
Fj)-A8~~50 
Report of Audit 

Audit of US AID's Bureau for Africa's 
Management of Unliquidated Obligations 

Report No. 9-000-01-001-F 
March 13,2001 

Washington, D.C. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 
U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

jharold
Rectangle



1141+"" 

March 13,2001 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: DAAlAFR, Keith E. Brown 

FROM: IG/AIPA, Dianne L. Rawl ~ 
SUBJECT: Audit of USAID's Bureau for Africa's Management of Unliquidated 

Obligations (Report No. 9-000-01-001-F) 

This memorandum is our report on the subject audit. In finalizing this report, we 
considered your written comments on our draft report and included them in their entirety 
as Appendix II to this report. 

This report contains three recommendations for action by your office. Based on your 
written comments on the draft report, we consider Recommendation Nos. 1 and 3 to have 
received management decisions. Within 30 days of the issuance of this report, please 
provide written notice to the Office of Management Planning and Innovation relating to 
actions the Bureau for Africa (hereafter "the Bureau") has taken to close these two 
recommendations. 

As for Recommendation No.2, you have not fully commented on the $8,060,293 in 
efficiency savings identified in Appendix ill to this report. We are therefore withholding 
our concurrence with the management decision described in your comments until we receive 
the results of your review of each of the figures in bold print in Appendix ill. In some cases, 
your response noted that certain actions, which may affect an amount we recommended for 
deobligation, are still pending. For example, you suggested that an opinion from General 
Counsel would be sought as to how to address the unliquidated obligation balance of one 
award. In others, the response asserts that the unliquidated amount "currently" does not 
exceed forward funding guidance, but supporting evidence is not provided. Accordingly, 
we have summarized in this report actions that are required for a management decision. 
Recommendation No. 2 can be closed when amounts currently found to be in excess of 
needs are deobligated. 

I want to express my sincere appreciation for the cooperation and courtesies extended to 
my staff during this audit. 

1300 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE, N.W 
WASHINGTON, DC. 20523 



Background . 

This audit was designed to review the Bureau's management of its unliquidated obligations. 
In particular, the audit sought to detennine whether these obHgations were both legally valid 
and properly valued. An obligation is a legally binding pledge of Government funds to pay 
for specific goods or serviCes. 

As of March 31, 2000, the Bureau was managing more than 300 awards that had 
unliquidated balances. About $500 million had been obligated for these awards, of which 
more than $160 million was unliquidated. Although officials from other offices signed most 
of these awards on behalf of USAID, Bureau officials signed 137 of them. The amount 
obligated for the 137 Bureau-signed awards totaled about $160 million, of which about $63 
million was unliquidated. 

Federal laws and internal USAID guidance require the effective management of 
obligations-from creation through liquidation. Agencies need to ensure that only legally 
valid obligations are recorded in their accounting systems, that the initial funding estimate 
for each obligation is as precise as possible, and that internal controls are in place to ensure 
that the unliquidated balance of each obligation is reviewed periodically and adjusted 
upward or downward as appropriate. In addition. USAID procedures require bureaus. 
offices, and missions to provide annual certifications that the obligations they sign are 
legally valid and that those they manage are properly valued. 

Over the years, the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) has conducted many audits of 
unliquidated obligations, each time noting that a significant number of obligations had 
excess or unneeded balances available for deobligation. Auditors attributed the problems 
primarily to inadequate guidance and inadequate andlor incomplete reviews of 
'unliquidated obligations by program managers. In response to recent audit findings, 
USAID's Chief Financial Officer (CFO), among other actions, issued new guidance to 
and developed and conducted comprehensive training programs for obligation managers. 
However, because of continuing concern that managers were not reviewing obligation 
balances as directed, the CF9 asked the OIa to initiate another series of audits on the 
management of unliquidated obligations. 

Audit Objective 

This audit is the first of series of audits to be conducted at the request of the CFO and 
was designed to answer the following question: 

Did the Bureau for Africa ensure that its obligations were both legally valid and 
properly valued? 

Appendix I contains a discussion of the scope and methodology for the audit. 
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Audit Findings 

Did the Bureau for Africa ensure that its obligations were both legally valid and 
properly valued? 

For the items tested, the Bureau generally ensured that the obligations it executed were 
valid and the obligations it managed were properly valued. On the positive side, all of 
the Bureau-signed awards tested contained valid obligations, and the majority of Bureau
managed awards tested contained properly valued obligations. With regard to the legal 
validity of the obligations associated with the active awards reviewed, (1) documentary 
evidence for obligations made was available, (2) obligating documents bore signatures of 
authorized USAID officials, and (3) funds were obligated within their period of 
availability. With regard to valuation, obligations were properly valued for 28 of the 39 
awards reviewed. 

However, there are two areas of concern where improvements would minimize future 
risk of noncompliance with Federal laws or USAID policy and procedures. First, in 
October 1999, Bureau officials certified that all obligations executed and recorded by the 
Bureau's officials were supported by appropriate documentation, i.e., they were valid 
obligations. However, the officials who prepared these certifications were generally 
unaware of the requirements for certifying validity and had not conducted any reviews to 
determine whether the Bureau-signed obligations were in fact valid. Secondly, with regard 
to valuation, the Bureau had not, as of March 31,2000, initiated any systematic reviews of 
its unliquidated obligations to identify excessive or unneeded balances for possible 
deobligation since October 1997. As a result, excess and unneeded obligation balances were 
not identified or deobligated. 

The next two sections of this report will discuss two areas for improvement. 

Controls Are Needed to Properly 
Certify the Validity of Obligations 

After the end of fiscal year 1999, the Bureau submitted a certification to the CFO stating 
that all obligations entered by its officials into USAID's accounting system were valid, as 
defined by 31 U.S.C. 1501. Contrary to Federal law and USAID procedures, the Bureau 
submitted this certification without conducting any review to ascertain whether the 
statement was correct. The Bureau did not conduct a review because its officials were 
uncertain about requirements to do so, and because the Bureau's certification was not 
based on any objective testing, it' could not be considered reliable. Nonetheless, the 
Bureau's certification formed part of the USAID's certification of validity, delivered to 
the Department of the Treasury on November 15,1999. 

Recommendation No.1: We recommend that the Bureau for Africa 
devise and carry out a plan for conducting and documenting reviews 
supporting its annual certification of the validity of its obligations. 
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Detailed Discussion - Federal agencies are required by law to submit an annual 
certification that their recorded obligations are consistent with law. In practice, this 
certification is effected by the electronic submission of the Form 2108 to the Treasury. 
USAID's certification is prepared and submitted by the USAJD's CFO. The CFO's 
certification is itself based on certifications submitted to him by USAID's bureaus, offices 
and missions in accordance with directives found within the USAID's Automated Directives 
System (ADS). In addition, the Bureau's Assistant Administrator signed a Memorandum of 
Understanding with the CFO in December 1998, which outlined the Bureau's certification 
responsibilities. According to this memorandum, the Bureau is required to make an annual 
certification to the CFO that every obligation signed by Bureau officials since the previous 
certification was valid. Additionally, the Bureau was directed to implement controls, such 
as periodic reviews, to ensure certifications are reliable. 

