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13. SumlT,a r~'

A. Summary Description of Project: The project, authorized at
52,173,000, consists of providing technical assistance, training, equipment,
and local cost financing to assist in the crea:ion of a Village Development
Fund ~hich ~ill provide loans to farmers resettling in ar~as freed of
onchocerciasis. The loans are to enable villagers (farmers and villagers
are synonomous, since households ~hose primary economic activity is farming
settle in villages) to establish income-generating enterprises which will
contribute to an improvement in their social and economic ~ell-being.

The Project Agreement was signed January 24, 1978; the PACD is
December 31, 1981.

B. Summary Findings: Implementation ~as slow in starting, although
loan fund activity has increased markedly in the past fifteen months.
Measured against design, the proj~ct is not only slo~ in starting, it has
drifted -- in some cases appropriately -- from the Project Paper.
Questionable assumptions in the design t an occasional laissez-faire
approach to project management, and personnel turnover have led to the
present situation of a good, small project, but not quite ~hat was intended.

The above not withstqnding, this evaluator does strongly recoIT~end a
one-year extension of the PACD for the follo~ing reasons:

a. The project's greatly accelerated momentum over the past fifteen
months should not be dampened at this stage; a large number of
loan requests is pending.

I
I

b. The project has just received seven pcy's, and to date, they appear
to be performing well, but they require continued AID support.

c. It is not felt that tne AVV is ready to assume responsibility
for the management of the Village Development Fund.

The management and financial costs of extending are minimal. We
recommend no further obligations and, possibly, a deobligation
might be in order. The evaluator further recommends that
priority attention be given to placing more responsibility for
implementing the project with the AVV.

14. Evaluation Methodology

The basic purpose of this evaluation was to consider the merits of
extending the project PACD, now December 31, 1981. The evaluation studied
the design, project documentation, and visited project sites in an
effort to briefly assess validity of the project at all levels - goal
through input - and to measure progress to date. The evaluation was
conducted by the USAID Evaluation Officer, with the close assistance of
the USAID Project Officer.

!



This is the project's first formal eva:uation, althougt th~ Project
Paper calls for joint AID-AV\' evaluations in December 1979 and
December 1980, v:ith an external terminal evaluation in Decemher 1981.
Further, the Project Agreement v:ith the Government calls for the establish
ment of an evaluation program. There is no evidence that such a prograrr.
v:as ever instituted.

This project, like all o~her USAID projects is reviewed at
quarterly intervals, at least at the level of the Controller's Office,
Program Office, and project officer. Such reviews help to resolve
fiscal and programmatic issues of an imr.,ediate nature, but do not sub
stitute for the evaluation process.

In approaching the evaluation, the evaluator was seized with the
question of measuring progress against the Project Paper, Pro Ag, etc. - "the
documents" - or assessing progress, against people's good intentions and
their o~~ notion of what the project is about and v:hat the project should
be doing. The question arose because the project is seriously behind
schedule and, in some important aspects. diverges from what was planned.
The evaluator took a "middle of the road" approach but, when in doubt,
referred to the documents to make the point. At the same time, however,
this is not an audit, just as thi's is not an attempt to rewrite the Project
Paper. It is an evaluation.

15. External Factors

The major factor which seems to have affected this project is the
extremely slow growth rate of the AVV resettlement program as opposed to
the plans laid out in the Project Paper. The PP, finalized in 1977, used
AVV estimates to project a total of 133 villages established by
January 1980. In fact, at the time of the evaluativn, there were only
52 villages. Based on the 133 villages, 200 loans were to have been
given. As of 11/30/81, 35 loans were approved. Failure of the AVV to
grow as expected can be generally traced to lack of GOUV resources to
independently support resettlement .efforts (AID estimates the cost of
resettling one family falls between $10,000 and $15,000), and lack of
donor support for the AVV program as now constituted. While the AVV and
the major interested donors have had regular consultat~ons over the past
several years on improving AVV operations, these discussions have yet to
translate into a major resumption of the resettlement program.

Most other assumptions are valid, (in some cases it ·is premature to
comment) although a few remarks are in order: The project documentation pro
bably envisaged a greater role for women, both in the number of women-specific
activities and in the number of "shared" projects, than is actually the
case. This is an area that requires active involvement of the project staff
and advisors, and cannot be assumed.

Secondly, the Project Paper assumed that AVV cent~ql staff capacity
would be sufficient to carry out the project. If the 'project were being
carried out as designed, this assumption would have been highly questionable.
More explicitly, the PP projected that about one-sixth of the time of.all
AVV employees would be devoted to the project. This has hardly been the
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caSt -- perhaps one-sixtieth would be closer to reality. However, actual
project operations are so diminished in scope and size that no da~2ge

has been done by this most optimistic of assumptions.

