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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

On October 25, 1983, American and other military forces <from
the Caribbean area intervened to put an end to the political
chaos in Grenada. Two days later, a disaster was officially
declared in Grenada and U.S. disaster assistance efforts headed
by OFDA were initiated.

The AID Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance (OFDA) is respon-
gible for coordinating the provision of immediate emergency
relief and shortrun rehabilitation assistance for disaster-
striken countries. Other AID elements are responsible for pro-
viding long-term disaster reconstruction assistance. QFDA may
call upon the resources of U.S. Government agencies on ‘a reia-
pursable basis. OFDA also uses the services of private volun-
tary organizations and private sector entities " to carry out
disaster assistance functions.

audit Pindings, Conclusions, and Recommendations

OFDA was to have completed emergency relief and shortrzun rahab-
iliration assistance for Grenada not later than April 1984.
vat, OFDA had not completed its tasks as of the audit cut=-off
data (July 31, 1984) due to ineffective nanagement, 2 lack of
»sla definition, and a pelief that its authority naé obeen cur-
tailad by Agency management. Cer=ain medical items never
arrived or arrived late and some equipment arrived incomplete
or did not work. At the time of our audit the equipment orop=-
lems had finally been resolved. We recommend that OFDA seek :to
sakcer define the working relationships and responsibilities
among 2rincipal AID components normally involved 1in disaster
ralief and complace or resolve procurement action on tae medical

- -

i=ems not yet delivered to Grenada.

Management Comments

Cn Septempber 28, 1984, we furnished OFDA management a Record of
Audit TFindings (RAF) for review and comment. On OQOctoter 19,

1384, we nald an aglt conference witia OFDA and Sther intarested
AID officiais. A= the e2xit confarenca we =zaczived wrintan
rasponses Zrom 2fDA and Ilrom AID's Office c¢i Commodity ianage-
-ent (SER/COM). On Cctober 29, 1984, we provided OFDA and cer-

saip offices within AID's Directorate ZIor ?2rogram and danage-
nenc Services (M/SER) with a draft audic report Ior raviaw and
comment. The Associate Assistant tc zie Adminiscracor for Mar
agement (M/AAA/SER) responded on dovamber 13, 1984 and za=2 CF
Diractor rasponded on December 7, 1384, T rasponsas Ja
considered in preparing this raport.
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Audi~ Resnonses

The responses from OFDA and M/SER are difficult to summarize;
for this reason they have been included in their entirety in
this report as GExhibits A and B, respectively. We believe a
reading of those exhibits will be enlightening not so much be-
cause of the issue taken therein with our report, which has
already been modified to reflect the comments as we deemed
appropriate, but because of the lack of consensus among the
major players in the Agency's disaster relief efforts evidenced
in the comments themselves. (This Llack of consensus also
seriously drlayed issuance of this report.)

AID has chosen to establish a central disaster relief function
(OFDA) rather than individual capabilities within each of its
geographic bureaus. B8ut if it is to function effectively, the
authority effectively delegated to the OFDA Director should
raflect the responsibilities which that Office has been charged
with carrying out. This was not the case, in practice, during
the Grenada relief effort which, according to statements made
to us by OFDA officials, is not unlike other relief situations
it constantly faces. In our view, top Agency management must
support OFDA's attempts to clarify and strengthen its lines of
authority 1if £future disaster relief efforts are not to suffer
from the same errors and embarrassments as the Grenada
agpariance.

Objectives, Scone, an Methodology

we made the audit to determine whether or not OFDA cfurnished
commodities and services £or Grenada afficiently, effectively,
and economically. Our examination included an analysis of docu-
nan-s and discussions with appropriate officials in Washington,
Grenada, and the Regional Development QJffice for the Caribbean
in 3arbados. Cur report is limited to OFDA disastar assiscance
afforts for Grenada. A pravious IG audit report, No. 9-902-31-
118, dated august 17, 1381, covered ovarall CFDA administzation
of the foreign disascer assistance program. Wa nade Lthe audit
in accordance with the Comptroller General's Standards Zor
judi= of Goveranmental Organizations, ?2rograms, Activitzias, and
Tunctions.



BACKGROUND

The joint military intervention in Grenada began on the morning
of October 25, 1983. Immediately before. and after the inter-
vention, Grenadian citizens, the People's Revolutionary Army,
members of the Cuban Armed Porces, and the airport brigade,
looted stores and warehouses throughout Grenada. Captured Cuban
and Russian foodstuffs were used to feed prisoners of war and
displaced persons. But these foodstuifs were insufficient to
meet the needs of all the people.