The Bureau submitted a certification, dated October 29, 1999, stating that all of the 
obligations it executed were valid. However, the Bureau had not conducted any review 
prior to submitting the certific3:tion to determine whether its controls ensured that 
(1) obligations were valid and (2) only valid obligations had been entered into the 
accounting system. 

When asked why they had not established required controls, Bureau officials said they 
had been uncertain about the criteria to be used during reviews, the priority of these 
reviews, and the scope of the certification. One manager said that, when the Office of 
Financial Management (PM) informed bureaus and offices on January 16, 1998, that they 
must promulgate new procedures describing responsibilities for preparing and supporting 
certifications, neither PM nor the CFO provided details as to how bureaus should devise 
effective reviews. Bureau managers were also uncertain as to whether they were required 
to certify the validity of all Bureau-managed awards, or only Bureau-signed awards-an 
uncertainty which was only resolved after both parties (the Bureau and the auditors) 
requested clarification. 

Other bureaus, however, either understood, or obtained clarification of the requirements 
for reviews and the scope of the certification. For example, the Bureau for Europe and 
Eurasia devised a fairly extensive policy for its reviews. 

In our opinion, the Bureau's management did not place a sufficiently high priority on 
obligation management, and consequently did not take the initiative to devise procedures 
or execute reviews. As a result, the fiscal year 1999 Bureau certification as to the validity 
of obligations could not be relied upon, and, while the audit found no invalid obligations, 
there was nevertheless a risk that the Bureau-signed obligations might not be valid. 
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Improved Controls Are Needed 
to Ensure Obligations Are Properly Valued 

The review of unliquidated obligation balances and the deobligation of excess funds 
strengthen financial internal controls by deleting balances from the accounting system 
that are no longer needed. Nevertheless, for over two years, the Bureau di(i -not 
systematically review its unliquidated obligations, and as of March 31, 2000, had not 
deobligated excess funds for 11 of the 39 awards tested by the audit. The Bureau had not 
done so for a number of reasons. First and foremost, the responsibility for initiating the 
review of unliquidated obligations was decentralized from PM to the bureaus in fiscal 
year 1997, and the Bureau had not developed procedures to manage its unliquidated 
obligations. As a result, excess funds totaling over $9.1 million, at March 31, 2000, 
could have been deobligated and made available for other purposes (see Appendix ill). 

Recommendation No.2: We recommend that the Bureau for Africa review 
the balances described in Appendix III and deobligate excess or unneeded 
funds. 

Recommendation No.3: We recommend that the Bureau for Africa develop 
procedures to systematically review the valuation of its unliquidated 
obligations. Procedures should include (a) establishing a universe of those 
obligations for which it is responsible; (b) performing annual reviews of 
obligation balances, so as to ensure that excess balances are identified and 
deobligated; (c) assigning "cognizant technical officers" for each obligation 
award-including awards which have expired; and (d) enforcing compliance 
with forward funding guidance. 

Detailed Discussion - There are numerous regulatory and USAID-specific requirements 
pertaining to the review of unliquidated obligations-and to the deobligation of excess 
funds. For example: 

• Office of Management and Budget Circular No. A-34 requires that agencies 
review obligations to ensure that they are not overstated and that they deobligate 
"appropriate amounts." 

• USAID guidance (Automated Directives System, Chapter 571) requires a 
"periodic review of unliquidated balances" and the prompt deobligation of funds 
found to be excessive. 

• USAID guidance prohibits excessive "forward funding" of obligations. 
Generally, program mangers must not fund obligations for more than 12 months 
into the future beyond the end of the fiscal year in which the obligations take 
place. Funds found to be in excess of the needs for this period should be 
deobligated. I 

I For the current audit in which we reviewed unliquidated obligations as of March 31, 2000, this means that 
generally awards as of that date should not have obligated funds for expenses beyond September 30, 2001. 
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Up until the implementation of U~AID's new accounting system in fiscal year 1997, FM 
had ensured that there was a systematic review of unliquidated obligations. Up until that 
time, PM was responsible for "devising, implementing, and maintaining a comprehensive 
system for the control of obligations .... " FM initiated annual reviews of unliquidated 
obligations, issued instructions and worksheets, provided lists of unliquidated obligations 
to the bureaus, and processed recommended deobligations. Bureaus, on the other hand, 
were responsible for conducting the reviews by following PM instructions. 

However, all of this changed in fiscal year 1997 with the decentralization of the 
responsibility for reviewing unliquidated obligations to the bureaus and FM's elimination 
of USAID's internal requirement for annual reviews. PM asserted that the law did not 
require annual reviews and that USAID had the discretion to determine how reviews 
were to be done. As a result, PM no longer initiated an annual review process as it had 
done in the past. It no longer reminded the bureaus to do reviews, and did not provide 
instructions, worksheets and lists of obligations in order for bureaus to do the reviews. 

As a result of these changes, the Bureau did not systematically review its unliquidated 
obligations for a period of over two years. The Bureau did not establish procedures to 
manage its obligations, identify the universe of the obligations it managed, or perform 
comprehensive annual reviews. Accordingly, as of March 31, 2000, for the awards 
tested, the Bureau had not deobligated funds that were in excess of needs. Specifically, 
of the 39 awards tested by the audit, 11 were found to have excess funds (see Appendix 
III). 

Funds were found to be excessive for a variety of reasons. Four awards had expired more 
than five years ago-sometimes with little documentation on file as to the history of the 
associated obligations. Five of the awards included obligated funds that exceeded 
forward funding guidelines, and at least two of these awards had no readily identifiable 
cognizant technical officer assigned to follow up. In other words, more funds were 
obligated than were needed to cover the period for which forward funding is allowed, and 
nobody was clearly responsible for moniton'ng the awards. For two awards, plans had 
changed such that some of the obligated funds were no longer needed. One award had 
excess funds due to an apparent inaccurate entry of an obligation into the accounting 
system. One award had funds judged to be excessive for more than one reason. Several 
examples are discussed below: 

• A $5.0 million grant to the International Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development expired in 1995 with a $3.4 million unliquidated balance. USAID 
records showed that $5.0 million had been advanced to the Bank, that the funds 
were available for expenditures through September 1995, but that only 
$1.6 milJion had been spent. The grant agreement required that any funds not 
expended when the grant expired were to be refunded. Also, the agreement 
required the Bank to submit a final Financial Status Report within 60 days after 
expiration, showing total advances, disbursements, and "any cash remaining on 
hand"-a sum which was to be refunded to USAID. No such final report was 
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located. The audit recommends that the entire $3.4 million be reviewed for 
deobligation and a refund, if any, be sought. 

