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Mr. Herbert Beckington
Auditor General
:Rcxm 5644
Departr::'£.."".t of State _.
hJency for Internat..ional .J:evelq::rnent .
l'1ashington,,--D.C.; 20523' -- -

RE: The AAGM Draft Audit
RefX>rt en Ole Intexnational

DE'..ar Mr. Bec..1Qngton:

The attached response is respec'-Jully suhnitted to:

(1) call your attention to the kind of audit performed on Ole .Jrlt&"'TIational
and the extent to which (in our view) the report does not reflect. the
level of professionalism, depth of analysis and constructive attitude:.·~.__ ·
'oJOrthy of the declare::l purp:Jses of the audit and the high res...~0nsibility·
vested. in the auditors ~ .

.I

I
I

,
(2) register 01CI's concern regarding a) the serious shortcanL"1gs

roth in tone and substa.."1ce, of the audit report, b) the e..:rre...'1t
to whic"l such a dQC\..m'.eI1t can genuinely be viewed to por-LTay ttl.a
actl..13.1 perfomance and record of Ole International and c) the exi:ent.
to which such a report should re used to serve the information
needs of the audit office, U&ZUO Nissions and other offices of AID/
Nashing-::on.

(3) request your office to irrpress upon the auditors their res?,.)Dsibility
to prcx:luce an audit report vmic"l is based on the total facts, a con­
structive perspective and an analytica.l frarne\.;ork rnore sui.t.€'.D to .tl1e
chosen purposes of the audit.
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11r. Herb=>Jt Eeckington
Auditor GP..neral
Page 2
2\u:3USt 4, 1980

'!his response is further suhni.tted to your office in the Satre vein you suggested during
the AIDjPVO conference held in June 1980. We took, then, tmder advisSP."'-Ilt the encourage­
rrent you gave the PVO ccmrrunity that, should any audit concerns arise, the concerns
ought -to be broug.."'1t to your attention. Mule we regret the need to present to you the
present concerns, we feel obliged, to correct the misrepresentation, the imbalance and
innuendos of the draft audit refOrt which has ,already been circulated to several USAID
missions ~oad arii to various bureaus within AID/Hashington itself.

Respectfully yours,

k--Ga4~
Kura Abec1je I
Deput'.1 Executive Director and
Director, Finance/Administration

cc: Geo~ge L. I:Je."l3.rco,· Al\G/W
Galer Butcher, ~A/Ar~

'rhcna5 -Fox, PCD/PVC
Hugh _L~ IMelley, SER/a1 ­
Richard Billig,A.~/i'J/SA
'USAID/I.are
USAID/Haseru
USAID/FreetO:.vn
USAIDjHonrovia
USAIDj.Banjul
USluDjAccra
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... r SU~1ARY STATEMENT ON THE PURPOSES (SCOPE)
OF AUDIT AS INDICATED IN THE DRAFT AUDIT REPOHT
----------~---------------------------------~---

The purposes indicated are to:

(1) determine effectiveness of both. AID

and OICI program management

(2) determine workability of OICI projects

(3) compare achievements and goals, and

(4) determine if funds were spent in

accordance with the terms of the Grant.

?.2lrp_o~e_s No_s_._-l.lJ_a_~~j}J_

These purpbses are clear to the extent that the intent of

the auditors is declared. What is not clear is the auditors'

basis for determining the effectiveness of OICI's or AID's pro­

gram management or the workability of OICI projects. Not only

is the basis of determination questionable but also the method­

ology·attempted and tools of analysis utilized are entirely

lacking in· terms of addressing all dimensions of the·issues i.n­

valved. To pass_.an_ unqualified judgment on the entire perform&r,c0

or record of an organization, simply on the basis of discrete,

selective and exceptional findings is both premature and mis­

leading, since the audit covers only a finite period, i.e.,

two years. It is equally premature and overzealous to recom­

mend, on the basis of such selective findings, tha~ the
\

Assistant Administrators of the Bureaus of poe/pvc and AFR

and the Office of Contract Management should determine if

future agency support is justified. It is apparent that such

a recommendation is based on a fast conclusion which again is

based on selective 'findings' and not on any aspect of the

significant progress made by OICl in the past ten years. It

is also apparent that the audit report has made no effo,rt to

take into account the findings of independent evaluators l

cOl11,nissioned b~l AID during the audit period.

1 ~·;<.)lf & Corrpany, Evahk"1t.icn of Opp:Jr"tuni.ties Indust.rialization centers
Intc ~~na.tion;:J.l, Hai-l-9Ts-.- _. X'Csf.)-,-"&IT-rietC &-I~-Q2T·,- -h.;;,.:;:1i-illtiD:1 ()T<'}ic-J]5,:icX:>
Ag":"ioi:C°ti"ltill:aY'I'r.aininq Proqram, Jan. 1980 (~t(~ that-;'iiriete-ail;-Te21cfe-;:­
;;.;a-;;- ·c(m~nrss-,iork:.~[ ~~-I\:fQ/~'b~;1-1-ington ,an additional o:::msul tantwas
coIT~tissionoJ by USAID/rDrn:~).
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~ I Nor has the audit: report taken note of the positive joint

evaluation findings (1979) by OICI, the host governments, and

AID Missions in Sierra. Leone and Liheria. Indeed, in· 1980, too,

such additional joint evaluations conducted with the participatior

of AID and host governments have been completed on Ghana (end-of:­

project)*, Lesotho and The Gambia. Nowhere is there a single

appreciation in the audit report of the difficulties a PVO such

as OICI faces in undertaking projects in small countries with

fragile economies, inadequate infrastructure (especially co~nuni­

cations) and frequent political upheavals. In short, the auditor.

failed to provide the detailed analysis and evidence needed to

measure up to the scope of the audit and the significance of the

conclusions reached. The audit report, both in tone and substanc,;

is unfair to the established performance record of OICI. Its I
innuendos have taken the place of complete facts, context, ba-

~-lanced assessment and objectivity. We believe the context within

which a program operates should also be the context within which

program and management audit/evaluation should be made. Judgment

-passed Out of context i~equally damaging to the record and image

of a PVO as well as to the professional credence of the auditors

themselves. An audit report ought to be a public document ~vorthy

of the genuine information needs of bureaus and agencies which

depend on such documents for decision-making.

\

Here, the audit report intends to compare achievements and

goals. The theme of the audit, whether by design or default, con'

jures up all the negative aspects, both actual and assumed, witho;;

bothering to deal in any memner with OICI r s positive program

accomplishments. The tone of the· audit report is ominous and is

not apparently meant to help OICI improve its future performance,

but rather to convey to the readers of the report a message which

distorts OICl's performance and image.

*A consultant was hired ar.d approved by AID to lead the team 2nd prepare the
fi1'n1 evaluation report. "ihis was initia~ to ensure objectivity.

-~-
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The report nowhere acknowledges that OICl provided the

auditors with access to internal evaluations which show OICl's

recognition of over-ambitious program targets, and hence over­

stated goals. The goals were overstated relative to the time

needed for implementation, due to (1) the initial time lag be-­

tween actual project authorization and the implementation time

frame as contained in the project paper, and (2) the time needed

to recruit, train and bring on board the full complement of OICI's

Technical Cooperation Team and ·the local project staff*, (3} the

time needed to establish cooperative working relationships with

the local government bureaucracy. This process, of which the

audit report is oblivious, has a direct bearing on the actual

outputs of interim periods, outputs which the audit report com­

pares, out of context, with proposal output targets. The audit

report nowhere mentions the delay involved in securing procurement

and waiver authorizations and in complying with U~ S. flag vessel

requirements. The. report nowhere_indicates that· shipments to many

African ports do take time, and do present logistical problems

attributable to congested ports and land-locked countries which

require .further transit shipping arrangements, before program

items reach their final destination. There are also unexpected

delays stemming from local bureaucracies which are experienced

after project start-up and not foreseen at the time of proposal

development. It is obvious that these inevitable processes. are a

prime concern to OICI, but not to the auditors. The processes

suggest a_cause and effect relationship with respect to perfor­

mance levels which are untimely and improperly measured at a

particular point in time, by auditors insensitive to the issues.