Private housing and public buildings were damaged during cthe
intervention: a mental institution and 10 private homes were
destroyed; - at least five government buildings and 40 private
homes were damaged; and, damages to two radio stations, a police
station, and the Prime HMinister's office were reported. tublic
utilities already deteriorated after several years of neglect
were further damaged during the brief hostilities. These avents
adversely affected the lives of the approximately 100,000
Grenadian citizens living on the 133-square mile island.

Poreign disasters are both acts of nature and acts of man that
disrupt social and economic life. It is United States policy
9 assist the victims of such disasters. Two statuces concain
~a casic aurnority for the provision of U. S. disaster 2ssis-
Ace =0 o=her =oun=ri2s. They ar2 cthe Fforaign Assistance ACt
AA) of 196.L, as amended, and the Agricultural Trade 2evalop-
ent and Assistance Act (P.L. 480) of 1954. The F3A aucnorizes
rhe President to furnish assistance to other countries' disas-
car relief efforts following natural or man-made disasters.
o.0. 480 authorizes the 2resident to furnish agricultural com-.
modities to meet famine and other urgent or axtracrdinary relisf
requirements.

The implementation of U.S. disaster assistance is delagataed to
chiafs of U.5. diplomatic Missions abroad and to the DJirector
of the Office of U.S. Foreign Disaster Assistance (QFDA)--an
organizational unit of the Agency for International DJeveloobment
(AID). Chiefs of Missions determine when disastars have oC-
murred, aad Zfor each disaster detsrnination, ~ay iamediactaly
npoligate up to 325,300 in cash, supplias, o2r services o assist
ascar victims. OFDA L3 the 3. Goveramen: uniz chargad wi:in
[~
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czasponding =0 U.3. Mission racguests Sor disaster as3sistance;
organizing and coordinating tae cotal J.3. Government disastar
ralief response; arranging for the procurament of supplies, s52r-
vices and transpor=ation; and, 2engaging in Zisaster Dreparadness
ac=ivi-iss. OCFDA is cuscodian of che Foreigzn Disaster Imergency
2eliaf account which is astablisned under the AID contingancy
*und. OFDA s:=aff is availabla 24 hours a Zay o asslsc Mi3sions
in determining whether or not assistance should 5e crovidad;
selacting the most =2£factive Iorm of assistance; and rapidly
supplying the required raliief specialiszs or commodicles.



On Ocrober 27, 1983, =ze U.S. Ambassador in 3ridgetown, 3arbados
declared that a disaster existed in Grenada, and exercised his
authorxtv to obligate up to 3$25,000 and use appropriats U.

Goverament resources at his disposal. At the time, oartxcxoants
in U.S. disaster relief efforts included uaits and personnel
from the four U.S. military services and from AID. The OFDA
Director was present in Grenada to oversee initial relief
efforts. As of July 31, 1984, obligations for disaster assis-
tance to Grenada totaled $2.5 million which was allotted as

follows:

Allotee Ahount
RDO/C L/ $218,000
Grenada 1/ 1,411,000
AID/Washington 2/ 903,634

Total $2,532,5834

The $218,000 allotted to RDO/C enabled immediate local procure-
ment of commodities and services for Grenada. The 3903,5834
allotted to AID/W ashlng*on was used k5 gay U.S. suprliers and
-achnicians, and commercial =zrfanspoctation.

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

T™is is the first audi: of CFDA Jdisaster assistanca effort

applicable to Grenada. We made cthe audit duriag July and
August 1984 :to determine whether or not OFDA furnished commodi-=
~ias and services =0 Grenada =2£ficiancly, effectively, and

aconomically. We reviewed QOFDA, Contract and Commodity Manage-~
men= and Controller records located in Washington, 2.C., and
-acords at AID offices located in Grenada and 3arbdados. The
audi: coverad OFDA Dprocuremen: activity <Jor Grenada <Lrom
Qcrober 20, 1983 :.*ouqh July 31, 13934, and included a raviaw
of 0OFfDA's int2rnal concrols. We made a2 audit in azccridaace
Wwith <the ”omp'-o"a' jeneral's srandards Zor audiz oI Govera-
mentcal Oryg zations, 2rograms, Activities, and functilns.
i/ 3ource: 3ER/TM/CAD Repor:z No. Ww=208 Zor Julv L334,
3/ Souzce: 3EIR/TM/PAD Records. Ixcludes 523,074 reserved on
July 3, 1984 Zor Ifuture collsa:tions.

[ ]



AUDIT FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

OFDA Administration of Grenada Disaster Assistance

In order to carry out the legislative mandate of coordinating
and rapidly supplying needed relief to disaster-stricken coun-
tries, management of, and an authority over, those relief
efforts by AID's office of U.S. Foreign Disaster Assistance
(OFDA) needs to be strengthened. Legislative intent 1limits
OFDA's involvement in disaster activities to urgent shortrun
assistance.3/ AID dandbook 8 categorizes OFDA contributions
as (i) emergency disaster relief, and (ii) shortrun renabilita-
tion assistance. OFDA is not authorized to participate in long-
term rehabilitation or reconstruction.