• A contract with Tulane University for goods and services in support of USAID's 
famine early warning system had an unliquidated balance of $1.0 million as of 
March 31,2000. The contract was initiated in 1989, completed in 1995, and per 
the contractor, the final voucher was submitted to USAID in 1996. US AID 
deobligated the $1.0 million remaining balance during the audit in August 2000. 

• An interagency agreement with the U.S. Department of Agriculture to combat 
grasshopper and locust outbreaks in Africa had excess unliquidated obligations 
totaling of $333,385 as of March 31, 2000. Of the excess amount, $254,282 
related to a technical advisor who was deleted from the project, and $79,103 
related to funds obligated in excess of what was permitted by forward funding 
guidance. The audit recommends that these funds be reviewed for deobligation. 

• An expired contract with the Rhone Poulenc AG Company for pesticide 
purchases dated from 1988. With $66,250 in unused funds, no activity in the 
accounting records since 1996, and little documentation in the files to support the 
obligation, the audit recommends that the entire amount be reviewed for 
deobligation. 

• The amount of a modification to an interagency agreement with the Department 
of Health and Human Services was apparently incorrectly entered into the 
accounting system. When auditors compared the accounting system amount to 
that in the signed obligating document, they found an overstatement of $18,786. 
The audit recommends that the overstated amount be reviewed for deobligation. 

While there are a number of interrelated reasons why excess funds had not been 
identified and deobligated prior to March 31, 2000, most revolve around a lack of 
procedures to replace those that had formerly been initiated by the FM. Notably, after the 
decentralization of respemsibility for reviewing unliquidated obligations, the Bureau had 
not developed procedures to systematically review and deobligate excess funds. 
Specifically, 

• The Bureau did not establish a· universe of the obligations or awards it managed; 

• It did not conduct systematic, periodic reviews of its unliquidated obligation 
balances; 

• The Bureau did not ensure that each award had an assigned "cognizant technical 
officer," an official who is knowledgeable about the terms of an award (the audit 
found that such assignments were often not up-to-date); and 
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• Obligation managers did not always follow forward funding guidance and 
believed that compliance with the guidance was not a management priority. 

Without a universe of obligations and without FM to initiate and encourage periodic 
reviews of unliquidated obligations, the Bureau had no systematic approach to reviewing 
the obligations for which it was responsible. In addition, neither FM nor USAID had 
provided overall guidance as to how bureaus were to carry out their new responsibilities. 
In short, decentralization was not accompanied by sufficient guidance, monitoring--or 
training-to ensure that essential requirements were met. 

This situation has begun to change. In response to an earlier audit, FM initiated a 
Washington-wide review of old, expired awards to see if excess and unneeded amounts 
for those awards could be deobligated. In addition, the Bureau for Management 
inaugurated a series of training programs for obligation managers. In September 2000, 
USAID issued new guidance clarifying Bureau responsibility for obligation management 
and establishing that bureau Assistant Administrators are responsible to "ensure that 
effective procedures are in place" for managing their obligations. A key procedure 
specified by the new guidance is an annual certification of unexpended balances by 
which the bureau would certify as part of the annual budget process that unexpended 
balances are needed for on-going programs and that the funding is consistent with 
USAID guidelines for forward funding. This certification is in addition to the annual 
statutory certification on the validity of obligations discussed in the first part of this 
report. This new guidance should help ensure that the Bureau's responsibility for 
reviewing its unliquidated obligations is carried out. 

It remains to be seen how the new review and annual certification process will work. At 
the very least it should help re-institute a more systematic annual review of unliquidated 
obligations, and put bureaus on notice as to their responsibilities for obligation 
·management. 

In the Bureau for Africa, as a result of (1) a lack of systematic reviews and (2) forward 
funding noncompliance, excess balances have accumulated-and funds that were not 
needed for future payments have remained idle. Notably, for the items tested, the audit 
found excess funds totaling aver $9.1 million at March 31, 2000, which could have been 
deobligated and made available for other purposes. This constitutes 9.2 percent of the 
dollar value of the unliquidated obligations reviewed by the audit. In terms of the 
number of awards with excess funds, 11 out of the 39 awards reviewed contained funds 
judged to be excess as of March 31, 2000. Of special concern is the number of old and 
expired awards that remained in the system: 4 of the 11 awards had expired more than 
five years prior to March 31, 2000. 

It should be noted that the audit reviewed only about one seventh (50 of 330 awards) of 
the Bureau's total awards as of March 31, 2000, and it is therefore conceivable that 
awards not reviewed may also include significant excess funds. We, therefore, 
recommend that the Bureau first review the excess amounts identified in Appendix III to 
determine whether these funds can be deobligated, and then put procedures in place, 
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consistent with the new US AID guidance, to ensure that all other obligations for which 
the Bureau is responsible are subject to systematic review. :These procedures should 
include (a) establishing a universe of obligations for which the Bureau is responsible, (b) 
performing reviews and an annual certification of unliquidated obligation balances, (c) 
making sure that cognizant technical officer assignments are up~to-date, and (d) enforcing 
compliance with forward funding guidance. 

Management Comments and Our Evaluation 

The Bureau concurred with the audit report's recommendations. 

Based on the Bureau's written comments on the draft report, we consider Recommendation 
Nos. 1 and 3 to have received management decisions. In response to Recommendation 
No.1, the Bureau is drafting operating procedures to support its annual certification of the 
validity of its obligations. In response to Recommendation No.3, the Bureau plans to 
implement procedures to systematica]]y review the valuation of its. unliquidated obligations. 
These procedures will include establishing a universe of obligatipns, implementing annual 
reviews, maintaining a registry of cognizant technical officers: and taking into account 
forward funding guidance when recommending resource allocation levels. Both 
recommendations can be closed when procedures are issued. 

In response to Recommendation No.2, the Bureau conducted a review of the unliquidated 
balances described in Appendix ill. However, the Bureau did not fully comment on the 
$8,060,293 in efficiency savings identified in the Appendix. We are withholding our 
concurrence with the management decision described in the Bureau's comments until we 
receive the results of the Bureau's review of each of the figures in bold print in the table in 
Appendix ill. In some cases, the Bureau's response noted that certain actions, which may 
affect an amount we recommended for deobligation, are still pending. In others, the 
response asserts that the unliquidated amount "currently" does not exceed forward funding 
guidance, but supporting evidence is not provided. 