To pass a mechanical judgment on interim outputs, without any

recognition of the practical context and conditions of delivery

is, in our view, not responsible. To this extent, the usefulness

of the audit report for a constructive purpose is clearly limited,

even if one acknOWledges some value in some of the 'findings' for

purposes of enforcing existing policies, practices and Grant re­

quirements. The auditors have failed to acknowedge that OICI has

*It sr.ould 1.")2 noted that neither TC.'T nor local staff recnritrrent can be
fni tiatJ:..."<1 prior to act.ua.l grant approval and tJ.'1e issuance of the Federal
p~?s·:.?rve J....':?t~\.~L of C'redi.t:. Ar:endn-ent.

-3-



an internal evaluation system which was helpful even to the

auditors themselves. OICI does not hide from its problems nor

does it hide its problems from others. Before the arrival of the

auditors, OICI was already aware of interim lags in program output.

Hore importantly, in view of this recognition, OICI was and still

is accelerating its effort to increase output. Nevertheless, the

audit report contends that "there is no assurance that future

performance will improve. 1I In lieu of seeking assurance, the

auditors could have been more insightful, for all the reasons ex­

plained above, in at least raising the possibility that OICI's

goals might have been overstated instead of understating OICI's

achievements. Such-dual consideration, on the part of the audi­

tors, would have recognized the double disadvantage done OICI.

Additionally, the auditors understated OICI's interim achievements,

by failing to note the number of local staff and Board members

trained, the operational training facilities set up, the in-kind

assistance granted by host governments such as land,. training

facilities, equipment and commodities, supplies, as vlell~as food

and. stipends for trainees. These imp.ortant host countrycontri­

butions are in addition to the substantial cash contributions

made which the audit report has not fully acknowledged. In con'"

trast to the auditors' apprehension regarding the local fund­

raising prospects, further cash contributions have been received,

10,000 Rands in Lesotho and 180,000 Leones in Sierra Leone in 'the

. months irrunediately following this audi t. Each contrib'utiOIL repre­

sented a portion of the respective local budgets.

In spite of many of the above material facts and explanations

shared with the auditors during the audit and at the exit con­

ference, the audit report still asserts that "Historically, OICl

has failed to fully achieve their most important goals, i.e,

(1) creation of developing country OIC's that become financially

self-sufficient by obtaining local support, and (2) placement of

trainees on jobs. At the present time the same concH tions pre-­

vail and there is no assurance that future performance vlill

improve. II As in other instances, the above statement contains

a number of inaccuracies and misleading innuendos. A few examples

can illustrate this point.



"

, I

(1) Despite the political crisis and the acute economic

difficulties of Ethiopia in the past five years, OlC-Ethiopia is

still operating and self-sustaining, independent of both AID and

OICI.

(2) OIC-Nigeria is another case in point. Despite changes

in governmen~, it remains to date operational and self sustaining

with substan~ial support from the Industrial Training Fund of the

Nigerian Government.

(3) Even in the case of the discontinued OIC-Zambia project,

discontinued with the initiative of OICI itself for reasons related

to the local OIC Board of Directors' non-compliance with OICI's

policies, the'program did have local support including the en­

dorsement of the host government and the Mutendere Center which

handed over its operation to OIC-Zambia.

(4) Although OICI has not yet'completely phased out of Ghana

- (due to program replication in Kumasi and Takoradi), the input of

the .Government and industry of Ghana ($544,487) is a notable con-'

tribution to the drive for self-sufficiency, considering the

extreme economic hardship the country suffered for more than ten

years, a situation which has further been aggravated in recent

years. Here again, the audit report does not in any way re~er

to the state of Ghana's economy, as if it has no bearing on the
\

fund-raising capacity of OIC-·Ghana.. The report could have also

acknm'lledged the substant.ial contributions as a measure of pro-­

gress toward goal rather than focusing solely on shortfalls.

In essence, the report has simply done av;ay wi th the economic

assumptions upon which the original goal .figures vlere based and

the fact that, during the actual fund-raising period, those

assumptions no longer obtained. Thus, the audit report merely

points to the effect, disregarding cause and context. Lack

of recognition (in the audit report) of the sum total of the

points raised heretofore regarding 'findings' has led to equally

deLicient 'conclusions' and even more unwarranted 'recommenda­

tions,' i.e., the audit reportculrninates in raising the question

of the justification for any future agency support.

- 5 -
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Constructive recommendations regarding the need for more

effective monitoring and reporting were made in the AID Audit

Report #78-126 of June 29, 1978, covering the period ,July I',

1975, through September 30, 1977; the auditors also noted then

that OICl has made a "marked improvement in administrative and

operating practices." In the course of the subsequent two-year

period (which is the subject of the current draft audit report)

OICI has implemented most of the recommendations made in the

June 1978 audit report. OICI has also since undertaken three more

'new projects, i.e., Liberia, The Gambia, and Lesotho. Total

funding claimed for the two-year audited period, ending Sept. 30,

1979, is $6,124,853.14. Costs questioned out of this amount

total $13,387.63, of which $7,920.79 represented the cost of

trucks purchased locally in Togo from locally generated funds.

In view of this latter fact, the Grant Officer ruled the $7,920.79,

an allowable expenditure which did not require prior,or-retro-

. active authorization.-- (See Attachment A)'. Hence, such a ruling

reduces the questioned cost total to $5,466.84. Out of this

remaining amount, the $587.56 questioned cost represents an

inadvertent overpayment for official business mileage reimburse­

ment in Sierra Leone. OICI has already reimbursed same amount

to contracts as of February 1980, a fact already co~nunicated to

the AID auditor on April 17, .1980. (See Attachment B). The

balance remaining of the $5,466.84 is therefore $4,87\9.28. Of

this amount, $2,413 represents interest charge for bank over­

draft in '1'ogo and an additional '$415 represents interest charge

for bank overdraft in Lesotho. The interest payment in Togo

(in 1979) stemmed primarily from insufficien,t contract funds

which necessitated borrowing from a local bank at commercial

interest. rate. OICl did comrnunicate its shortage of funds to

USAID in July of 1979. However, funds were not received until

September 1979. It should also be pointed out that in the interim

period, program expenses including payroll had to be met, as the

project was still in operation. Even with respect to the current

fiscal year, it should further be added that OICldid not receive

the approved budget for Togo until eight months after I i.e.,

-~-
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until Hay 1980. In the case of Lesotho, too, a similar situatiorl

obtained which necessitated th~ overdraft and hence the interest

payment out of contract funds. Again, even for the fiscal year

October I, 1979, thru September 30, 1980, the Federal Reserve

Letter of Credit for the OIC-Lesotho budget was not received by

OICI until July II, 1980, nearly nine and one-half months after

the fiscal year started. We think such patterns of delay do pose

a serious problem for any management. Yet, the auditors did no·t

make any reference to such difficulties being caused by AID's

bureaucracy and the auditors' indiscriminate application of sub­

part 15.207-17 Federal Procurement Regulations.

Finally, the above facts and explanations suggest that OICl

has proved to be fully accountable for more than $6,000,000,

excepting approximately $2,800 of questioned interest payment

for which OICI's explanation is already stated. Put differently;

;we believe that OICl has successfully met the .financial account.a-­

~ility requirements of the Grant and o~e of the principal purposes

of the audit which was to "determine if funds were spent in ad-·

cordance with the terms of the Grant."

\
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, . SPECIFIC CO~~ENTS ON SEC~ION II
OF THE DRAFT AUDIT REPORT, i. e. ,

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS------------------------------------

A-I Fina_nc i al:-..§_e}.!_-_S_~J i c_i e ncy

The issue of "financial self-sufficiency" has already been

addressed in OICI I S ~~~~r..Y_.?_t..?-_~em~~-t:. on "the purposes" of the

audi t.