One important factor was not a 10gic2l framework ass~~ption, ~ut

is referred to in the PP. The designers ,ssumed the project could move
200 loans at an average value of $5.000 each; for a total loan fund
of $1,000,000. ~~ile we have seen that 200 loans is improbable, the
$5,000 average was never questioned. It should have been. Loans through
December 1980 averaged only about $1,300. Through November 1981, thanks
to some very large individual loans for cereal banks, the average for
35 loans had jumped up to $2,800, still far short of the $5,000 assumption.
The only loans to date that exceed $5,000 are the bloc level cereal banks
-- of which there can be no more than ten loans. It is not known why
the design team did not question the $5,000 figure. The PP gives
examples of different types of loans, the highest of which is 725,000 FCFA
(about $3,200 at the PP's rate of '$1 = 240 FCFA -- even less today at
$1 = 280 FCFA) for a grain mill. The import of all this is that the
feasibility of the project may have been questioned closer at the ECPR
stage if it had been realized that the loan figure of a $5,000 average
was questionable. Even with a one-year extension, a more realistic figure
for the village development fund "would be in the $250,000 - 300,000 rqnge,
a far cry from the $1,000:000 originally projected. To be sure, part of
this reduction is due to the much slower than anticipated rate of
implementation, but part is also due to the incorrect assumption concerning
the average size of loans.

16. Inputs

gives a good
(in $000):

pIpeline
9/30/81

USAID Inputs: A glance at the major budget categories
overview on where the project ~tands as it approaches the PACD

PP
Committed Accrued Exp.

Item ProAg to date to 9/30/81

Long-term TA 300 _1/ ~/

Short-term TA 175 175 92 71

Training (third cty) 69 69
Training (local) 152 152 226 97

Commodities 72 72 113 39
Loan fund 1,000 1,000 450 132

Info systems 120 90 -11
(including research)
Local optg costs 130 460 154 40
Inflation 155 155 N/A N/A
Unearmarked N/A N/A 177---

$2,173 $2,173 $1,212 $379

21

129

74
318

114
N/A
177

$833

1/ USAID's MOB also contributed about $48,000 for the services of a.project advisor
from March 1980 - ~~y 1981.

~/ Seven PCV's were assigned to the project in July 1981. After 3 months training in
VDF operations, they assumed their bloc level posts in October 1981. Based on a 2-year
assignment the estimated value of this Peace Corps contribution is $280,000.

11 Some research was done; the costs of which are included in the short-term TA line item.



Given the slo~ gro~tn of thc resettlement pTofram, rS~ID management
~as prudent in restraining the implementation of the Village Development
Fund. Indeed, it was recognized over two yearh ago that the authorize~

LOP cost of $2,173,000 ~as in excess of what tlle program could reasonabl~

hope to achieve. The project is no~ consider~d full~ ooligatec at
$1,212,000. If thp project is extended for on~ year, even this figure
should be carefully examined. A priority exercise in any extension
period should be a careful rebudgeting. The evaluation also views with
concern the extent to which the project is financing local operating
costs of the village development fund. Another priority of the project
management in any extension period should be to work closely with AVV
budget staff in making certain that sufficient funes are allocated from
A\~'s own resources to support the Village Development Fund program.

With regard to long-term technical assistance, the decision was
apparently made to fill the posit~on with a direct-hire, rather than
a contractor. Project designers,keeping in mind that an important
purpose of the project was community development and strengthening
village organizations, called for a full-time Ph.D. (or M.B.A.) micro
economist experienced in rural development work, with specialities in
small farmer organizational development, small-scale income-generating
activities, and rural dev~lopment planning and evaluation. Apparently, a
French-speaking individual with these qualifications could not be found,
and a USDH was selected to fill the position. Unfortunately, this person
did not fit the requisite qualifications either. Moreover, he was not
able to devote his full time to the project because of other duties.
Neither the present project officer nor short-term technical assistance
(contract) have fully met the requirements. This has contributed to
the perception of the project as a small credit,fund, with less emphasis
on the village community developDent aspects.

17. Outputs

The following table compares the PP projections against actual,
current status.

Project Paper

1. 200 self-sustaining income generating
enterprises functioning in 133 AVV
villages by the end of'1980, with
75% of enterprises fully returning
initial investment with 29 months of
start, and 75% of enterprises pro
fitable for one year after full
return on initial investment.

Status

Through 12/80, 21 loans extended;
through 11/81, 35 loans had been
extended. An additional 12 are
projected for December, 1981. Since
the first loan was only given in
May, 1979 (the only one that year),
a realistic measurement of the 75%
is not feasible until 1983 at the
earliest. Attachment 1 is a list
of loans, by date,. bloc, type, and
amount.