Accordingly, we are summarizing, in the table on the following page, actions required for a 
management decision for Recommendation No.2. When these actions have been taken for 
all of these awards, and the Bureau reports an efficiency savings figure to us, a management 
decision can be achieved. The requirement for recommendations jnvolving monetary 
savings is that there must be agreement between the OIG and management on the dollar 
amount of any efficiency savings for there to be a "management decision" on a 
recommendation. To help arrive at this agreement, we have summarized in the fourth 
column of the table below "Further Actions Required for a Management Decision." 
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Excess Response per Bureau 
Further Actions 

Award Name Funds at Required for a 
3/31100 

Comment Management Decision 
Africa Business Roundtable $89,240 Deobligated 9/27/00 None 
The International Bank for 3,402,860 Will request an opinion Provide copy of a plan of 
Reconstruction and from General Counsel action based on General 
Development Counsel's response 
African Center for Constructive 319,444 Currently does not exceed Provide evidence to support 
Resolution of Disputes forward funding guidelines this assertion andlor 

deobligate any excess 
Rhone Poulenc AG Company 66,250 Has requested deobligation None 
Tulane University 1.008,834 Deobligated 8/3/00 None 
Department of Agriculture 333,385 Currently does not exceed Provide evidence to support 

forward funding guidelines this assertion andlor 
deobligate any excess 

Department of Health and 702,673 Period of performance Provide evidence to support 
Human Services extended; currently does not this assertion andlor 

exceed forward funding deobligate any excess 
guidelines 

U. S. Information Agency 1,296,000 Currently does not exceed Provide evidence to support 
forward funding guidelines this assertion andlor 

deobligate any excess 
General Services 1,737,500 Steps will be taken to Indicate amount to be 
Administration deobligate funds deemed to deobJigated 

be to be in excess of 
forward funding gllidelines 

Department of Agriculture 183,395 New activity inaugurated; Provide evidence to support 
currently does not exceed this assertion andlor 
forward funding guidelines deobligate any excess 

National Institutes of Health 18,786 "made the necessary Provide evidence for the 
correction to the incorrect amount adjusted andlor 
entry" deobligated 

Recommendation No. 2 can be closed when amounts currently found to be in excess of 
needs are deobligated. 

Finally, the second page of the comments contains three suggestions for minor changes to 
the text of the audit report. First, we did not modify the language in the report to read "could 
have been considered for deobligation," rather than simply "could have been deobligated." 
Secondly, we did not modify or delete the reference to other bureaus having devised policies 
to support the annual certification of the validity of their obligations. Both assertions are 
factual and we believe they are relevant to the audit's findings. And third, with regard to the 
uncertainty of whether the Bureau was responsible for certifying the validity of all Bureau
managed awards or only Bureau-signed awards, we agree that, in the end, both the Bureau 
and the auditors requested clarification on the issue. Accordingly, per your suggestion, we 
added a sentence to that effect to the final report. 
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Appendix II 
Page lof8 

FEB 21 m 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

lG/A/PA, Dianne L. Rawl 

DAA/AFR, Keith Bro~~ KB 
SUBJECT: Bureau Cownents: ~~~epo~ of Audit of USAlD's 

Bur.eau for Africa·' s Management of 'Unliquidated 
obliga.ti.oni3, Report. No. 9-=OQO~OO-XXX-F 

We have· received .and reviewed the·sUbj·ect draft audit report. The 
Africa Bureau concurs with the audit report's recommen?ations·that 
USAID"'·s 'Bu;reau for Afri'ca ~hould: 

l.. Devise and' ·carry· out a .pIali' :tor .Cc.!'f4ucting and documenting 
reviews support;ing its annual. ce:r:iei1:.i.i::at.ion of the validity 
of its obligations. . 

2. Review the balances d~:s~~i'be'i i~ Appen,dix III and deobligate 
exces~ or unneeded. ·:funds.' . . . " 

3. Develop procedur.es to systematically review .the valua·tion 
of its unliquidated obligation$.' Procedures ~hould.include 
(a) establish;i;on.g a universe 'of' ·those obligations for which 
it is responsible; (b) performing annual reviews of 
obligation balances. so as to'ensure that excess bala~ces 
are ic;ient.ified and. deObli.gatect:i .(.c} assigning "cOgnizant 
technical: officers" f'Or each obligation award - including 
awar.ds which haVE expired;. and ~d) enforcing compliance 
with forward funding,guidance. 

We feel, however, that some passages .in·the draft report do not 
accurately reflect the Bureau'S understand~ng of the agreements 
reached between the auditors and the Bureau during·the auditors' 
briefi-ng~. 

1300 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE, N.W 
WASHI"GTON, D.C. 20523 
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Appendix II 
Page 2of8 

on page four, the last sentence in the second full paragraph 
indicates 1lllcerta~nty ,Py,'·;Af::iiqq .. Bureau tltanagers as to whether 
the Bureau for. A~#ca ;i.,s':;'responsible ,fur the, validity for all 
Bureau-managed: 02'-' onI}" 'Bureati~'Signed' .ciwa~ds.. It should be noted 
that all parties, .inc:iud;i:ng th~t:.'IGJ.A/l?A, ,a~so requested 
clarification of this" i~~ue. T~is·. iss~e 'was' f;irst raised by the 
Af:dca B.ureau·and'GC :qtt the 'exit cQl1fEfie'nce held. on November 2. 
'The Afr:i,.ca· Bureau and GC .. Challenged 'iG/A/PA ~ s . a'ssertion that the 
scope in9luded .a+l 'Africa Bureau man~g~: .. awa.~s,· as. oppose4 to 
Africa Bureatl'~i@ed' .awardS onl.y. The ~fr:t;c~: ·Bu.reau call.ed a 
meeting with· the ld/A/PA;- 't!I.YCFO, Mlo;".,.. < A.F~lri~ :al'iQ. 'AFR/GC on 
November 7 to dis~uss'; th±s. .. issue ori,th·· .a:·ti .:re];e-t.ant offices. As 

~ .. . ~.... . -,:,,';;'. - -, '. ' , . ~ 

a result of ·that ~etJ.n.$if; ': ~ twas agr.eeCi.·,b.y :,all '~parties that the 
Bureau is onily' respo.nsihl.i :£01::' ·the Y,all.d.±~y 'of. Bu:i;"eau-si'gned, 
awa:r::ds. ' " . . '. >.~ : '. {' . 