A-2 and B-3 Trainee Completion and Trainee Placement- --------------
This item of concern has been partly dealt with in OICl's

Summary Statement on Purpose No.3. While the draft audit report

was in progress, the auditors requested OICI to respond to ques­

tions in this area. OICI did respond both orally· and in writing,

although the responses are not fully reflected in the draft audit

report. The comments below are therefore made to further clarify

OICI' s position on this matter.

(1) The audit report reflects the auditors' failure to

carefully analyze the logical framework matrix and the project"

design as contained in each project paper.

(2) The a udi t report does not acknowledge tha t la_t:...e__.~ndi...n_SI

has resul ted in proposal dates which no longer concur wi t:h actual

training cycles.

\
(3) The audit report does not give any indication that the

open-ended placement process is continuous, i.e., that the job

market and local seasonal conditions are fluid, and that trainees

cannot all be placed at once. OICI proposals state that "place­

ments occur continuously throughout the year following the comple­

tion of course work." This statement is contained in the OICl

Grant Agreement No. AID PHA G-1125 Amendment #21, Page 2. The

same statement also appears in the PPT Narrative Description of

OICI project proposals (See, for instance, OICl Lesotho Proposal,

Page 92, and Liberia Proposal PPT Narrative, Page 90, No. 33).

-8-



, .
(4) In No.2 above, OICr's comment'was intended to draw

attention to the fact that the auditors referred to interim out­

put objectives without any consideration of Grant approval dates

and actual project start-up dates. The specifics of these dates

will be identified a little later in the sections dealing with

program statistics. It should be, additionally, pointed out that

the auditors appraised the achievement of interim output objectives

without bothering to verify whether the assumptions stated in the

logical framework matrix did actually obtain at the time of im­

plementation. Furthermore, in relating actual to projected output,

the auditors failed to compare projected input with actually

required input.

(5) The auditors used fiscal years (which are primarily

suitable for financial auditing) as cut-off points of program

outputs without referring to actual program start-up dates and

the time needed to implement varying training cycles for different

courses. Even in the' case of the OIC Agricultural projects, the

auditors'measurement of output did not take into consideration

the training cycle which necessarily includes the planting and

harvesting seasons. As a result, the auditors only referred to

trainee completions achieved according to fiscal years.

(6) It does seem to us inappropriate for the auditor~ to

question OIeI's capacity to eventually attain proj~ct goals on

the basis'of current gaps "between "actual accomplishments and

original planned targets, without footnoting OICl's already re-.

vised operational plans and accelerated output schedules which

were being implemented as of September 1979.