Proiec~ Paper

2. Organization and T~chnical

Training

a) Technical training ven~Cle pur
c~ascd and equipped and 3 techni
cian trainers trained and begin
operating 10/77.

b) 230 village enterprise managers
(20 in 1977, 70 in each of last
3 years) trained 12/80.

c) 150 village leaders (50 in each
of last 3 years) trained in oria
nization techniques 12/80.

d) 160 extension workers (40 each
year) trained in group organiza
tion techniques 12/80.

e) 200 extension workers (50 each
year) trained in enterprise
management and basic accounting
12/80.

f) 20 extension supervisors and AVV
staff (5 each year) sent on study
tours, in enterprise and small
farmer organizational develop-
ment 10180. .'

g) One AVV person trained in computer
programming 12/77.

h) One AVV person trained in
planning and staffing 12/78.

i) One AVV person trained in inter
mediate technology development
and v{llage application 12/79.

j) Two AVV persons trained in
cooperative development and
management 9/80.

Status

a) This mobile traininfc 1'.nit \,'a5
never st.arted.

b) Done on a demand basis, as
appropriate. Perhaps 50-70 people
have been trained in grain mill
operation, weaving, accounting, etc.

c, d, e): In April and May 1981, a
USAID-financed short-te~ advisor
trained 124 Chef de Bloc, Gestion
aire de bloc, encadreurs, and ani
matrices in an explanation of the
VDF, feasibility studies, management,
and simple accounting procedures.
Ten A~~ headquarters staff also
participated. Further, over 50
encadreurs have been trained annually
by a combination of in-hause, .1K.~!LS,

and CESAO facilities.

f) None to date, none planned.

g) None to date, none planned.

h) None to date, none planned.

i) None to date, none planned.

j) None to date, none planned.

3. a) Trained AVV staff operated 3. a)
informati·on system providing
timely and accurate analysis for
decision-making -- starting 10/77.

There is no formal information
system as envisaged in the PP or
Project figreement.



Pro] en Paper

b) Computerized syste~ using in
country soft~are assesses impact
of village enterprises and over
all Av~ program starting 4/78.

4. a) A\~ allocates funds from VDr
to villages in accordance with
established criteria starting 4/77.

b) Village project implementation
~Enaged (re: TA, procurement,
extension service) to effect start
up of enterprises as per sche9ule.

~tatus

b) Computerized systerr ~ill be used
only for loan occountinb beginning
in January 1982. Base information
for assessing impact is not
readily available.

4. a) and b): Not observed to date.
The A\~' still utilizes advice and
guidance from VSAID.

Obviously, the level of outputs is far behind schedule, and in the
instance of the information system, has been abandoned. As explained in
Sections 15 and 16 above, ho~ever, the slowdown in inputs (and, as a con
sequence, outputs) was a conscious decision by project management to keep
the level of village development fune activity apace with the level of
resettlement activity in A\~ zones. The abandonment of the information
system component does not seem to have been the object of a conscious
decision however. It is suspected that it got shunted aside by the change
in type and level of technical 'assistance (refer section 16 above) and by ;
a failure to see its importance at the time. This latter reason is a
conceptual error. As will be shown belo'" in the discussion on "purpose"
and "goal", it was this very information system'that was to measure the
effects of this project on net income, agricultural production, health
and nutrition, reinvestment of .profit, and other benefits. Lest the
evaluator seem too critical on the absence of the information system, it
must be pointed out that the collection of so-called baseline information
in the Upper Volta environment is, from experience, an extremely difficult
and arduous task. Aside from problems of language and local suspicion,
survey methodologies are poor, and the local institutional base to mount
such efforts is weak. (The PP team's assumption that SAED could probably
do the job was naive.) Finally, the concept of baseline surveys, and
resurveys to measure change, is alien to most local personnel, and is
not readily accepted. This project is not alone in this regard.

18. Purpose

The approved project purpose is two-fold:

1. To develop village level capacity to organize, manage and
invest independently in village social and economic development projects in
133 AVV villages by January 1981.

2. To institutionalize credit to make such village undertaking possible.



This project is 2-3 years Dehind scheGulc; s8me ele~entE have
not been undertaken in any structured manner. Based on this. it is not
appropriate or possible at this time to measure the project's progress
to"ard meetin b the "End of Project Status" indlcators given the absence of
the information system. ~ithout the m~ans to verify quickly it is also
impossible to measure progress to~ard EOPS ~ithout investing a considerable
amount of time and effort.