. ~ --~'. 
In the next .p~rag~~h·~~:'the· same page~ r.efej:~hce' is made to the 
performance 'Of ether. ~e:a,;u~ in' ·this same area ~ The Bureau 
considers t¥s. .:re.f~~<ijjkto·:~. i-mproper ~. ~-.fe'elit should be 
stricken fr~m-:the ·r~~--rt':.;· . o·~.r b~rea\t~ ;~ve Dot:yet been 
audited' for ,th~l;r... " .. ' .. t, O,t· unliquidated' obligations. The 

'audit team; informed., i£he,;; entranee.;bz$e!in9 ,that Africa 
Bureau ·was.,.-seJ.ec't:~d~··,i,Q, ".~;,the· .fix-s·t bu:re.a'ii"· audited. in . this' area 
'and that. ·.aUdit.g:-'!tif,:B:~~',·l;;~eaus . woUld ,o~cur>.in: dUe time af.ter 
this atil:ii t' 'Was'. ~iet,.~ ~" ,":'!.ThU:s';· the .. -.r!faferene:e-, ~o -other bureau'S' 
performance' .in<: ~his .. a~a ";as ~~ :subStan~i~'t:ed~ ~:;does' ~not 
c(jntribt1t~ ~,trlie .. ol:;j:ecii:.,;itv:~ '.6'f ·the . .audi·t,·... aiJ4' s·h-ould be removed. 

~: -, . ~ ~ . . -'. :':. 

In the first.· parti~l ~e~t~rt..ce· on ··pag~.:,fj,v~. Feference "is made to 
. balances whicn ncould . nave' ibeen deobl:i:gated"';::-'~ ·The.,.auditors 
stressed that· it· i~ ·nd.i~'~h.'E}i.r·, rol'e ,to' forqe:' us' to deobligate 
funds. it' is up 't;:o" :th~:'~u'reati to deter:ffi:i;n~'·:whi'ch amounts are 
available f6j:'':deo:~:d:-.j.g~ioh .. It is: ml)ie·:~p-:t:GlPr:tate .. for the 
auditors to inform .. :us ·abpu·t balances that' they 'found wbich did 
not appear' to .fit' forw~rd· funding ffil.i.de,i·;.1ie-s :aiid "could 'have 
been considered f6r.,de~b.ti,:g~t~on." :' . '. . . 

Page ·eight. third fuliparagraph: Again, the auditors' role 
should be ;Limited td ·iidy:~ing the Bureau: as, ·to .which 0bligations 
they found ·appeared. -tCl· ~ -ift·,filicC~ss,,· and "which. could have- been 
considered ,fOr deol:iligat:i"9h."·, 

RecQnunend~tion No', 1; 

The Africa Bureau concurs'with this recommenQa~i~n, and we are 
implementing new·procedur~s ·to address this weakness. 

fA-
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This audit was conducted in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards. The audit assessed the validity and valuation of obligations associated with 
samples drawn from three hundred and thirty awards, which had unliquidated obligation 
balances. The fifteen sampled awards used to evaluate the Bureau's efforts to ensure 
legal validity had total obligations of $102,458,526 and total unliquidated obligations 
totaling $58,165,973 as of March 31, 2000. The thirty-nine sampled awards used to 
evaluate the Bureau's efforts to ensure proper valuation had total obligations of 
$273,757,044 and total unliquidated obligations totaling $98,520,909 as of March 31, 
2000. Audit testing was conducted on these samples, to assess how effective the 
Bureau's ~nternal controls were in ensuring legal validity and proper valuation. The 
relatively small size of the samples precluded us from making projections about the entire 
universe of the Bureau's awards. However, the report's findings and recommendations 
address control weaknesses, which have the potential for affecting all of the Bureau's 
awards. 

Methodology 

We addressed the audit objective concerning validity and valuation, by conducting tests 
on awards managed by the Bureau in Washington, D.C. It was determined early on in the 
audit that the Bureau could not provide a reliable universe of awards from which samples 
could be drawn. Accordingly, the audit team devised a universe by extracting data from 
USAID's accounting system. The audit team compared this universe to a Bureau printout 
of awards and a list of expired awards compiled by the Bureau for Management for its 
unliquidated obligation initiative. Most importantly, Bureau personnel also reviewed the 
universe. With 330 awards, the OIG-devised universe was, at the time, the most 
comprehensive available, and the only list available in electronic form. 
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For the purpose of sampling, we divided this universe into five groups: 77 grants, 59 
contracts, 26 interagency agreements, 10 "other" agreements, and 68 awards with unclear 
management responsibility. The remaining 90 awards were travel authorizations, which 
are not covered in the current audit. -

With the assistance of the ~IG's resident statistician, a probability-proportionate-to-size 
sample of 50 awards was drawn from the five groups. This technique involved 
stratifying each group according to dollar thresholds, devising a rough weighted-average 
to ensure that each group's sample size would capture at least 60 percent of the group's 
total dollar amount, and determining how many of the 50 awards would be selected from 
each group's stratum. The audit team made the 50 sample selections, and when 
judgement was necessary, awards with larger unliquidated amounts and older obligations 
were selected. No awards were selected as potential replacements. 

When audit testing began, it was discovered that 10 of the awards selected were no longer 
the management responsibility of the Bureau. Two awards selected were in fact a single 
award, half of which retained the numbering system from the previous accounting 
system, and the second half from the current accounting system. These adjustments left 
thirty-nine awards for valuation testing (i.e., awards currently managed by the Bureau). 
This included the fifteen awards to be tested for validity (awards which were managed 
and executed by the Bureau). 

Audi,t testing involved two distinct areas-valuation and validity. Tests of validity 
focused on whether on not individual obligations met the following statutory 
requirements that obligations: 

1. satisfied bonafide needs, 
2. were for specific goods or services, 
3. were supported by documentary evidence, 
4. had a signed agreement, 
5. were made within the period of availability of the funds, and 
6. were made by individuals authorized to incur an obligation. 

Tests of valuation focused primarily on soliciting feedback from the award's cognizant 
technical officer to determine (1) if plans existed to use all of the unliquidated 
obligations, (2) if forward funding guidance had been followed, (3) if plans had changed, 
or (4) if there were any other indications of over-funding. 

In planning for the audit, we concluded that if unliquidated obligations in the sample 
were found to be overstated by at least five percent, a "qualified opinion" would be 
reported. If excessive unliquidated obligations greater than ten percent were found, an 
"adverse opinion" would be given. With respect to the validity of obligations, we 
determined that any finding of obligations that did not meet statutory requirements would 
merit reporting. 

11 
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When the Assistant.Administrator for Africa signs annual 
certifications. of val;idi,ty,:doJe will ensure .that 1) the 
certifications apply to·.~l:he ·full universe of AFR Bureau signed 
awards, and 2). 'complete information' on ea'ch obligation is' 
provided to the.AA/AFR,f~r: hi~/her review. 