In summary, the audit report does not reflect a sensitive

and realistic understanding of the operational implications per­

taining to the interrelationships of ~~~~~, ~~y~~~, ~~~_ut and

~~~~y_~~~~o The absence of these considerations, does render,

in our view, the auditors' conclusions on training outputs and

placement targets, inaccurate, biased and misleading,

-9-
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With respect to the number of trainee completions reported

in the audit report, we would like to note the following corrective

and/or supplemental information.

a) Gh~~

The audit report states that OIC Ghana's "goa.ls per

proposal was a total of 900 trainee completions. Actual trainee

completions were 556 which results in a shortfall of 344 trainees."

The audit report further states that "OIC Ghana's reported place­

ments include individuals who have been placed in more than one

job. II

OICI management has analyzed OIC Ghana's placement sta­

tistics in detail in the June 1980 joint evaluation report of

OICI-USAID-GOG. - After a careful reading of this report, it is

by no means evident that there was any overt or covert attempt by

are Ghana to overstate placement figures. What is apparent is

. that the Ole Accra MIS statistical reports did fail -to adequately

distinguish betweennunme~_~~~cement~(i.e., jobs secured)

and ~umb~..!:.-..9.!__trai_n_e~_~ placed. As a resul t, in reporting the

n~_~:z::.....9..!. pl_§lce_~~n~ in its MIS reports, OIC Accra counted some

-- trainees who were placed more than once. While the evaluators

--noted that the ability of arc Accra to make multiple\placements

-. of individuals indicates-"strength of effoit rather than weaknkss

-in the process ," they did take this factor into account in c.etey·--

mining the excess of the placement statistics which was approxi-­

mately 21.5% (based on a very careful analysis and sample survey

of graduates). In the case of Ole Kumasi and OTC Takoradi, no

double counting was found. Even wi th respect to OIC Accra,

corrective steps have already been taken to improve the precision

of its HIS recording and reporting and to distinguish between the

number of placements and number of trainees placed.-."-------- ----•.~---

Nevertheless, the audit r.eport has used the ~iq_~_~ case of

OIC Accra .to draw a universal conclusion that OIer's field reports

contain ninflationary figures, a conclusion that is both inaccu­

rate and misleading.



.•• ,~ • .,.•,j<

,
f '

..
:~

(

~t

•,.
:J
j,
,\

j
•,

, <

b) Lesotho

The audit report suggests that Lesotho ore has over­

stated trainee completions, by concluding that Lesotho arc was

claiming credit for a job done by the Lerotholi Technical

Insti tute (LTI).

Of the 34 trainees transferred from LTI to Lesotho OIC,at

host government request, 22 completed an individualized training

program; 13 were second year students and 9 were first year

students. Of the 13 second year LTI students who received

training at Lesotho orc for six months, 7 acquired jobs for them­

selves while 6 WBre placed by Lorc. The dates of enrollment and

placement of these trainees have all been explicitly recorded in

OICr's MIS and program narrative reports which the auditors were

given access to. The auditors have no basis for suggesting that

Lesotho was trying to mislead by presenting II infla ted" placement.

fig-..1res. The fact that the 7 students secured jobs for themselves

'was reported; it would have been both inaccurate and misleading

not to report that students who did have OIC training are in jobs,

- --:--ra ther 'than still unemployed. Also , it was -specifically reported

in OIcr I s MIS and narrative report that the 9 first year L'l'I st.:u-·

dents trained at Lesotho orc for 12 months were placed in jobs

by Lesotho OIC .

. ~ ---

.- According to the proposal PPT, completion of QJT and place­

ments for -vocational gradua·tes were not scheduled to .begin until

.month 24 .(i.e. until January 1980). However, due. to the absorp­

tion of the LTI trainees, 6 placements took place as of September.­

1979; 16 additional placements took place during the period

October 1979 thru Harch 1980; as of June 1980, 62 trainees have

been placed on jobs indicating high level potential to achieve

on a timely basis the target of 75 placements for the first 36

months (i.e. January '81) of actual project operation.

Once again, the auditors have used fiscal years (which are

primarily suitable for financial aUditing) as cut-off points of

program outputs without referring to actual program start-up date:

and the time needed to implement varying training cycles for

different courses. -z(-



, .
c) Liberia-,----
The audit report states that "project proposal projected

100 trainee completions. They technically had 32 trainee com­

pletions." The auditors are lumping together the 40 vocational

placements targeted for year II with the 60 ET/MD completions

targeted for the same period. Also, the 32 completions auditors

referred to are actually all ET/MD completions. The auditors did

not report that 56 building trades trainees were ready for OJT in

July 1979 and that 27 of these were placed in paid OJT as of

July 31, 1979.

~ji.J11-_-----------
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Per original PPT, 40 vocational placements were targeted for

December 1979 (i.e. month 24). However, in actual implementation,

there was a three month delay in reaching the placement target.

This was due to the need for extensive renovation work to be

~undertaken by the trainees at the Klay Campus prior to full-scale

training start-up. Thus, the placement target was not attained

until March 1980, when 43 graduates were ,placed in jobs (i.e. 3

placements above original target). Since that date, i.e. as of

July 1980, out of 123 vocational completions a total of 81

placements have been achieved with a 96% retention rate after

three months on the job. It is reasonably expected that the

goal of 105 placements will be met by September 30, 1980.

, The audit report does not indicate (in-the way Clf balancing

its findings) th~t 71% of the major activities scheduled took

place either ahead of or on schedule; nor does it indicate that

only 3 out of the 11 Critical Performance Indicators were behind

targets as of August 15, 1979, as acknowledged in the joint

evaluation report prepared by OICI, USAID/Liberia and the

Government of Liberia. The audl tors' were given access to this

report, although they did not take note of the positive findings

contained in it.

d) Sierra Leone-------------

The audit report states that "project proposal projected.

400 trainee completions. They 'actually had 142 completions

\·:bich is a shortfall of 258 trainees."

-12­
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1976-1979

125

100

225

Revised Schedule

1976-1979

200

200

400

Vocational (placements)

ET/MD (completions)

Here again, the auditors are selective in their reference,

a selection ,,,hich ignores the revised targets submitted to AID/Vl

in a document, entitled "Revised Budget Training Schedule and

Projected Outputs for orC/Sierra Leon~," dated August 12, 1976.

These revised provisions were subsequently incorporated in the

.approved Grant Amendment. '1'he auditors also failed to mention

(or at least footnote) the turbulent political situation in

Sierra Leone in 1976 and 1977 ,,,,hich was a major factor in the

delay of training start-up. The revised schedule differs from

the original proposal in two respects: (1) it reduced total·

vocational placement targets (for the five year project period)

by 55 and (2) it reduced total ET/MD completion targets by 100.

The original projections, for the first three years, i.e., thru

September 30, 1979, and the subsequent revision are summarized

below.

Per above table, it should be noted that the auditors did

. provide misleading data by lumping together vocational trainee

figures with ET/MD targets. Also, as of September 30, 1979[ the
'.

following had been achieved: (1) OrC/Sierra Leone had already

placed a total of 95 vocational trainees in jobs, i.e., only

30 placements less than the target set in the revised schedule.

By July 1980, the program had achieved cumulative vocational

placements totaling 167 which should provide adequate evidence

. that proposal goals can be met. (2) OrC/Sierra Leone has gradu­

ated 46 ET/MD trainees, ioe. 54 below the revised target. But

actually, these figures do not really represent total output up

to December 1979. 28 additional ET/MD trainees in October 1979

and 15 more in December 1979, representing a total of 89 ET/f1D

trainees have grad ua ted. 'l'hese figLlres, which Here reported t:o

the auc1i tors" :r:cpresent the output of ET/MD training in the first

nine months of th(~ E'r/MD program start-up. By the end of the

-13-'
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first" 13 months (April 1979 - March 1980), to~al ET/MD graduates

numbered 168, a figure which exceeded the revised completion

target and even approached the level projected in the original

proposal for the first 24 months following the ET/MD program

start-up. *

e) Togo

The audit report states that the Ole Togo "project proposal