The linkage between the EOPS indicators and the purpose statement
would still be considered valid were the original purpose adhered to.
The EOPS emphasize the first purpose statement. and concern village
organization. reinvestment of profits. incidence of social benefit
activities. women's participation. and acquisition of managerial and
technical skills. What was apparently a passive decision to de-emphasize
the village-level social institution building aspects of the project and
concentrate instead of developing:a loan fund has led to a "back seat" role
for the training and information system elements of the project. Any
extension and further .evaluation ShO'lld be based on what the project
really is: a small credit fund working in an area of social experimentation.
The social development concerns are still relevant and important -- the
fund is operating in resettlemen~ ·vi1Iages. ~ith people of varying back
grounds. in ne~ lands dev~lopment with au incomplete infrastructure.

19. Goal

The approved project goal is "Improved
of people in resettlement villages of AVV."
will be measured by assessing the project's

economic and social well-being~

It is contemplated that this
effect on

I

net income of resettlement families
agricultural production of families
health and nutrition of families
village and individual problem-solving capability
benefit incidence in resettlement villages

At this point in the project, and without an exhaustive study, it is
inappropriate to comment .further, except to say that the likelihood of
this project having a significant direct impact on agricultural production
and the health and nutrition status of AVV's population is slight. The
vast majority of loans to date are income-generating or labor-saving acti
vities, e.g •• cereal banks, grain mills. This is ironic given the project's
mandate (refer PP, authorization. Project Agreement, and AVV's own list
of loan criteria) for loans relating to increased food production and/or
improved nutrition. Loans not in this category were to be refused unless
it was demonstrated that the Thajority of villagers would receive a
measurable benefit from the undertaking. This strongly suggests the
advisability of conforming the Project Paper and Project Agreement to reality.



2['. Rer.E::ici2ries

ThE: direct beneficiaries art::: the loan rf:ocipients, ...·r·jct: v.'hen botr:
6rouF anC individual loans are cC'nsidered, probably number ab"ut 200
householcs. Also both villagers and AV\, staff benefit frorr; training.
It is not pertinent at this tim~ to further co~~ent on th~ beneficiaries,
as the data is simply not available, although it ~as observed that enthu
siasm ~as high at both the bloc and villager level in th~ one bloc
Visited.

21. Unplanned Effects

The evaluation identified no unexpected results or impact beyond
that originally planned.

The principal "lesson learned" is a confirmation that the project,
as designed, was unrealistic in what it can achieve, and optimistic in
terms of implementation re,alities.
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23. Special Remarks

A. If the project is extended, steps should be taken to reduce the
direct level of involvement of the USDH project manager. Other demands
preclude his spending 50% of his time sitting a~ AVV.

B. All of the proj ect' sofficial files are at the AVV office. At
,I least copies should be k~pt a~ USAlD.

c. A carefu~ study of the GOUV's compliance with the satisfaction
of the Pro Ag's conditions precedents, required certifications for
declaring villages "oncho-free.", special covenants and loan eligibility
criteria should be undertaken. Further, a Pro Ag amendment is in order
because of the recently amended authorization change re loan repayment
periods. A Pro Ag amendment would also be a good occasion to revise the
Amplified Project Description.

D. The preceding comment should lead to a review of compliance
on the part of all projects with their conditions precedent, covenants,
special conditions, and standard provisions. In this regard, the

_' evaluation office calls to the reader~section B.5(b) of the Standard
Provisions annex: f

"The Grantee will maintain or cause to be maintained, in accordance
with generally accepted accounting principles and practices consistently
applied, books and reef" ods relating to the Project and to this Agreement,
adequate to show, without limitation, the receipt and use of goods and
services acquired under the grant." This USAID is now going through an
exhaustive examination of GOUV accounting systems; the next step is to
determine compliance with commodity control systems.



L. ThE: rre:jE:c't. ~'a5 sut>Ject to an IG c~di: .L~. SepteITI~E::--October 1981.
Eased on the first IG draft. some advilnces of local currency had b~en

cutstandin~ for an extende~ period of time. These should be cleared as soon
as possible.

F. During the course of the audit. the Inspector General representatives
and VSAID discussed evaluation planning for this project. Tne Mission deter
mined that this PES would recommend no more than a six-month extension (if
any). Any further extension would be based on a progress reviev'- in May 1982.
and an external evaluation in June/July 1982.

The findings and recommendations of this evaluation represent a
____chang~_iI1----P9sition: __~ one-year extension is recommended, ..:ith no external

evaluation. One year is felt to be necessary because of the time and effort
required to prepare AVV for an orderly assumption of project activities. The
evaluator does not now see anything material to be gained by an external evaluation
in three months time.

