT 

EXPEND: OFFICE CLEANING 

EXPENDS TELEPHONE AND TELEX 

EXPENDS DO4ESTIC STAFF TRAVEL 

EXPENDS STAFF TRAVEL TO S.A. 
EXPENDS STAFF TRAVEL TO U.S. 
EXPENkt MEMBERSHIP DUES 
EXPENDS REGIONAL COUNCIL NTGS 
EXPEND: MISC. CAPITAL OUTLAYS 
EXPEND; INTEREST EXPENSE 
EXPEND: FUND RAISING EXPENSE 
EXPENDS MISCELLANEOUS EXPENSE 
EXPENDS A( CHANGES 

total Administratlve Expenditures 


Total 1990 Expenditures 

Net Loss 


5,533.01 

6,024.00 
8.00 

57,333.76 
50,522.67 
56,737.40 
66,864.33 
1,207.00 

7,898.94 
5,847.00 
13,788.70 

$5,891.82 
34,081.86 

5,216.93 

1,935.45 

S368,890.87 

9972.00 
2.97 

1960.40 
4420.05 
2009.55 

3.35 
256.48 
0.00 
0.00 
7.75 
128 

224.66 
132.20 
236.68 

981.00 
16.00 

61.75 
196.88 

2115.23 

0.00 
1608.81 

5.00 
5.00 
0.00 

184.42 
1189.76 
86.00 

2938.58 
260.45 

7.48 

19.88 

S28,102.61 

$396,93.48 

1
SI 1,3agaaamu. 



USSALEP SOUTH AFRICA - 1990 

Average estiriated overhead costs for EEP candidates based on
14 selectioins Lit c<nlv 10 :articlparits. 

R 

Emp]oyee Compensation - S.A. Director i 923 

- Financial Admlinistrator 156 

- Adiriistraticri Officer 186 

Office Space rental of staff 216 

Prc' Irt lonat e EI re C;f Cl Err ov, reiads, of staff 846 

r rt~r~tc sh, r, :,f cverh' ads %,hichEEP 

S'.curs hut dcw vrt Paotitripa tR 480 
Est rmated C,:st P'r Part.] ici-,r. R<3 780 



-------- 

1990 

S.A. -Director-at R75 F00 -,per-hour 

TIME PER 
CANDIDATE 

CANDIDATES R 

Screening 6pplications 
 2 hrs 14 
 2 100
Selection 
 5 hrs 14 
 5 250
Briefiig candidates 
 i hr 10 750
Debriefing candidates 
 2 hrs 10 
 1 500
On-going guidance toProject Co-ordinatrr 
 2 hrs 14 
 2 100
 

11 700 
Meeting.: 10 hrs per morrth 
Adninistration: 1.30 hrs per week 

R 9 000 
R 5 850
Newsietters: 5 irs per annum 
 R 375 

15 225 

26 925
 
rirnnial ',liiriitratar at R21,00 

2 hours per week 
2 184 

A:i_-.0ation Of'ficer at R20,00 

2.30 hours per week 

2 600
 

Proportionate share of office space rental of above staff 
 3 028
 
Proportijnate share of overheads of above staff 
 11 853
 

Proportionate share of overheads which EEP
presently does not bear 
 6 328
 

52 918
 

Ebtimated cost per participant 
 R 3 780
 

• /"A
 



RENTAL
 

Rental- P.990.-88----
Less rental paid by

Project Coordinator 
 7 0B6
 

R 37 202
 
Balance of rental split amongst remaining staff
 
Therefore eacih 
bears 25J1 -
 R 9 300
 

Rental basecO on number of hours spent on EEP
 
as a % of total hours worked
 

R
 
SA Director 
 359 hours out of 1820 
 19,724 1 833
Accounts 

Adi 

104 1820 5,71ft 531
n. 130 
 1820 7,141 664
 

3 028
 

. /'
 



other staff overheads
 

Total hours worked by staff excluding .

Prnject. C-ordinator 
. 1820 x 4 
 7 280
 

S.A.D spends 
 359 hrs - % of 7 280 = 4,93Arcounts 
 104 
 1,43
Adnin. 
 130 
 1,78
 
Total adnin. costs excluding salaries and rental 
 R 145 633
 
SA Director 
 4,93 % of R145 633 
 R 7 179
rinancial Adninistrator 
 1,43 % of R145 633 
 R 2 082
Adninistration Officer 
 1,78 f4of R145 633 	 R 2 592
 

R 11 853
 

Cost per candidate 
 R 846
 



------ ------

OVERHEADS TO UIICH EEr' PRESENTLY DOES NOT CONTRIBUTE
 

Audit fees 

Books & reference material 

Legal fees 

Council and Executive Committee meetings

Miscellaneous expenses

Office equipment repairs

Vse of other accommodation e.g. boardroom 

USSALEP originated publications 


Thefse are experses to which EEP does not contribute.
 
EEP should pay 16% of these.
 