projected 80 trainee completions, however, only 25 actually

completed training. This is a shortfall of 55 trainees."

Again, the audit report has lumped together different types

of training courses and lengths of training cycles. The original

proposal training schedule is presented below:

a} School leavers trained as semi-modern farmers:

FY 77 78 79 80 81- - - - -
0 20 40 40 40

b) School 1eavers trained as extension \'lorkers:

FY 77 78 79 80 81- -
0 0 20 20 20

To arrive at a total of 80 projected completions, the

auditors simply added targets of lines a) and b) above, without

distinguishing between the two. Per an official evaluation
\

re~ort** on Togo (January 1980) the correct trainee completion

statistics for Ole Togo are as follows:

* It is interesting to note that the auditors present sometimes a hvo year
pericrl output figure, at other times a three year figure, so long as certain
levels suit their purpose Le. reporting bYe:>..xceptibn. It is diffic1.~lt to
appreciate why the auditors would chco.3e to disregard the above figures repre­
S(~r.ting oUl:pu:':' so close to their cut-off point and so .irrportant in ultering
the output picture. '!his concern mu.st be stated especially \-men one bears in
mind tl1e app:rrcnt \vi1lingness of the auditors to cast a dark shado'w on the
rco:Jrd and .iJr~1CJe of OICl as a PVo. Thei.r projection (ernh:x:1ied in findings,
concllLsions und reconm:mdation) is alin-::rl at questioning OICl' s curTE:mt al1d
and future C.:liX.1city to operate effect.ively and AlD's wisdan in continuing to
fund. OICI.

** Barnett & Engel, -et aI, An Evnluation of OIC-T~o Aqricultural Training
E£~~rilln June '80

, :
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77 78 79 !;- -
Planned FY 0 20 40 I:
Actual CY 0 23 12 t

I
f

:
: i

As noted in the section of The Gambia, the training cycle of

an OIC agricultural project must i~clude the planting and har­

vesting seasons. As a result, referring only to completions

achieved according to fiscal years (i.e., October through

September) presents an inaccurate picture of project performance.

rt is clear that the twelve trainees who graduated in December

1979 were ignored in the audit report as a result of the audit's

selective (fiscal year) cut-off point. (For further comment

on the OIC-Togo project, see comment on Section II-C.)

f) The Gambia

Per original proposal, 44 trainee completions were projected

for CY 1977 and CY 1978, i.e. 24 completions (one year-day

program) in CY 1977 and 20 completions (two year-boarding pro­

gram) in CY 1978. The audit report indicates a shortfall of

44 trainees.

The following facts are ignored in the audit report:

(1) The grant was not approved until October 1977 and,
therefore 24 completions could not take place in CY 1977, since

all training cylces had to be adjusted by one calendar year.

(2) Due to unusual recruitment difficulties, the first

program advisor did not arrive in The Gambia until July 1978,

a fact which further contributed to delay-in actual training

start-up.

(3) Thirty trainees \'lho graduated in December 1979 are not

acknowledged in the audit report. Here again, the auditors

could have taken note of the fact that the training cycle in

an agricultura1.program has to take into account the planting

and harvesting season which occurs in the last quarter of the,
calendar year.

~15-
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g) Zambia

Although, for reasons stated previously, Ole Zambia was dis­

continued effective August 1978, the project had graduated 9

trainees in carpentry by July 28, 1977.* Also, there were 64

vocational trainees enrolled as of March 31, 1978, according to

program reports. The 64 vocational trainees were scheduled to

graduate in September 1978. To give a more accurate picture of

the record, the audit report could have acknowledged the above

available facts downgrading project performance by making an

absolute bottom line statement, i.e. "As far as accomplishments

are concerned, they did not have any actual completions."

B. OICI's Reporting Is Inadequate

B-1 - Non-Compliance with Grant Reporting Requirements.

OICI acknowledges the need for improvement in its program

reporting, per Grantrequirernents. OICI's recognition of the

need for improvement and of corrective actions already taken were

shared with the auditors in the course of the audit. Some of

these actions currently underway include the annual program

advisor's conferences, field workshops on report writing, and

workshops on MIS implementation. We had pointed out to the

auditors that vigorous emphasis is being placed on specifics,
such as timeliness, quality, quantity, accuracy and comparison

of planned vs. actual accomplishments.** We also informed the

.auditors that OICl's management and technic~l staff currently

pay regular field visits to verify repo~ted information and to

identify unreported areas of information, i.e. activities that

have or have not taken place, so that timely corrective action

(if needed) can be taken. The auditors were also made aware

*Completions noted in AAG/Nairobi Audit Report of Ole Zambia, 1977.

**The comparison of actual with planned accomplishments has been
a major focus of PICI's internal evaluations as well as OICI's
joint evaluations with AID and host governments.

-16-
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that OICI has instituted .telex communication between the Central

office and its overseas programs in order to facilitate the

smooth flow of information needed for timely decision-making.

The audit report reflects none of the above.

With respect to Grant Reporting requirements, the audit

report uses the term "non~compliance," a term which actually

overstates the case.

The audit report does not, for instance, acknowledge OICI's

regular submission of·monthly and semi-annual financial reports

to USAID. In terms of program reports to USAID, no mention is

made that OIC-Ghana had submitted an annual report for FY '79

in lieu of two semi-annual reports, or that OIC-Gambia had pre­

pared for FY '79 four quarterly program reports which were

forwarded to AID Washington by OICI; OIC-Lesotho had also sub­

mitted to USAID three quarterly program repo~ts for FY 179.

Additional reports from the project countries were in process

at the time of the audit. Although not required by the Grant,

other reports were also submitted by OICI to AID Washington.

One such report submitted to AID Washington in July, 1979 dealt

comprehensively with the status of OIC-Togo from inception

(i.e. July, 1976 to July, 1979). This report was shared with

the auditors, although no reference is made to it in the audit

report). Other such reports submitted to AID Washirlgton and

acknowledged in the audit report are (1) the joint evaluation

report of OICI, USAID, and Government of Liberia (GOL) on

OIC-Liberia, (2) the joint evaluation report of OICI, USAID,

and Government of Sierra Leone, and (3) a field trip report on

all O~CI projects, undertaken in November and December, 1978.

To the extent information was available, at the time of semi­

annual report preparation (on performance indicators) I every

effort was made to report both positive and negative aspects of

project operations. OICl does acknowl.edge the incompleteness

of some of th~se reports (referred to in the draft audit report).

According, OICI has already taken necessary steps to improve cur­

rent and future reporting and to enforce reporting deadlines.

-17-



B-2

B-4

Statistical Field Reports are Inaccurate, or Missing, and

Reports Contain Conflicting Information

The audit report does not take into consideration the fact

that OICI operates a total of six (6) country projects which were

initiated at varying points in time and consequently were at

various stages of development at the time of the audit. An
',)-.

important point, apparently overlooked by the auditors, is that

successful and full MIS implementation in the project countries

has certain pre-requisites; among the most important are:

(1) long-term copnterpart training

(2) gradual activation of the entire system (i.e. a

minimum of 60 reports from each project per year)

without sacrificing data vital to project

management.

(3) allowance for a certain amount of trial and error

due to divergence between actual local conditions

and the ideal assumed by the MIS User's Guide.

The result is that some OIC projects are more advanced than others

in implementing and complying with HIS requirements in terms of

both quality and quantity.

The fact that the auditors lumped together the number of

reports received and that they compared this total with the

number of reports required only serves to create an unwarranted

distortion of OICIls effectiveness and efficiency. Such a

simplistic comparison, also ignores the fact that some reports

are more vital than others in terms of providing a basis for

management decision. It equally oversh~dows the good performance

of some of the more advanced OICI projects with respect to

MIS implementation.

i

~

For instance, a case of MIS compliance disregarded by the

auditors can be found in OIC Sierra Leone. The MIS file at

OICI Central headquarters (viewed by the auditors) contained

tho following reports received from Ole Sierra Leone during