1. Loans given A\~.

2. Memo from Evaluation Officer to Acting Mission Director,
dated 1/04/8'2.

3. Memo from George Barwicke, B&A Officer to the Controller.
dated 12/28/81.

4. Memo from George Barwicke, B~c Officer to the Mission
Director, dated 12/3 /81.

[-



DATE

LOANS GIVEK AV\'

BLOC LOA..~

(CFA)-~j
Al"10UNT

5/18/79 Linoghin Blacksmith
2/11/80 Bane Boutique (cereal bank)
2/18/80 Kaibo K Cereal banks
2/29/80 Bane Cereal banks/boutique
4/1/80-u -Linogb i n __BQUt iq ue
4/1/80 Mogtedo Boutique
4/21/80 Bane Cereal bank
5/11/80 Linoghin Boutique
5/28/80 Linoghin Mill (facilities)

. - --_~ 6J..16/89 Linoghin Boutique
-----------R/4 /-80 --------=====K;;iibO-s-~-=.::~=_=~==earpenter

8/28/80 Tiebole Boutique
9/12/80 Kaibo N Mechanic
10/2/80 Linoghin Cereal bank
11/14/80 Linogbin Cereal bank
11/19/80 Kaibo S Cereal bank
12/2/80 Djiopo1ogo Cereal bank
12/2/80 Kaibo S Looms (8)(Cash & kind)
12/2/80 }~ibo N Looms (8)(Cash & kind)
12/6/80 Bane Cereal bank
12/9/80 Linoghin Cereal bank
4/9/81 Mogtedo Mill (facilities)
4/29/81 Mogtedo Mill (facilities)
6/7/81 Mogtedo Mill (facilities)
6/16/81 Lin~ghin Mill (facilities)
6/16/81 Linoghin Mill (in kind)
6/21/81 Mogtedo Mill (in kind)
6/21/81 Linoghin Mi11head (in kind)
lO/17/81 Mogtedo Cereal bank
10/17/81 Bambae Cereal bank
10/17/81 Rapadama Cereal bank
10/20/81 Kaibo S Cereal bank
11/16/81 Kaibo S Cereal bank
11/19/81 Manga E Cereal bank
11/27/81 Kaibo N Cereal bank

80,000
335,000
175,000
300,000
117,000
105,000
365,000
114,000

75,000
195,000

15,000
200,000
215,000
600,000

1,500,000
550,000
625,000
440,000
320,500
100,000

1,000,000
50,000

155,400
100,000
50,000

• 700,000
700,000
248,700

3,124,000
3,250,000
4,500,000
2,000,000

500,000
2,500,000
1,500,000

26,804,600

9,430,600 to 9/81

LOANS PENDING SIGNATURE OF DIRECTOR GENERAL (Guaranteed by 12/31/81)

12/81
12/81
12/81
12/81

12/81
12/81

Dj iopa1ogo
Linoghin
Linoghin
Linoghin

Linoghin
Linoghin

Cereal bank

Cereal bank-supplement
Blacksmith
Animal vaccination/

pharmacy
Pork production
Pork production

3,000',0"0

2,000,000
350,000

1,200,000
200,000
200,000

1/ 280 CFA - $1 as of 12/23/81
t'



12/81

12/81

12/81
12/81
12/81
12/81

}lugtedo

r~ibo N
r~ibo N
Kaiba S
All Blocs

Page ')

Peanuts and Niebo
marketing

Animal vaccinationi'
pharmacy

Bakery
Pork production
Pork production
Looms (30)

GRAh"D TOTAL

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

100,OCJ0

1,200,OOC

240,000
200,000

1,100,000
900,000

10,690,000

37,494,600



TO

SUBJECT

ATTACrr-:ENT ')

Acting USAID!Upper Volta Director, Mr. Emerson J. Melaven

Mission Evaluation Officer, Michael A. Rugh tJ'~~

Project Evaluation Summary, Oncha-Freed Area Village
Development Fund (686-0212)

1. At the meeting ,chaired by you on December 30, Messrs. Byllesby
and Barwicke of the Controller's Office, Mr. D. Smith, project officer
and my goodself discussed the subject evaluation, and the difficulties
that the Controller's Office had i~ clearing the' evaluation and its
principal recommendation to extend-Lhe-pI.o.jec.L-iQr _one-year,._'It-.JNaE_ .._,,, '_.,,~ _
determined that the Controllers't:in-voutd-ncn--cle'arthe--evaluation, ..----------.-.-.---.
and the issue of extending the project would be decided 4pon by
the Mission Director, who would have the Controller's dissenting views
in hand when making his decision •

.
II. The Controller's Office has issued two separate dissent memoranda
on the Project Evaluation S~~ry: those of December 28 and December 31.