The certification memorandum' presented to the AA/AFR will 
contain a s'ummary table.. that. "clearly identifies for each award 
the award name' and nuffiPer; tHe ~mo~t of the award; the date the 
award was signed'; the, name' of the i~i viduai . signing the award; 
and the cognizant tec}mj,.(:al otficer. :" A copy of each signed 
award will, also be 'iIiciu4ed in the package for the AA/AFR's 
review. 

We are drafting an'Afric~ £ureau Standard Operating· Procedure 
(ASOP) that. clar·ifies Af~ica Bureau award ,tracking. The ASOP 

. will spell out the: following:' 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

The 'ProgralT! Analyst:in AFR/SuEtainable Development is 
the coordinat:oJ;" ,f'or all' A~rlca Bureau signed awards; 
A copy. of each".l\Usned award, .along with the information 
noted, .,aboy'e -:90ticern.i,ng ~:r:d· "alue, .date, ·CTO etc. must 
be 'olefile ·with ·th'e·'AFR/SI>~rogram,Analyst within 5 
days ~f 'award signi:P91 '. 
AFR/DP !PJ\lL wilE work with ·the AFiVSD coordinator and 
use. ,)::loth the .. pligeni~·:aCC::OUqting system and Business 
Objects· ~a PhQen],x':':~'inked report.s package) to run 
quarterly..reports to ca~~ure:al1'Bureau issued 
obligations. AFR/DP wi'll~ rEk:oncile these reports with 
the records m/i.intained· by the. AFR/SD coordinator to 
ensure the fuli unive~se .is:captured.· 
The final verification package for the AA/AFR will also 
incluge.-a copy "of the'· Septe~r .·.3'0 Phoen;ix r£lPort 
ensu:ting that the trackiilg· :sys~em ·maintained by the 
AFR/SD 'Program Analyst ties to the' obligations as 
recorded 'in Phoenix. the official washington accounting 
system. 

We will issue this new ASOP'not later than March 16, 2001. 

We request that audit recommendation No. 1 be closed .. 

Recommendation No.2: The Africa Bureau has conducted a· review 
of the unliqUidated balances.described iti Appendix III of this 
report. The following provides information on the ~tatus of 
each item listed in Appendix III. Each award identified in the 

.::. .... 
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audit and di,scuBsed below is. listed with the marne of, the 
recipient follo~d hy·,;thfF,:g:r;in~'T_ contlfaCt or other agreement 
number in parentheses .",; "- : ,~ , 

- -
Africa Business Ro~~table r6,2.4'O~38G002J.4000) .. Unliquidated 
balance of this award was deobligat-ed on September 27, 2000. 

World Bank H,980S36G0010;o09·0) - This is Cj.n award to a multi
donor trust .fund, orig·;i.ha;iiy, .anticipated .to .tota1 $76 million. 
USAID originally an:tiC'i.p~te:d:,a u'tital qontr:ibution. of. $10 million 
for the entire li£e',Qf ,th!5! --a,cti;vity throUgh 2002'. An initial $5 
million, was obligated:~or, 'E:~enditures thrpugh Sept., 30, 1.995, 
but due to funding cuts:,'-' the' additional $S million was never 
obligated. USAID has cont~~U~d to Part~~!pate ih the' 
p~ogrammatic aspects .of.: th~.; ~cti vity' through the current time, 
as reflected in' the:.MOU Si$,ned-:i-n 19'91.~ 

. ,\ . 
As is usual for grants to:,P'IOs for multidonor trust funds, 
USAID's funds are ~ommingl~a with, those of, other do~ors, and can 
not be directly identified with spe.cific .expenditures. The 
reporting requirements·in·t~ gFant agreement reflect this. 
Since it was plaDflftd t-ha~'-the B~nk .woul.d provide ·most of the 
grant funds -tp the Af£1i-cat:r ~p~eity ,Building _lnitiative ,(ACBI), 
the grant agreement pr6iid~1;L tor- 'certain reportIng· from ACBI 
directly 'to ·USAIDi . in',;atlrlit'!on ,1;;0 rePoz;ting f·rom the World Bank. 

The Bazik has informed -Us :that,' Slinee the Trust FUnds itself runs 
through June 2002, it wi:11' not be abl.e"to produce a final report 
specifying the actual a~Unt of USAID funds th~t'have been 
liquidated Until that time"Ho~ever, t~e grant, agreement 
contains a number of pr6visions'w~ich s~ggest that there may be 
alternative means by~hi~h.it can'be determined that USAID'~ 
funds have been liqu·i-date(l •. ·For· instance, the grant:. agreement 
contains a number of i~ems for which it states th~t!USAID funds 
can be .,used, 'to which 'USAID .. funds' possibly could ,be : attributed. 
The grant agreement ~cognizes that certain reporting may flow 
directly from ACBI to USAtO r ·and AFR/SD will seek to obtain more 
recent ACBI annual reports:' The grant agreement does not require 
that funds be attributed on a pro' rata share among donors, and, 
in any case, amounts arid timing ~f donor contributions have not 
been fully unHorm or provided' as 'initially plaruled. '. 

AFR/SD will request an opinion from GC as to whether there are 
alternative bases on which 'to consider USAID"s obligation as 
fully liquidated, or whether ~t,is possible to consider 
extending the estimated grant completion-date to encompass 
USAID's participation in the full period of the Trust Fund. 

" 

, I~ 
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African Center ,for Constructive Resolution and Development (AOT
G-00-97-00369) - The forward funding issue has now been resolved 
by the disbursement of funds in December 2000. The current 
unliquidated balance does not exceed the forward funding 
guidelines. 

Rhone Poulenc AG Company (AFR0517C002082'O'O) - This firm merged 
with Aventis CropScience'USA, Ll?. -Contact was,'made with Matthew 
S. Keefer (financial officer) and, a let't:er wa:s s'ent, requesting 
the final SF 269 'specifying ~he liquidation of the obligation. 
No response was received. The Bureau has requested.that the 
funds be deobligated and has forwarded"the request to FM for 
action. 

Tulane-University (~R04-6'6C00903500) - Unliquidated balance of 
this award was deobliga~~d on ,August 3,2000. 

Department o~ Agriculture· (AOT-A-AG:92-00166) - Emergency t 
funding waS sbligated uqder this agreement to cover the ~ 
possibili,ty 9f gr~ss4oppef :and le,cust plagues in ~rica. ,".1 

CUrrently the unliquidated balance does, not exceed the forward 
funding gciidelines. ' 

~- .... 
• ~ -.-,3,. 