FY 1978 and 1979.
-t~-
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OIC/SL FY 78 & 79
Name of Report

Intake/Orientation Activity

Attendance Analysis

PrograIn Activity Sumnary

Statistical Summary

No. of Required
Reports

20

20

20

20

80

No. of Reports
Received & Available

18

19

18.

18

73'

Out of the 80 reports (in these four categories) since training

start-up in March 1978, only 7 reports are not currently available

in OICI Central's MIS file. Five of the missing reports are

attributable to the very first month of training when local

counterpart staff was still in orientation. The remaining two

missing reports were only the result of internal misfiling

inasmuch as they were available for use in the August 1979

evaluation.

In a related vein, the auditor~ state, "the field offices are

.not including a "Summary of Trainee Characteristics" in their

periodical reports submitted to the Central Office. This \'laS

submitted on an irregular basis. II In arriving at this conclusion,

the auditors failed to note the following:

'(1) "Summary of Trainee Characteristics" (Form 72-L) is
\

required for local distribution only and is not required

to be sent to OICI Central Office, per Standard Procedure

1.25, pagel in the MIS User's Guide.

(2) Even though local programs are not' required to submit

Form 72-L, OIC Sierra Leone di..d voluntarily submit t.his

form to OICI Central Office, yet the auditors failed

to acknowledge this fact also.

rfhe audi t report also notes that three Atter~c1ance Analysis

forms submitted by OIC Lesotho contained differing statistics

:01' the same month, YE!t none was marked as a rE'vision. At the-----
:ime of the exit conference, OICIinformed the auditors that of

-19-
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the three reports which were sent to OICI the last Attendance

Analysis form submitted \vas the final report. Even so, the

auditors appear to still insist that the last report received was

not final because it was not marked "FINAL." As stated before,

a certain amount of error in report preparation must be reason­

ably expected when new staff have to be trained in the use of

a highly complex and voluminous reporting system such as the

OICI-MIS. The auditors have not allowed for errors (human or

mechanical) in the learning process.

B-S Data on Performance Indicators Were Incomplete

The audit report states that "OICI does not have adequate

information for measuring performance accomplishments." What

the audit report does not state is that this conclusion was

dra\·m from one case (OIC Ghana) which only partially supports

this contention, while other OIC programs have performed very

well in this area.

The following information is provided to spell out the

larger context of OICI performance in this area:

(1) Since the actual placement start-up in September 1979,.

Liberia OIC has reported data on job follow-up,activities
\

and retention rate.

(2) In September 1979, arc TO~O submitted a special report

on the first group of arc Togo agricultural graduates.

This special report provided vital detail on the follow­

up status of each graduate (including whether he owned

and worked in individual or in family farm holdings).

(3) Lesotho OIC has been generating job development follow­

up reports since July 1979 in an effort to provide

information on placements. In some cases, OICI has

noted that the forms were not properly prepared, yet

the effort made to yield this important data in a timely

fashion is not ~o be ignored. In addition, in April

1980, the joint evaluation conducted by OICI, USAID-GOL

~20-



in Lesotho (report not yet issued) included a major

survey of graduates to determine their follow-up

status and job performance record since date of

placement.

Therefore, to conclude that OICI has no idea of actual job

retention of program graduates, solely on the basis of the Ghana

program statistics, gives limited validity to the conclusion.

Even though OIC Ghana does have a system that enables as many as

five (5) follow-ups, the high turnover in local program staff,

especially job developers, have contributed to their deficiency

in this area.

In another instance, the auditors selectively quote from the

OIC Sierra Leone project proposal that the program is "targetted

first at the school dropouts and school leavers." Utilizing

this partial reference as a basis for analysis, the auditors

then "find" that "47 of the 138 enrolled in feeder and vocational

courses held school completion certificates. II

In actuality, the entire paragraph in the proposal regarding

"target" group of beneficiaries states as follows:

"The project is intended to benefit the following broad
categories of the Sierra Leone community: '

(a) the unschooled young adult;

(b) the school dropouts, to be defined as those who have
attended school but did not complete certificate
requirements;

(c) the post primary school leaver, defined as those who
have completed a fixed level of schooling but are
unable to find satisfactory employment;

(d) adults who need or desire skills upgrading in the
management and/or vocational field."

It was further exp),~ined in the proposal that categories (b) and

(c) would be .primary targets, with (d) and (a) being gradually

serviced in the latter portion of the five year ~roject period.

-21-
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The auditors, however, failed to acknowledge that if the

certificates held by the 47 enrollees represented their last and

highest level of formal training, then these trainees are properly

designated as "school leavers." With this clarification, it is

apparent that there exists no conflict between actual.and planned

target beneficiaries.

With respect to OIC Liberia, the auditors also failed to note

that OICI Central staff had identified the problem concerning the

appropriateness of the original group of ET/MD trainees in a

field trip report dated December, 1978. Notwithstanding this

report (made available to the auditors), the audit report attempts

to convey the impression that OICI was unaware of this situation

and had-no means of determining the make-up of the trainee

population. In actuality, as stated before, the Summary of Trainee

Characteristics is a repor~ designated ~or local distribution only.

The OICI field trip served its purpose to assess actual compliance

with proposal guidelines. In the aftermath, guidelines were

issued requesting compliance with trainee recruitment and selec­

tion criteria which were overlooked or ITlisinterpreted by the

original program staff.

In short, it appears that the auditors overlooked or failed'

to consider the contextual conditions of individual pro~ram

implementation. The proposal provides a guideline for action

but methods of operation must vary from country to country due

to the varying circumstances and personnel involved ..

with respect to the amount of macro-research demanded by the

auditors, (such as "comparison of OIC training with comparable

institutions" or "if OICI training helped fill host country's

education gaps"), it was never intended that these data and

analyses would be generated solely by local program staff (who

are primarily trainers and administrators). Inst~ad, the

proposal stipulates that verification of goal-level performance­

indicators wo~ldbe available in iocal government reports,

-22-
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evaluations, surveys as well as in end-of-projects reports by

OICI Central. Finally, it should be noted that more than one

USAID mission (egs. Lesotho, Gambia, Freetown) have acknowledged

that no comparable institutions exist which perform the same

tasks undertaken by OICI in these countries.

B-6 Local OICI Accounting Systems are Inade~ate

(for Segregating Costs)

Per request of the auditors, OICI did already respond to

this finding in writing on March 21, 1980, a response which is

not referred to in the draft au~it report. We stated in the

March communication that OICI's Grant Fund accounting system as

represented by the Chart of Accounts, the MIS and OICI's fiscal

guideline requirements are adequate to record and report

expenditures and to support management decisions. In terms of

accounting for farrn production and fund raising, we acknowledged

OICI's recognition of these two distinct functions in the overall

operations. Accordingly, we concurred that each of these two

functions should be accounted for and reported separately, in order

to permit {l) with respect to farm production, recognition of any

possible gain, loss or break-even situation and (2) with respect

to fund rai~ing, recognition of excess revenue or expen4iture.

These tasks, we acknowledged, are the responsibility of the local

program and accordingly, we assured the auditors of OICI's inten­

tion to urge (anew) the local programs to perform this task.

Having said the above, OICl would like to refer to the Ghana

Project (a vocational project) which has put into effect the

prescribed cost system. As of the fiscal years ending September

1978 and 1979, (1) financial reports are av~ilable relating to

Fund-Raising Account. The fund-raising reports clearly contain,
,