The December 28 memo essentially supports my evaluation findings
but comes to a different conclusion regarding extension. I con
tinue to feel that, for the reasons. enumerated in Part.13.B of
the PES - Summary Findings - a project extension is warranted.

The December 31 memorandum, written after our meeting, raises
nine additional argumeE~s. I will briefly respond to each.

1.OFM claims that the" evaluation states that AVV lack.s a pro
fessionally competent staff.. This is -untrue; c!'1y evaluation
does not state, nor'even imply such' an as~ert~on. J:.d~ ~ay

that the AVV is not ready to ~ssUme responsib~lityfor the
management of the loan fund. OFM also claims-~hat the
draft audit speaks to-professional competency~- The only
reference I can find ,in the draft audit is a,statement~o the
effect that the AVV lacks management e~eI:ienc:.e,and support.

-_. - - .__ . - .. -" .. - -- .'

2. OFM states that the Project Officer does not recommend recruit
ment of the information .specialist.,: The rema.rk.:~s.not.: under
stood. I do not reco~e~d-recruitmentof the information
specialist either. It is far too late to consider this.

3. N/A

4~ The Controller's office questions the ~mpact of our aid when
measured against the volume of other donors. It,is true that
AID assistance to the AVV pales against th~t provided by France,
the Netherlands, and the EEC. However, we are the sole contri
butors to the Village Development Fund, with the other donor
money going to resettlement and credit agricole. The VDF complements
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resettlement efforts. In fact, at a recent donors meetin;,
the GOUV singled out our program as one of A\~"5 ID2jor
accomplishments.

5. The Controller's office d~scussion of the accounting system
at the A\~ is not a persuasive reason to close the project
as scheduled. Their preoccupation is that the system is
incapable of easily giving information. The statement that
the French control the financial service and the training
service is debatable.

6. The Controller's office correctly points out that the low
interest rates prevalent in Upper Volta are prohibitive to
the continuity of any small credit fund. (This is a problem
common to almost ever~ developing country, and is widely dis
cussed in the literature.) If we were to-t-oi-l-ow---t-he-----
Controller t s office logic, every proj~ctin which -l..ie- exi:en-d--
credit would be terminated. I do not advocate such a course
of action. The Project Paper for this project was naive in
assuming that the fund would be eroded only by inflation, but
this is no reason not to extena. Indeed~ to protect our
investment, it is imperative that we rr~intain our presence at A\~'

over the next year.

7. The Controller's office memorandum questions the overhead cos~

of AID in managing the fund. I find the cost to be no more
than in others of credit programs and in line with the Project
Paper estimates. I further understand that the Project
Officer is revising the proposed 1982 budget downward, so gs
to arrive a~ a more favorable ratio of operating costs to
loans granted.

8. This comment relates to Project Officer involvement, and
points out an appar~nt contradiction between the draft audit
and the evaluation: whereas 'the audit suggested increased
effort by the Project -Officer, the evaluation suggests less
effort. The audit aside, the evalUation's intent was an overall
reduction in the level of effort. Given the premise that the
entire CY 1982 be devoted to phasing out in an orderly and
responsible manner, the evaluator feels that an initial high
level of attention must go 'into' a) planning the phase-out
of AID management of the fund and b) training AVV personnel in
the program~ I foresee a gradual reduction in the Project
Officer's involvement so that by October or November 1982, the role
is strictly monitoring.

9. The fact that there is a dual record-keeping system is hardly
a reason not to extend the ~-oject.

10. The Controller's office states that there is no hard evidence
that a condition precedent relating to the description of an
accounting system has been met. Again, this is hardly a reason
not to extend the project. The fact is, AVV submitted, under
cover ofaJuly 3,1978 letter a description of accounting

I'
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procedures relative to the VDF. PIL ~o. 1 of Au£ust 30, ~97b

accepted their submission. I de note thot the PIt ~as

drafted by the then project rr~nager and signee by the
Director. ~ith no additional clearances. I a~ havinb a
copy made for on: of all these docu.-nents. 1 \o:ould be the
first to remark that the satisfaction of CP's for this
project could have undergone a more rigorous rEvie\o: than \o:as
apparently the case in 1978. Indeed, I observed this durin£
the course of the evaluation. and this is the basis for my
related comment and recommendation under the "Special Remarks"
section of the PES.

III. In conclusion. I do not believe that the Controller's office remarks 
either taken in isolation or as a ~hole - present a convincing counterargurn~nt

to my recommendation to extend. q~1 does raise several legitimate concerns
of implementation, but these are riot overwhelming, and are certainly not
sufficient grounds for non-extension. I, therefore, again recommend that __ ..--==~--
you sign the PES and pave the ~ay for extending the project.