Departmen1;-' of ,He.a1-t:h '~~',H~ Services ,(AFR-P-,OO",98-00012) - On 
December 12', '2000 the'American Institute for Research (AIR) 
requested a no-:cost e~ten~ion to Task ,Order No. 10 to 6 May 2001 
because the existing Task Order was due to end on FebrUary 5, 
200.1 • 

Several ~actors have influenced implementing the existing ~sk 
Order, which ,has resulted in an Unanticipated lag in using the 
available resources. These'include (1) 'key personnel who were 
seconded to other activities 'that were covered by other ' 
implementing ,mechanisms and (2) the changing conditions in 
targeted countries that delayed the implementation of planried 
activities. An extension of the'period of performance is 
expected to provide a mOre ~ppropria,te and realistic time frame 
that will permit the ~,uccessful completion of the overall agenda 
of this Task 'Order., Based' ,upon our discus'sions with the Grantee 
regarding the time required'to complet'e, ·planned activities, we 
have extended the task 9rder through April ,30, 2001. By our 
current estimates, the unliquida'te,d balance do~s not exceed the 
forward funding guidelines. Finally, we do not anticipate 
providing additional extensions and in~end to initiate a review 

11 
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,to 'determine whether or not 'a balance remains 'to be' de-obligated 
when th!iS'T~S~ order, ~lids.'(,n ,Api-i,l jO,.2001'.' 

.,. .~:" :::.. .• -:: ',.": '.": :': . . ,t"';:;~J'-
u.s. J:n'fo:mnation 'Ageney '(A1rR":'P-:O'O-9g-0-tfOtl2.) - This action was 
taken under' the "~du.cation 'f,Ol;' D~veiop~nt' ~md Democracy' 
Initiative ,J-EDDI.}:. ""'Thi"initi~p.:,.'ob~igati.9il to USIS was $2.7 
mil.lion in 's'eptem:be:t:: 99-:" The,' i!i'~.c'ond "WA:~' $T. 0' million in, August 
2000. Most "of these amounts' :-were!o};lHgatetl" ,for participant 
training; for which' fopaarq. fUnding gu;i.d'¥'i~nes~'~nticipate full 
funding:-at ,the ti~e c£ Oblig'!lt:i,~ Tli"e!:, ~'mairi~ of t~"funds, 
was obligat~d' for tec;~iqa,t., !lg1:J,i,'i3'i:;ince' ':to"'establish partnerships 
'and ,usisnnanag'ement','co'st,~ ~ " :i,:"g~<fa,tt;h', jtidgment. was' made at 
the ,t"itrie', 'of ,~ach :cibl,igatio~:,;~ha.,;·>the,s"~~,~tbivitri.-es would be, 
completed,.bY: t~':foll6wjj~:Sept~'''·:'i,un:~t:i.ci-pated delays in 
implementing, the pr~g~.am ':oCbu.~~lk~:· ',Ti1ese, .:d~lay,s jare' , , 

-abtril;lutable iI;l':,part,tb' ~h~ :,~ari~gelnent;.,~'t.~,~tul'e ~1:' ,the EDDI 
pr~~~m w~icli ,isq::arri:~d "p~t by :.a~~?,~t.~~.a:ge~ ,WQ.rking Group 
(IWS) ,and'requires ,a'-gr.eat -de~L o~" ,c~~at'i:-on 'a+J.d' 
co.1laboraHQn;l:'e~ultj,n$J 'f~ 'a. '~};,ower ~~;t1s.iQn-m~)d,~g' and$ 
imPlemeiltation pro.ce!u,j.: '; ~;-re)ll:;.iy.~' :t~.!I~· a~i'Vity is fuTiy 
within rthe fo:rWard,:'ftl'hffillg.- gu'idel.-ines ~, '$l.nce' 'all,' current.J.y
obliga~d -norr-tr~;tning'::iWi~-" ara-,e:xpe.c;:te:d',.t()",be_eXpend~by 
AugUst "20-02., " ' ',' '.,' "':- ' . " -, ' ' . " ' 

'-:" . ::. -. 
,General :Services ',A&ninifitr..j:tt~s.On :(iFR.~P~O:O--9:9,-OOO1)8-) ..:, At the 
time"'this ag:reeme.nt'~-s ,.$~9h~Ii;:-,,-t11;e":-d~mand;fer schOl~rship funds" 
exceedec;l :thi;!"'ail'ailcible/~~iM-ng:;,· ' It ::ts,:"imp~tant tOlJ.o"te 'that 
the tducat,ibn fo): oev~io,pment.';;,a~d, Delt\GPr-acy. I-;::tit.i~t;ive' (EDDI) 
does n9t function' excI']Js1i,vely -j,n'counif~,~' 'where there is USAID 
presence .. Thercefore, count,iY' t;i:i~c1s:li~t:S 'w~re,"notiI;l'place for 
all countries ,p'lanning ,t~'pi;irlf~ipat~ j,b, ft~~ ~DD.I, program'., And 
while it" was kn6.wn how an,d':~her¢,:,the ':~t\1i);!iS, ,~El;toe .to be sp.ent, and 

'.,. .' ._ .. ':'f , ... ~ ... , .. - i: ' 

that these' f1,1nds ,'w~i:'e-' :f~r'~ttbicJ:pant:' ;t-rainirtg' tnat would 
require inimedia,te fuU ,f'in:lding, '~ly tlie l=.oi:mtries' with 
checklists' on 'file were '~uthqrize4' tp have~-tbe scholarships 
begin. ,In' .full consultat"ion with' the' _(~Emer;al ,counsel's office, 
a proces,s .w~ ,put into , __ ~~ace ut'iliz~~, proj'~ct' '~mplementation 
lebters to' :effect a chap-ge 'and, 'add' qountries as they were 
approved for eXpen-di;tu;t'es',; T~er.:p:t:oe~ss, has significantly 
increased tb~' liquida,t'ion" 'l:'at~ ,.,at\"4,:'th,e ·:pipei:i.ne ,is ': expected to 
assume ~eas6.hable pr.opqioti6ns~$~9rtl¥. ;~ote 'that. the pipeline 
will be reviewed, on a::pe:tiodi~" .. b~~is', 'at 'Which, time, s'teps will 
be taken' to de~obligate ':funds, d~etned, :by tlJ,e, 'proj'ect manag,ers to 
be ,in, e-xceSs of -the fUt;ldil1g, -guid'elines,t', ,-

Department ,of' Agr!cultqre (AOT-R~,OO'd~5-0e'J.23) - Addi.tional 
funding was obJ,.igated ~nder,this~agreement to provide the 
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African Center ·for Constructive Reso1ut!on and Development (AOT
G-OO-97-00369) - The forward funding issue has now been resolved 
by the disbursement of funds in December 2000. The current 
unliquidated balance does not exceed bhe forward funding 
guidelines. 