161, 
 1990 X 6 337 

1991' a 10 148 


13 700 13 700
 
2 167 '1 995
 

6 1 500
 
3 444 9 070
 
2352 2500
 
1 203 1 400
 

12 066 13 266
 
4 670 20 000
 

39 608 63 431
 

- 14 -R 453
 

- 16 %R 634
 



USSALP SOUTH AFRICA 
 - 1991 

Average estinated overhead costs for EEP candidates based on
 
16 holectionL and particiy,ants.
 

Erployee Conpimnatir.r, - S.A. Director 2 034 

- Financial Adninistrator 146 

- Adrinistration Officer 171 

Offire space rental of staff 229 

Prc:portionate share of other cverheads of staff 1 076 

Proportionate share of overheads which EEP' 
±ihticrs but dot- -,,t.contr3Lute to 634 

T~timlited 'cl't lor IParti,)palnt R4 290 
mangles 



-- -- ---- 

1991
 

.- , Ti.rr hou r	• .. . . .r 


TIME PER CANDIDATES 
 R
 
CANDIDATE
 

-Screening applic-tions 2 hrs 
---

16 
--	 

2 400
Selec.tion 
 5 hrs 16 
 6 000
Briefing candidates 	 1 hr 16 
 1 200
Debriefing candidates 
 2 hrs 16 
 2 400
 
On-going guidance to
 
Project Co-ordinator 	 2 hru 16 
 2 400
 

14 400
 
Meetinrs: 1.2 hrh per riont), 
 R 30 800

Adrinistration: 1.30 hrs per week 
 R 5 850
);.t!r.t.ors: 2f hrs per annum 
 H 1 500
 

........- 18 150
 

32 550
 
r I;r,:'.:. ]a Adrjristr.r~r.r t R,22,.' 

2 h .urs per wvee, 2 .40
 

-...-,ratcin Offir:ccr at Vf 1,00
 

2.30 hours per week 
 2 730
 

Office zpAce rental of above staff 
 3 664
 

Proportionate share of overhead* of above 
 staff 
 17 215
 

Proport.ionate share of overhead& which EEP
 
presently does not bear 
 10 144
 

68 643
 

Fstinted cost per participant 
 R 4 290
 



fRENTAL 

Rontal 1991 
 R 48 857
 
Less rental paid by

Project Coordinator 7 817
 

P 41 040
 

Balance of rental split amongst remaining staff
 
Therefore each bears 25 -
 R 10 260
 

Rentald based on number of hours spent on EEP 
as a 4 of total hours worked 

R 
S.A r.irector 416 hours out of 1820 22,86k 2 345
 
Arcounts 104 J.820 5,714 586
A, n. • 130 1820 7,14 733 

3 664
 
8ASRID 



Oth.r staff overheads
 

Trhtal hours worked by xtaf
1,udjn9.It"rroje --c °td Ina tor 7 280
 

SAp spends 
 416 hrs - k of 7 260 5,71Accounts 
 104 
 1,43
Admin. 
 130 
 1,78
 

Total admin. costs e.%cluding salaries and rent.al 
 R 193 004
 

SA Director 
 5,71 h of R193 004 
 R 11 020
Financial Administrator 
 1,43 % of R193 004 R 2 760
Adninitration Officer 
 1,78 % of R193 004 R 
3 435
 

R 17 215
 

(',:.t per candidate 
 R 1 076
 

. AV
 



- --- -- 

MOREADS TO WHICH EEP 1'RESENTLY -OES-I OT-COTRIB TE .. 

Audit fees 
Books & reference riaterial 

Le.al fees 

Council and Executive Committee meetings

*'iscellaneous expenses

Office equipient. repairs 
Use of other acconnodation e.g. boardroom 

USSALEP originated publications 


Thtcstr 
are expeses to which EEP does not contriLute.
 
EEP should pay 16, of these. 

161 1990 a 6 337 
1991 w 10 14t 

1990 1991 

13 700 13 700
 
2 167 1 995
 

6 1 500 
3 444 9 070 
2 352 2500 
1 203 1 400 

12 066 13 266
 
4 670 20 000
 

- n- ---

39 608 63 431
 

- 14 'R 453
 
- 16 "R 654
 

-IV 
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ANNEX VIII: PROPOSED AMENDMENTS AND CHANGES TO THE
 
USAID-USSALEP COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT
 



PROPOSED AMENDMENTS/CHANGES TO THE USAID-USSALEP
 
COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT
 

Proposed amendments and changes have been italicized below and
 
placed within the context of appropriate Cooperative Agreement
 
sections.
 

II. PERIOD OF AGREEMENT: "...The Agreement expiration date is
 
December 31, 1992, or the date at which 48 exchanqes have been
 
satisfactorilIy completed and adequate time provided for the
 
allotment of follow-up services_ ...It
 

II. AGREEMENT Fvrt4mING AND PAYMENT: 

.... funds to be provided under this agreement for the
 
duration of the agreement (see II) is $1,032,490." (This may
change based on submission of USSALEP's strategic plan to USAID).
 