FYI, I have slightly redrafted the PES to show OFM's non-concurrence.
and have indicated that this memorandum. as ~ell as their "dissent" memoranca,
bE incorporated as attachments to the PES. Other drafting changes in2lude
a discussion of our prior decision to consider a sih-month extension, ane a~

additional action item that l-lr. Ban.Ticke suggested.

cc: DIR
OFM, Mr. Barwicke
ORR, Mr. Thomas
ORR, Mr. D. Smith
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'TO Nr. G. Byllesby, COntroller

Having revie'~ the Project Evaluation Stll1rrary Draft for the Oncoo
Freed Area Village Development Fund dated 12/24/81, I would not
reo::xrmen:1 that Or'~ give clearance on the "Action Decisions" suggested
by the evaluator. T'ne recc:rmerrlations appear to be at conflict and
out of correct seguence.

For exarrple, the evaluator rec::x:rrrrends a revision of the inplerentation
plan, the budget, and Project Agrearent which the evaluator estimates
will be a::JrIPleted by 2/15/82. . However, the evaluator assurres that all
outstanding financial accountability problens can be resolved within
7 days (i.e., fram 12/24/81, date of report to 12/31/81, date given
by evaluator for crnpletion).

J would think that the nomal' sequence of events, given. the evaluators'
reca.'1l'T€n:::1ations, requires first an ai'Terrled Pro-Ag spe::;ifying for exarrp1e
wr.at ,,':ill b2 the new inputs, outputs, and hopefully rough estimates of
't..'le CDsts involved to each party in supply'ing these inputs ana attain..:i..'1S
tie revised goals. A detail~, nore precise (a) i.rrple.':entation plan .
and (b) budget can then b= prepared once the revised Pro-Ag a.I1S\.Yers the
latter question.

Once it is kn:7wn (a) where t:h= project is going, (b) who is going to rerrain
as the organization managing the project, arrl (c) what resources must
b= nanaged (Le., a budget) . to attain the revised goals; ,then a financial
system can be finalized which will permit' r:anagarent to rronitor'success.
You canrx::>t establish a financial infonnation system in a vaClJU!Il. AW is
its own exarcple of this folly. Yet, this is what the evaluator \cishes
OFH to do (in 7 days, 00 less? ~) •

It is interesting to oote sarre previous problans with the project that
the evaluator nentions, such as:

(1) N:> long-tenn (J.1BA) technical assistance to guide the credit
fund and assist in establishing a viable infonnation system.

,(2) N:> long-term professional training in the essential subjects
of managerrent, planning, a::nputer programning, and staffing.

(3) N:> infonnation system as envisaged ~ the Pro-Ag exists.

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plim OPTIONAL FORM NO, 10
(REV, 7-76)

, .GSA FPMR ('I CFR) 101-11,6

5011>-112
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(4) No established loan criteria of its o,..Tl.

(5) 1b data base to analyse at E:>PS recause of the sre.ll n~J
of loans and absence of .f 3 ab:Jve.

(6) J.,\;V is rot ready to assurre llEl".agen=nt of the loan fund
(Le., AVI·,7 can."X>t rrar.age).

In sh:Jrt, the evaluator's o:::mnents in::licate (a) a o::rrplete absence of
an integrated infrastructure to attain project goals and (b) little
att.errpt during the project to create the infrastructure at AW capable
of ooing anything but floating srell loans wi th::>Ut the ability to
assess and measure the success of this "loan experiment" at end of
project. 'lbus, what the evaluator appears to really be asking AID to
do is "Let's attenpt to rontinue to float appraxi.nately $40,000 r.ore
in loans while we nerrily go al:x>ut att..errpting to put this rress together
so by 12/31/82 we can really see whether it \'oOrks."

Given the lead t..i.m= necessary to (a) adequately, professionally train
a counterpart staff (L e ., 12 nonths; 3 nonths to naninate and enroll,
9 nonths to train) an.:) (b) create an infrastructure (items 3-6 abJve) ;
I doubt whether by 12/31/82, the inputs will be in place (with sufficient
e.xp='Jience) to (a) aSSl:'E full rranage:-ent of tile project, (b) assess
the projects' success, and (c) collect sufficient data to rreasure and .
an.3.lyse. Of course, in the absence of a logical frarrev.ork one can onl}'
guess when such services will o:::m= on-line.