under the Income and Expenditure Statement, the net cost/benefit

relating to fund-raising. (2) Financial reports are available

relating to the Ghana Government contribution.

-23-
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Hence, for the auditors to ~ndiscriminately suggest that

"local orc accounting system is inadequate" is inaccurate and

misleading. The auditors could have at least acknowledged OIC

Ghana as an acceptable system already in place. In the case of

Liberia, Lesotho and Sierra Leone, the projects depend for

local input, on their respective governments. The state of the

economy in these countries is such that the issue of fund-raising

accounts as applied to these projects, at least for the period

under consideration, is moot.

With respect to cost per trainee, orcr does have adequate

information to determine cost. Specific documents and reports on

cost per trainee based on financial records and trainee statistics

were shared with auditors in the course of the audit and thru our

March 21, 1980 written communication to the auditors. However,

the information shared does not appear to have been considered.

The auditors would have been helpful, had they recommended

a universal method of calculating cost per trainee based on

defined recurrent expenditure during and at the end of a project.

Such a method would have facilitated a meaningful comparison of

training cost with those of 6ther institutions. The method would

have also served as a basis to pass judgement on whether or not

the cost per trainee so. arrived in the calculation i.s accept~ble

or exhorbitant.

c. orc Togo Accomplishments are Minimal

The audit report stated that: (a). "orc Togo accomplishments

are minimal," and (b) "most of the funds had been expende.d in the

2~ years, and little had been accomplished." It iS t however,

regrettable that the auditors failed to support their contention

with facts and figures. Nowhere in this section, i.e. II-C, did

the auditors make reference (in their evaluation) to any of the

accomplishments of orc Togo. No reference heiS also been made as

to how funds were spent and \vhether these e,:<pendit.ures werE~ in

accordance with actual projcct's needs. The absence of specifics
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is regrettable, considering: (a) the auditors general state­

ment on the performance of OIC Togo, 1. e. "accomplishments are

minimal", "little had been accomplished,1I and (b) OIC Togo is

one of the three projects studied by the auditors on the basis

of which generalizations have been made on the effectiven¢ss

and efficiency of OICI Central Management and its field projects.

The auditors selectively quoted some of the recommendations

of the Janu~ry 1980 Evaluation report. * They further menti6ned

that "recommendations included in the evaluation report were

based on data contained in OIC Togo reports ll
, a statement which

is inaccurate and misleading. On the contrary, the recommenda­

tions of the evaluation report were based on primary research

and several other sources of information in addition to OIC

Togo reports:

• On-site study of the production farm/training center
of orc Togo.

e Survey of OIC Togo graduates and on-site inspection
of their farms.

e Research and evaluation methodology suggested by staff of
the Regional Development Support Office (REDSOl/Abidjan.

• Critical review of major financial and program docuroents~

• Consultations with USAIO/Lome, technical personnel ~f

U.S. Embassy, local government technocrats, mana~ement
of project "Vivriers" (an AI.O-funded agricultural and
land development project in Togo), ore Board Members,
TCT and local project staffs. .

It should be noted also that the evaluation team debriefed

in detail USAID/Lome, REDSO/Abidjan, aDd AID/W. (PDC/PVC and

AFR.) follo\lJing the completion of the evaluation. All concerns

of these parties were taken into consideration prior to the

finalization of the evaluation report.* By quoting only selec­

tive parts of the recommendations, and at the same time digress­

ing from the evaluation methodology, the auditors shortchange

*Copies of the draft report were circulated to the concerned ?ffices
of AIO/~\' to elicit cldditional comments priOl: to completing the
final report.
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the essentials of the evaluation results. The net effect of

this approach deprived the auditors of better understanding

and assessment of the orc Togo project pe.rformance.

The auditors also recommended that "AID should take a long

hard look before making any firm decision on the future funding

of OIC Togo." This recommendation was based on: (a) the auditors'

earlier unsubstantiated remarks on the level of accomplishments

of OIC Togo, i.e. "minimal", and (b) questionable (according to

the auditors) capacity of OIC Togo farm to generate income

within a reasonable period and to be financially self-sufficient.

By design or default, the auditors completely ignored the

revenue projections on orc Togo farm and the necessary conditions

to achieve this revenue as stated in the January, 1980 Evaluation

Report on OIC Togo. Instead, by emphasizing the production

aspect of OIC Togo as a pre-requisite for continued project. .

funding, the auditors appeared to have lost sight of the primary

objective of the OIC Togo project, which is to provide agricultural

training to small farmers. In fact, no\Vhere in this section of

the draft audit report, i.e. section II-C, did the auditors

mention anything in relation to training and/or targetted

beneficiaries of the project. By emphasizing production/profit­

ability and disregarding the t~aining aspect, the auditors in

effect transformed a project means into a major projec~ dnd.

More specifically, the auditors failed to realize that the

demonstration fiarm is meant primaiilyto assist tr~inees~in their

learning process and is not to maximize profit as a business

venture. Although the January, 1980 evaluation recoromended

measures to improve yield and farm revenue, it also cautioned

against preoccupation with farm profitability which might blur

the major focus of the project.

As for costs of farm operations, the auditors failed to

specify which reports they were referring to in stating that

"the reports on~y reflected approximately 12% of the total cost

exper.()::~d in 'operating the farm."· All costs pertaining to proj ect

op,> rilll on f ror:l inception through the aud i ted per iod have been

fully reported to AID/W, by line items, via the monthly public
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vouchers. The auditors' comment would have been helpful, had

the conunent included the source and chosen method of calculat­

ing the total cost expended in operating the farm.

Grant Document Needs Improving, i.e. Recommendation No.3
(The Office of Contract Management (SER!CM) Amend the
Grant to Include a Cost Sharing Provision).

1. orcr has to date included in all its project papers a cost

sharing provision for local orc's to contribute to program cost

both in in-kind and cash terms. While the in-kind contributions

have been substantial, the cash contributions have been less than

projected due to (a) the generally unstable economic situation of

the project countries, (and (c) the inability (by and large) of the

local multinational/national businesses to donate cash. This

inability stems, in the main, from the unwillingness of lc;>cal

governments to give business tax credit for'the equivalent of

the donated amounts), (b) delay in local government contributions.

2. In spite of the above constraints, OIC Ghana did raise

locally over a half million dollars; also, as stated earlier in
I

our comment on Purpose No.3, OlC Sierra Leone did receiye
, .

180,000 Leones from the Government, as of June 1980. Sim~larly,

arc Lesotho received ,in M.ay 1980 RlO,OOO. During the a~d5.ted

period, arc Liberia received from the Government of Liber~a
$46,000 which was utiiized for training facility renovation.

3. As already stated in Sec.F-l above, all OICl projects do

provide for a cost sharing provision, sometime after two years

of operation. Here are specific examples:

II

TO~IO

Sierra Lcon(~

Liberia

Chona

Year of Ope~ati~n

3rd

3rd

2nd

1st

-27-'

Grant 'Amendment

20

20

21

5

Cost
Sharing Provision

80,377

20,884

44,175

306,600



Therefore, the recommendation of the auditors should acknoHledge

the existence of a cost sharing provision, while at the same ti.me

recon~ending the need for closer enforcement of the provision

by OICI, in terms of perhaps, additional compensatory in-kind

contributions, whenever cash contribution is short or

unavailable.

G. Grant Costs

a) OIeI's response on questioned costs has already been

presented earlier in our Summary Statement on Purpose

No.4 i.e. if funds were spent in accordance with the terms

of the Grant.

b) Auditors' summary page is incorrect with regard to status

of Grant Funds as of September, 1979.

Total Reimbursed $8,601,913.65

Such a total reimbursed amount as shown does not equal what is
\

derived by adding provided figures i.e. Figures shown, ~er

report, add to an amount of $8,663,426.47. The difference

equals $61,512.02. The figure, as provided by OICI, should