Emergency disaster relief is aid which can be used immediately
to alleviata the suffering of disaster wvictims. It includes
such relief services and commodities as the provision and trans-

portation of food, clothing, medicines, hospital equipment and
neds, and repairs to essential services. gmergency disaster
relief normally does not exceed 50 days following the Cformal
declaration of a disaster.

Shortrun rehabilitation assistance 1is defined as limited and
minor aelp required to rcestore ¢ self-sufficiency cisaster
r

o}

7:::11: for whem ralial would otherwise de 2rolonged. 3Snorzrun
rspanilitation accivizias ara not intended te supplemen: long-
term devalopment or tecnnical assistance projects, and are nor-
mally l-nlued to an additional 90-day duration. In other words,
OFDA’ total involvement should generally not axceed 130 days
af:e:

a disaster has oneen declared.

Using %“hese criteria, OFDA was to Gtave complated =2mergency
raliaf and shortrun rahabilitation assistance Ior Grenada Dby
April 1984. In fact, OFDA had not fulfilled its commitpents to
Granada as of our audit cut-off con July 31, 1934.

§0-Day Zmergencv 2eriod

OFDA procurament 3ctions during =he inicial 60-day pericd of

amergancy wWare =2rfiacziva, Tor ITh? oSt par:t fo0dstus fs, ledi-

cines, <clothing, bedding ind octher =2mergancy <SCmMCdLIl2s and

sarvicas were provided =2 Grenada wizhin a £2ascnanl2 saricd of

mime., Because -hera was no AID Hission locacad Lo Jrenada a:z

3/ Regronal Iaspector Seneril ZSor Audiz/wWashing=cn Ieccro:t o,
1=-302-31-.13, Zated Augusc 17, 1331, =2ncitled Zoprovements
Ara Needad in Adminisceriag =3 Fora2izn 2133373r A5313573nC2
Srodram dL3cCU332S5 o7Ca'S £ol2 in shornrzun disaster 2Ll



tnwe time of the intervention, QOFDa coordinated with AID's
Regional Development Office/Caribbean (RDQ/C) located in
3arbados Lto ansure immediate and effective assistance. On
Octoper 27, 1983, the U.S. Ambassador in Bridgetown, 3arbados,
declared that a disastar existed in Grenada, and obligated
$25,000 for emergency crelief. In one day the obligation was
used and on October 28, 1983, RDO/C requested from OFDA an
immediate allotment of $250,000 in disaster relief funds ¢to
purchase emergency food and relief supplies. RDQO/C used
$140,000 in Barbados and reallotted $110,000 to Grenada for
such emergency purchases. By the end of November 1983, the
$250,000 allotment was spent on local procurement of emergency
food, commodities, and services.

In lNovember 1983, RDQ/C obligated another $500.000 in disaster
relief Ffunds for rehabilitation and reconstruction activities
in Grenada and immediately committed these funds under six
grants &to various Ministries and organizations in Grenada.
This obligation was not subject to OFDA assistance limitations.

90-Day Shortrun Rehabilitation Period

The administration of disaster asgsistance by OFDA faltered dur-
ing the subsequent 90-day verigd of shortrun rehapilitation
because OFDA did not effectively monitor procurement acctions

and commodity deliveries to ensure taat requested commodit:ies

4ara furaished =2 Srzenada in good orier. A5 a rz2suls, sone
~adical izams osriezed in December 1333 naé not arrzived &

Granada as of July 31, 19384; and certain aquipgmenz daliversd =0
Grenada was not complete or did not work. Consequently, OFCA's
iavolvemenc in Grenada disaster 2ssistance axceeded time limit-
ations established o provide emergency disaster ralief and
short-run rehabilitation assistance, but more importantly, iz
was not made availabla when needed, or Wwas made availables in
such a way as to constitute an sambarrassment on occasion to tae
J.S5. Gevernment.

OFDA obligated an additonal $1,290,430 £or shortrun ra2nasilita-
=ion on Decemper 9, 1983. OFDA allocatad 3661,725 of =his Sl.3
aillion to RDO/C and $528,723 to AID/Washiang:ton Lo finance ac:t-
ivitiaes in nhealsh, watar, =lectric power, se&wage Ziscecsal, and
adycacion. AFDA stipulazad <hat 21l Jr 3 suhs-anecial zcrzzisn
a7 a3ach achivizv Wwas =0 Se ZIompl=2cad wizhaia 50 3avs Itcm raca2ips
Af =na Decemper 3, L3833 allccation.