B. eliminate.
 

IV. RECIPI ENT RESOURCES: 

A. leave as is.
 

B. elimin;ite.
 

VII. I3EPORT]NC_ AND EVALUATION: 

A. add the following to Quarter yeports.
section #d: "...aggregated by sex, rpeion, number of emplyees 
_firm _t !'er. ,- prof it" . . . o.! 


section #e( i i) ". . ,ub-coxtractor approximately three months 
after the Intrepreneurl.; return from the U.S., w_1th _a fo!Ow-us 
status -1 ort Vh,, rmonths later n ai na ort summa r i Zjg
Li~r.;_V-yp, r lg r4:',~; towa rd!; agjeving stated bet I ." 

XII ).1:CIA1, 111()VI!-;1 N;: 

A. lei ,vo i-;.
 

B. ,! 1imin,t. the italicized from n 
_:,'ct]0n ro,','s.;: "... nor any employee g .cr_f..9 of 

USSALEP ... ", and add a I ast sentence to the paragraph as fol lows:
"he '1r-, (,.t• aTh!(ow: ditr C,,, .U ;o91t7 ! o
 

A~A'2A1'1 0 L ).irt Cpa u Q)hd pu,:, but vye prl .,,,.y t orbjI 
01rv-tor jivlV11'l .1t~ t~~e4tr (tinp~~s 



ANNEX IX: STRATEGIC PLAN CRITERIA AND
 
CONSIDERATIONS
 



STRATEGIC PLAN CRITERIA AND CONSIDERATIONS
 

The following is meant to serve as a guide for USSALEP and B&SC
 
in developing a suitable strategic plan for its management of the
 
USSALEP exchange program for black entrepreneurs. Specific

goals, objectives, strategies and targets are the responsibility
 
of USSALEP and B&SC. There is substantial supporting material in 
the evaluation concerning .trate/e, a, found in Section IV 
("Issues and Recommcndations") of the report and elsewhere (e.g.,
 
"Executive Summary"). Nevertheless, specific targets of
 
achievement must be worked out by USSALEP and 1W&SC to establish
 
reasonable performance indicators for funds disbursement and
 
monitoring and evaluation of project impact. The following

outline and example- are siaply meant for guidance.
 

I. GOALS
 

A. Broad Organizational Goal(s)
 
B. Sub-Goal(s) for the Entrepreneurs' Exchange Program
 

II. oJ ECTV2FS 

A. Intended Accomplishments Derived from IA, IB for 
purpose-,; o1 the evaluation, only IB Objectives are needed) 
B. Objectives! Should Relate to Economic Impact and Key 
Functional Areas in USSALEP's Organization 

III. STATl I I!; 

A. Method!; of Achieving Objectives (Individual,
 
Institutiona-iI, Financial, Pers-onnel, etc.)
 
B. Foctr; on Stritei es as the Elements of an Action Plan 

IV. TAPJGhT, 

A. ';pec:iI icc? ,,aur~d)l Achive.vts (Num),rs, Percentages, 
etc.)
 
B. The.-;o h ld P(- t, Outi(om, o1 ,pec if ic Strategies and 
Support ohlject ive. a(atdand Goal; 

A simple ('x×,ml)le: 

A. Orq,, i zal iona I ,ovel: "To promote improved underntanding 
bet:wevii ;outh AIricin; adi American!; for a peace I ul 
tran- i i fonto ,i 1,O,. -tapart he id -oqi mle 
11. 'Proju l,w'vel "To promot* black onterpr iet ;ub-(;oa1: 
deve I )It1le Iit,' 



II. Q0TfSCTIVES
 

A. Establishment of a well-publicized, properly marketed
 
exchange program which attracts serious interest from the
 
successful black private sector
 
B. Development of an efficiently-administered piogram that
 
creates opportunities for black enterprise exj-pansii
 

III. STPA'GjES 

A. Marketing
 
1. Qiuarterly meetings with regional Chambers of
 

omine rce 
2. Formation of targeted community committees
 
3. Solicitation of referrals from Council Members 

B. Admini;trdt ion 
1. Deve loprn(In t '3d l plic ation of tho roucjh ;creening 
procedin-r,:; t.o enutp appropr d te nt repreneurs for the 
exchange 
2. Forma liz ition of pre-departure orientation for 
entrepreneur!; 

IV. TAR=.L 

A. Marketing
1. 20 mceting,; with Chambers of Commerce per year 
2. 40 co;., lnty commi ttee; f ormed by end of 1991 
3. 20 ef' rr~il:; pelr year from the Council in South 
A i i(,-

B. Admni:;trait Lon 
1. 20 cc.,I U xchange:: 13991Ill i n 
2. 8 coorli n-itti ori ent.,ition se:;:;ions with full 
part ici pation Irom Utm;AIAP alumni, U.S. businessmen and 
USSALEP i: nd B&C;C stall 