Rhone poulenc AG Company {AFROS17C0020S'2-o'O) - This firm merged 
with Aventis CropScience.--USA, LJ?. -Contact was-'made with Matthew 
S. Keefer (financial officer) and, a letter' was a'ent requesting 
the final SF 269 specifying ~he liquidation of the obligation. 
No response was received. The 'Bureau has reques.ted.'that the 
funds be deobligated and has. forwarded, ,the request to PM for 
action. 

Tulane·University (loFROo(6'6C00903500) - Unliquidated balance of 
this award was deobliga~~d on ,August 3,2000. 

,. 
Department o~ Agriculturs" (AOT-R-AG:92-00166) Emergency ~ 
funding was IDbligated ~de,r this agreement to cover the J' 

possibHi,ty qf gr~ssl?-oppe!' 'and lo.cust plagues in Africa. :1 
CUrrently the' unliquidated balance does;not exceed the forward 
funding ~~_deline-s. _, ' 

- ~ • 3: 

Departmen~:-of .Real~h ~d' Human, Services ,(AFR-P-O-o~98-'00012) - On 
December i2', ':llOOO the' 'Ameri~an Instit.ute ,for Research (AIR) 
requested a no-:cost extien$i'Oil to Task,Crder,No. 10 to.6 May 2001 
because the existing Task Order was due to end on February 5, 
200~. ...-

Several ~actors have influenced implementing the existing Task 
Order, which ,has resulted in an Upantic!pated lag in using the 
available resources. These'include (1) key personnel who were 
seconded to other activit'ies . that -were covered by -other ' 
implementing mechanisms and (2) the changing conditions in 
targeted countries that delayed the implementation of planned 
activities. An extension of th~'period of' performance is 
expected to provide a mar.e appropria.te and realistic time frame 
that will permi,t the ~uccessful completion of the overall agenda 
of this Task 'Order., Based ,upon our discus'sions with the Grantee 
regarding the time required:to complete'planned activities, we 
have extended the task 9rder t.hrough April ,30, 2001. By our 
current estimates, the unfiquidaie,d balance dOeS not exceed the 
forward fundi~g guideli?es. Finally, we do not anticipate 
providing additional extensions and in~end to initiate a review 

IE 
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procedures formerly used by M/FM in the Section 1311 
reviews . ~ We have:'~~r:eady ':aler~ed M/FM to our desire to 
work clos!!ily with ,ttfe.rn' "tG~ 1) structure implementation of 
Phoenix s~tem func~fonality f9r'recorging and tracking, 
obligation accrual~(; !ilnd 2i s1::ruc;:ture an annual obligation 
review that can utilize the in'formation contained in 
Phoenix/the Agency"s official accounting system for AID/W 
transactions. 

The ASOP will also affirm the BUre!1lu'sptili'cy on the need 
to better manag~ ob~;gations, and reference the relevant 
sections of the ADs :rela'!:',ing to obligation management and 
pipeline J?arameters" ' , . 

" , . 
Following each "a:~al review at obl'i9'Elt'ion balanc;:es, a 
progress report"1ne$orartdum will be issued to the AA/AFR, 
with ~ copy to the M/CFO,Bummariiing the Bureau's findings, 
and actions pro:posed~'" ' , 

'j (c) The APR/SD Pro~i;~m '~a1yst will ~aint.ain'; a registry, to be 
reviewed by AFR/B~lP.?fA··on a '<;f\lar~ly basis, which ,will 
list each.CTe w.:,the·~~B.!U'eau, witl;t'<!l compi.etE! 1is't of 
·o!:?'ligati.ons Cbo;th':.a,?t.;i,?-~ ',~d e~~r~)· 'far ,which ,they are 
re'Sponsible~ Th-e,;±nJ.t.tal' .. r-egisb::Y;,.w~l'l be completed not 
later thim:~Marcb is .. , .. ~ ;,~tSD 'Program'-:Analyst and 
AFR/DP/'PAB '-will .s:h~r.e ',~h,±S r.egist:ry',wi'th,-M/OP and work with 
OP to ensure that"wal2.d'.iSign-ed,':a.ro:'instruction memoranda 
are on ,file. and up: t()':c:I~,ie: £Or-",e~-dh abtive 'award,~ 

, . . . 
(d) As a result 'of 'inforrnati'on gain~d dur'i~g the annual review 

of Africa,' Bureau obUg~tion:s " lkF-R/DP will t~e into account 
pipeline"' and, fo~a:z:~ '£u~~g 9iiia~nce, -when recommending 
resource .s;llocaUo~r:,~y.els to the-~.~/AFR., _ 

~ .. 
We request that audit 'reco~mendation ~o. 3, par~s (a), (b), (c) 
and (d) be 'closed. 

.'~ . 

The Africa Bur~auappreci~te~ the collabbration and assistance 
that was prov~ded by, the ~~uditors dti:ring 'the cou~se. of the 
audit. 
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With Balances that A ppear to be Excessive 
As of March 31, 2000 

Award Name 
Unliquidated Excess 

Reason for 
and Number 

Obligations Funds 
Excess 

- at 3/31/00 at 3/31/00 

Africa Business Roundtable $89,240 $89,240* Expired Grant 
6240438G00214000 (deobligated 9127100) 

The International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development 3,402,860 3,402,860 Expired Grant 

6980536GOOI06000 
African Center for Constructive 
Resolution of Disputes 2,308,449 319,444 Excessive Forward Funding 

AOT -G-OO-97 -00369 
Rhone Poulenc Aq,Company 

66,250 66,250 Expired Contract 
AFR0517C00208200 

Tulane University 1,008,834 1,008,834* 
Expired Contract 

AFR0466COO903500 ( deobligated 8/3/00) 
Department pf Agriculture 

841,324 333,385 
Changed Plans! Excessive 

AOT -R-AG-92-00166 Forward Funding 
Dept. of Health-and Human Services 

AF'R-P-00-98-00012 
2,275,000 702,673 Changed Plans 

U. S. Information Agency 
2,058,200 1,296,000 Excessive Forward Funding 

AFR-P-00-99-00002 
General Services Administration 

3,426,483 1,737,500 Excessive Forward Funding 
AFR-P-00-99-00008 

Department of Agriculture 1,642,509 183,395 Excessive Forward Funding AOT-R-00-95-00123 
National Institutes of Health 5,440,753 18,786 

Incorrect Entry into Accounting 
AOT-P-ID-92-00171 System 

Total $9,158,367 

*Less amounts deobligated during the audit $ 1,098,074 

Excess amounts to be reviewed for deobligation (in bold) $ 8,060,293 