The evaluator refers to lithe greatly accelerated m.::m:mtum over the past
15 nonths" of the project. He does mt elarorate on this stat.errent,'
I assume the evaluator refers to the (il.) DAr training of PCV' s and
encadres, (b) the cx:irrputerization of the loan furrl, and Cc) the, existence
of outstanding loan requests to be funded. If this is true, it is evident
that the evaluator is only talking arout sh:Jrt-tenn concentrated action
in one project area (Le. making loans) because m mechanism (information
system) exists to guage (a) why these loan actions sh::mld be taken, (b)
whether this loan roncept can re institutionalized, (c) whether recipients
really benefit fran the loans in the long nm and (d) whether the project
lacking the long-tenn trained staff as envisaged by the project can be
self-sustaining. 'D1e infonnation and data rollection structure which
is the other ITajor area of the "AWexper.inent" appears to be shuffled
to the side in favor of perpe'bJating just an::>ther small loan furrl similar
to swro, 'lWIS and the Eastern ORD. Sufficient data already ecists sh:::M
ing that the SWID and Eastern ORD loan funds are IDt ccmrercial1yviable.

'Ihus, unless the "Action Decisions" section of the PES can be rewritten
to provide a ltDre logical prioritization of decisions to be made and tiITe
periods to acc:x:mplish these decisions, I \VDuld be OPfOsed to any action

l'
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Ul o...1:1~ to supp:>rt an extension of this project. Even with a logical
decisior, rratrix an::3 t.irre frarre from which to begin 'L~ o::.nt..e:"'plate::3
rext yea.=- of AVV operations, I seriously question t.re y.'iscbrn in cbing
s:> given that nJ long-term t.eCh.l.ical assistance (or as mt.)~h help from
the projec::: officer as r.a.s originally been given) apy~s to be on thE.
mrizon o:.rring the sunset of this project I slife.

cc: 11: RJgh V
Duector
Assistant Director
D. Smith
C&R
OEM Project
Barwicke
OFE Chron
M. Horween
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UNITED ST,I,TES GO"E.RN:",~NT

memorandum
SUBJECT:

TO:

A\~ Project (686-0212) PES

Director, Richard C. Meyer

Ref.: My memo to Gary L. Byllesby concerning same
subject dated 12/28/81

In addition to the r~asons given in my memo dated 12/28/81,
I request that you consider the ~ollowing additional reasons when deter
mining wether this project should be extended to December 31, 1982 or
terminated as of December 31, 1981:

1.- The Draft Inspector General Audit (DIG) of the Oncho Project
supports the evaluators statements that AVV lacks a professionally competent
staff.

2.- The project officer, in his 10/02/81 memo, does not reco~~end

the recruitment of the Information specialist contemplated by the ProAg.

3.- N/A

4.- USAID's involvement in AVV thus far has been minuscule com-
pared to the Franch effort. Are we really going to have an impact?

5.- French ex-compatr!ots'contro1 "Service financier" and "Formation".
The accounting system in force is incapable of easily giving relevant infor
mation concerning AVV activities upon which management (or the Government)
can possibly make business decisions on subjects such as (a) costs to float
loans vs revenue from loans, (b) the actual cost of subsidizing AVV activities
as opposed to channelling resources in other directions. The DIG and project
officers memo of 10/20181 also adressed this issue and both are in concurrence.
The system does conform to the needs of the Government in controlling cash
and inventory.

6.- The present regulations in Upper Volta concerning interest rates
are prohibitive to any small credit fund area unless these regulations are
amended to encourage private enterprise in the area of capital formation.

1 Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10
(REV. 7-75)
GSA FPMR (.1 CFR) 101-11.5
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i._ As of 12/31/81 actual loans plus approved loans pendinE-financing
amount to approximately 38,000,000 CFA. AID costs incurred (e~~enses ?lus
accruals) as of 12/31/81 to float these loans amount to 51,000,000 CFA (includes
Cen?trin costs, local operating costs, commodities, and shor~-term TA but not
AID DB and overhead costs). The 51 million does not include A\~ personel
salaries and capital investments. Non finalized rough forcasted budget estimates
for Cl 82 reveal $180,000 in loans compared ~ith $263,500 in direct AID costs
to float the loans.

8.- The DIG proposed increased monitoring by the AID project officer.
The evaluator says there ~ill be the less effort by the project officer.

9.- The present management at AVV is content in maintaining their pre-
sent accounting system. They are ame~ble to keeping dual records for USAID
needs. Thus we will (and must) require dual efforts in financial management.
The DIG also refers to this issue.

10.- There is presently to my knowledge no hard evidence that A\~ has
actually complied with the ProAg condition precedent concerning the submission
of a detailed explanation of accounting procedures used by AVV for USAID funds.

cc. DIR
ADIR
OPR
O~

C&R
OTI1 (3)
G.Barwicke
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