equal $8,601,913.65. There is therefore, apparently, an

error in one of the amounts, advance or audit adjustment.

i/I

Amount reimbursed (sub-total)

Advance

Audit Adjustments

$8,293,156.33

295,369.69

74,900.45
---------
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AG~NCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVE·L0t",V:EtlT

WASHINGTON 0 C "C!>23
'r '
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t

ATTACHMENT A

Nay 2) 1980

Hr. Kura Abedje
Director, Finance & Administrative
OPPORTm:ITIES INDUSTRIALI~TION CENTERS INTERNATIONAL
240 West Tulpehocken Street
Philadelphia, PA 19144

SUBJECT: Grant No. AID/pha~G-1125

Dear Mr. Abedje:

This is in response to your letter of March 26, 1980 requesting retroactive
approval of the local purchase of tHO trucks in Lome, Togo.· I can see no
requireQent for a Grant Officer ruling on this. As I see it, purchases
made locally with local input funds, \oIhether they arc included in the Grant
budget or not, do not require Grant Officer approval. This requirement
only applies to purchases made with the A.I.D. portion of the budget.

Sincerely yours~

Q~va.J 'it~J?-c~~
Edward H. Thomas
Grant Officer
Services Operations Division \
Office of Contract l1anagement

cc: AAG/H, B. Stevens

1 .
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Cr ..

Go.:Y Robinson
[·f::.·.,:··..e Jr~lC:

\
\

Dr.
$166.14
122.20
275.73
23.49

ATTACHMENT B-----,---

H. Boyer
C. Bailey
J. Holmes
E. Clinton

Auditor

II

"
II

Account No.
1150 Other receivable

OIC International,Inc.-USAID Audit-Year Ending 1979
Sierra Leone' Proj·e·ct-Gr·ant·:· AID/PIIA G-T125

RE:

As a follow-up to your telephone conversation with Mr. Abedje
on Hcdnesday, April 16, 1980, please note that the propo~ed

questioned cost regarding excess mileage reimbursement, $587.55,
has been adjusted as of February 1980.

Dear Mr. Stevens:

April 17,. 1980

Mr. Benjamin Stevens', AID
Department of State, AID
Room 514, SA-16
AAG/~'l

Washington, D.C. 20523.

P':N Loo.'l H, Sullivan.

240 West Tufpehocken Street· Philocelphio. PA 19144 • United Slates of America· Telephona: 215 842-0220 Telex: 902021 ole INTLPHA

Entry to books of record, per general journal ~~8, February 19~O

RON<D OF D:j~fCTO:IS

~. r;·;:",::)'o I>n(J:'/Y;", fr, ri;:.b':'l E. D,,:J::.w. Jr, Dr. Er11.1\C) C. DJr<rlw r.,·,I,', C>xil D. Gallup Mr, Cor: Ho,rs!o') rip". ./0.),))'.10 UCO"'~\
'.. , r" rfl')'TIC.I~ J. r'l~cr r..:~ J G\.;t;. RC)!l)(1n n.~",. D~. \,.fll:l(F1" J. ~)h(l'.v 1/0 J.Y., V/t·~lIS. J' . Esq Ato fllu".vl;Cfl A;-Ilccto l¥~r;",\!Tk) Oi::; Et-~;O;:"iO

C~l:';! ,,~~,~ 1 .,,:.,. -r ':;"l. O:c: H''': (;" ...,t-'o:l t/,r. .h1 '" U( MO'.fl~. C;(; Crl:J.'lCl Mr I(OlJO,:I:O fJ/(J,'l ~""J"'::C. 01':: lior'~ C<XJI'

:..~~ ( ~ .I/r ;" .a~;;. C'·~: I.•.':',or I'; (~(J'/ ~',\l'.,..{ ()i",,;~O:OCj.0:-: Lll )~':i:l I,:hrl:: t,(~ ()~./:nj. \>:c rJio...\rio :'lr J:>~", P D0~i..~$I.J~. Die P:-:'II'r>p;n::-5
r__~;, S .:" .. ~ ..,:!, ~ ,'/':"';-'0"'~0\ . !"L'i NJ t C'J:~l? . t.,~/ .. _~·,:!.~Hl.<lt~·(~:l ,::.':'.):~.~.;..! \,:V)'j.,(i.(C; f ~.,.: ...\ '"I( ~'.-,', 1" ~." ,~.

Specifically, the adjustment was as follows:

4346 Local travel expense. $587b5C
--to record adjustment per proposed questioned cost of

USAID's audit for per ending 1979. As a result of this adjust­
ment, Public Voucher No. 53 fiscal report, Sierra Leone 'Project·­
submitted for February 1980's business reflects a credit for
the line item, travel and transportation, $587.55 (one dent error
in recording). Accordingly, settlement. is finalized to IUSIUD
for the proposed questioned cost (enclosed is copy of PQblic
Voucher ancl Fiscal l<.eport).
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April 17, 1980

Mr. Benjamin Stevens, AID Auditor
Page 2

Also, note that each applicable staff person has re-paid to
orCI the proposed questioned cost, i.e.,

Payroll deduction in pay
H. Boyer
G. Bailey
E. Clinton

period ending April II, 1980
$166.14
122.20

23.49
Check payment per cash receipt #046 dated April 2, 1~80,

for $275.73 received from J. Holmes.

I trust that from the aforementioned information, the adjustmentresolves the proposed questioned cost.

Thank you for your revie,," and consideration.

R]r;;~~LrJ~7JA~~
do~ald A·. Green
Chief Accountant

DAG:awr

I
II

Enclosures

cc: Director, Finance & Administration

\,
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: .• , EXPENDED AND UNEXPENDSD BALANCS'
"'. Analy~i~ of Claim8c1 Ct.n-rcn·t and C\.\fll~1:2.ti vc Cost

10/1/76-9/30/79 ~ 2/1/80-2/29/80

II J,i ra~ Items-
TOTAL BUDGET

APPHOVED

Al-I0Ul~T FOR
CU!UlENT
PERIOD BILLING

c m·lDLATIVEAl·:OU~:T

FROH INCLPTrO~ TO
D1\'i'£ OF TaIS
BILLIl,:G

10/1/76-2/29/80

i

$ 347,083.59

85,643.20
182,36r:8~9~--~

207,01Ji..77
--~----170,270.63

192,75~_51

1,194,533.92
-ID-.

1,194r53f~92

(93,338~92)*

$1e:SQ;b~~_Jl_~::-:=o-:::=

(603.55)
____.-.:.;.-:-'>/O-=--

(603.• S5)

, 603.55

(16.00)
---.....C~.,;-.".8-~7-.-c5~5...,..·-'-)-V'

$

.'

'.

190,~30

8,526
197 , 379
122 , 384

71,927
J.76,942

$ 1,101,195

_-,--1_"5. ' 678
~ :,.,122,079

20,884',

$ 338,813

TOTAL

Excess Expenditure

NET TOTAL COSTS

. rerson!:1el
U.S _ salaries
& Fringe Benefits
Local Salaries
& Fringe Benefits

COi1se.ltant.s
Allo'....ances
Trav21 [,. Transp.
other Direct Cos·ts
.Co~~oaities/Equip.
Installation Infra­
structure

Participants Costs
Sub-TO'cal

Les~: Local Inputs

I .
II

I

I

FUflc1s obliga·tec1 by AID
.th.rol.'..gh 09 /30/79

St~~nissions including
thi~ vOl2.cher

See attach8d' schet"::x:.

\
Uninvoiced Dolla~

Balance
S tt 'h a ,........ .~"'ee a ", ?-c.,-~ s .....i:1e~.J.

CE11TIFIC:.r::1.'E ::

rine u.ndersignecl hereby certifies: (1) t'h<::.t payrrcent of the sm-::l clo.::::.~
u~c1e:c the ci tc:d co~trac t is proper and due that. approp.l:- iate ;reftE·"l(J. t:o ']"-j

\1)_11 b~ l~-:.tde pro:i1p·tly upon request of l\ID in the event: of non-pe:cfo:c.Tl.::::.c.(
3.T! \.:hole or in po.rt

T
l.~nder t~1e cont:r.act or £0:[" any breach of; th;? t!::r-rns (

thc~ con tr.:-..c ti and (2) that info:r:-.::uat.ion fon·:u.rc1e.d h2rc::,,:ith is. co:crec:t i:::::,
such furUter det~iJ_cd supporting info~mation as AID may req~~re ~ill b2
fu r. ni~~hcc1 p:r: o;~'.p ely on rcqu~S t. i (3) trw tall rcquirCf:l.2 n ts c()l,le~l fo~ :::n

*E ~1H.~ Con t.l.-<:lC t. to tl'..c da te of this ccr t.i.ficc-:..tion have been [7'.2. t~
.}rec:-c:- C' 1'~ d" f"' 1"' c~ ~. _ ., '-> :<!?Cr.C.l,:.urc pC'n l.ng lna.l.:... reso_ U tlo.n In terms 0:':' a rcco:mmenda tion. t:'Cl

US!\ID by aIel. !3Y: .-:J~-::;':::.. __6l!"'~~:"~(J> _.~~--
<7"1.""1'1'1 :-)~r·r. I'U\lll IPI"r)'J'~1.1 1:.',~ t.t}.'Jr:.: ~ ".\.:\. \.:J:,,1.~"I:. .

'j'I'l':LE :: T)L ;:.:c c-lo.?·~-·I:~CI1·i1nc: cl!\cF:li ni~, l: i'- C'..t ion
D?\'J'E :=·)\-2·r-.f("_~~_L_~Ci~o--- ~----

. ./f"'
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III
I

;
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II

(')

).MOUr-/T

DATE INVOICE ••<:":lvED

I
DiSCOUNT lUMs.

i,

.. ,

I'. "'.... ~·'\.'.L\\II.\' i·,~I.\.ll~C; (,.·r~·~~ ":4 ".-:1~.:"L~

I

OUAN. m,m P?,ICE

·1", nr"/ ... "'COST P~R

ItEOUISIIION NU""8,a AND OATl

CO..-I;QACT NUM)~~ ...... 0 OAlf

lIJ:O/pH.!1 G-1125

--

1\01:i1 14, lYc;U

ARTICLES OR SERVICES
(E,,'t" t!rrrr;?,h",. iI"" Hum1.tT t)f to,,'r,," t), Fultr"!

IUpi'" rrhtdrd"·,."J",,h,,: ;'"!o"",,,,'ion In-tll,J'1flun''>t1

to

D),IE Or
DELlVEilY
O~ SERVICE

2/1/80

r>:tf,i'S

Jf~"';

AWD
,\l)l):l!'sS

NLlM3:l!
.... ND DATE
Of OilD:?

r -_·~~;~v> ...~-;. f~r ...~t1;",.I .... f ... "" \0( ... rION.,'«'A .• ' '. . 1 r'\",>' "lorr.\.-:>nt,.erc-y for IntC-..'JUbOIU 1,A..V:"" L_l~

!~~ Dr. O~~ice of F.inancial r.-1311 t •

'nvPl\P .. • ~ .
I)nivers~l DLL1.1dmg, ~cXJ"':l 607
I";orhir:j,t.:.:.o:':"':":'.!..I-=D~.~C:...::...__2_0_5_2_3 ........ -1
•. C-7 __:-,.---- . "I'hJ.lip r~103Attn:

~O?portunitics Industrialization Centers,
International, L'1c.
240 w. Tul';?2l'1cx::k.en Street
Phi1ad21phia, PA 19144

~ttn: Executive Director

certified fiscal rep::>rt covering
experx1itures attached, i ..e.,
neadquarters (Central) -0-
Zambia 14 .. 28
Togo i -0-
Gb.ana II 39 ~811 ..44
sierra Leone ! -0-
Lib2Xia , -0-

I

Garli'oia ll6 t 22L41
I lesotho ! -0- .\.
I:!. '. 12/29/80 Special Projects .. '4'973~35
__----1-.. __._.....__'_1Inf=.;::.r.;;:O:,=:rtr.:..:;lc:;2=tion Pul.'"POses Only" $I6i.f5'"2Cf.711-~ ._. '"'-1
:'J... •.".I;~u,I,o~ '),.0',,) if •• "'.I"'''1} lP~Y!}9 r.1\J~~ NOT U~ t:,g ~?oca b~low) ,:'].. TOTAL no WV:nc~1~::' de:.'::: I

,rA'rMeNi; -'T),P?ilOVEO FO~ jEXCHANGE RATe '1
OlfFE?ENCES-----1---...,..------.o COM~Eii =~ =$1.00 1-\

LJ tAlliiAl f'( 2 --I
[J 'I!'l"'l i J

P
J

"OC~,5S TJiLE A1n"unt 'V.rifled; cort'Kt for j i --=1-'--
L Jo,O"Jo,,~C:;; (Si,!!,,"':Jrt t), ;";,i,,II) ,,---..•- __.l..- ._-:-- .L-.-=- .-.:..~ :._ .
i'unu,,"' 10 o\'/Ihor;~t """t<! in m ... I <artily r"o' f.>i) .~vth .., ;J cOrled und p",~r fo' poy"':"'. - I

(0",,) (Aulb-n-i:,J Ca'li!,i"Z 0»"",) 1 ...----------·---(.....T-,~.,,'""t~)--·--~_I-- 1
1lII------:.-----~-.:..:..:.:.:.::.:..::.:.:.:~:::.::!~-.::.!!..~--·--------.,..----..:..---..:.:~---'----·-

_------------:-:------------------I---:-~-r-----t-
;;;no fl:)'" TO WeiCKI' COYHN ....~,..l rail NO~"

~ CASH-------·----o-;..-r-c---------------·-+-P-A-YE·-E·-'----------------------,..!--------1

ACCOUNTING CLASSIFICATION
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