\-) Zandbook 3 liscs disascer assistance f3scurces ayailazla 9
2FDA. “waga include =2l2ment=s of tnhe DJepartment 7% 3maz2 and
othar J.3. Governmen: 2agencl3s including zhe DJevarzmen:t of
Jafanse, d2al:h and Zuman Serviles, nz2rzior and Commerce.
Wik=ia AZID, =he CZficze of Clontract danagemen:c {3EZR/7H) zroviies



a conzracting officer &to OFDA who takes con=ract actions and
gives advice and assistanc2 o QFDA in making emergency procure-
ments; the Office of Commodity 4anagement (SER/COM) prcvides
commodity specifications, and arranges for the air and surface
transpoctation of disaster relief supplies and food at OFDA's
request; and, AID's geographic bureaus provide ctemporary staff
to OFDA when a disaster crisis task force is constituted.

During the 90-day shortrun rehabilitation period, SER/CM makes
all routine procurements. At the request of OFDA, SER/CM con-
tracting officers issue contracts for routine procurements in
accordance with normal procedures. OFDA provides SER/CM con-
tracting officers with purchasing authorizations which 1include
specifications of tae supplies or services, delivery require=
ments, funding citations, and other necassary documentation.
Specifications are normally determined Dby SER/COM commadity
specialists before purchasing authocizaticns are furnished che
SZR/CM contracting officers.

OFDA issued eight purchasing authorizations (PI10/Cs) under the
5628,723 allocated to AID/Washington O procure:

Date Description

12-20-33 -amunizacica and Jold Chaia Zguipment
12-22-33 x-ray iuacaines and supplies

12-20-83 30lid wWaste Disposal Equipment

12-20-83 Chlorination Zguipment

12-20-83 £lectrical EZquipment

12-23-83 Drugs and Medical Supplies ,

01-04-34 Radiographic Equipment and Rabies Vaccine
01-31-84 Medical and Laboratory Supplies

3DQ/C reguested that OFDA use $100,000 of &the R’DO/C allocacion
-0 procure ocor=2hola Dumps and motors. OFDA issued a 2219/C Zor
this equipment on Tebruary 9, 1984.

AFDA called upon 32ZR/COM commodity scecialists to provile sgec-
iZicacions for six of =he nine procurament orders., SZIR/C2U
al30 Drovided assistance in osrocuriag X-rzav mnachines and soma
2f =he medical and Laccracory supgliss. DA 2rovided zhe 3ZIR/
CM eon-racting specialiscs wizh a Zuplicacza CopYy 2% =he 2I2/Cs
at -~he =ime =hev wer2 sen:t t0 3ER/CTHM. dowev7ar, =a2 3ZR/CH
consracting sgecialiszs used &tne duplicaza copl2as as 2 casis
Zor 2gacu-ing contrzacts, Jrancs and DSurchase 0Jrders wiznhouc
waizing for specifica:zions. 7TOr agxamp.2, 2 Ionctrace specialisc
furnisped t©c 13 a3 two-page 5:3/C =hac con:iained no specilica-
~ions Zor che 30lid Wasce Disposal Zguipment. In concrasc, the
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SER’/CCM documents conzainad a detailed 10-cage .ist of speciii-
cacions for this procurament along with potential suppliers and
es-imacad cost. This led to confusion and a misunderstanding
of rolas and responsibilities. In a Mday 29, 1984 memorandum %o
the Director of the Office of Contract Management (SER/CM), an
AID official wrote in part:

*The specifications as cited in the PIO/Cs for the

large items, e.g., pumps, motors, compressors, etc.,
were often grossly inadequate. Sometimes the PIQ/C
merely stated: 2umps, motors, COMPLESSOLS and etc. and
neglected to even cite the desired nomenclature. In
order to resclve the many unknowns, telephone calls
(with often poor connections) were made to Grenada
technicians who in turn referred CM back to COM who
also, in turn expected the specifications to be a
Grenada problem. It became a catch 22 operacion. A
classical example is the procurement of flexible tub=-
ing. The PIQJ/C merely specified 'Flexible Tubing'.
In trving to ascertain the size and othr significant
features of the tubing, CM contacted COM, OFDA, and
Grenada. After vacilating between 6" and 4", rigid or
flexible, Grenada suggested everything be aeld up

pending final decisions.

Further, a total lack of positive guidance se2med =0
nravall Lor ctae procuramencs. Sranada was under =:t2e
impression that the procuraments in the JSA wer2a sel
guided, monitored, and controlled by a commictee set
up to arrange £or tae coordination of the Grenada
disaster. This certainly was not the case as CH had
tc independently contact OFDA for advice who often ze-.
zarred CM to COM who in turn directed CM back &9
Grenada who ini=iated the procurement. Another gxample
of lack of responsibility definition is chat QFDA in-
formed CM that CM must coordinate the coordination
(sic) for saipment to Grenada of all rne laka items
peing procured.’

1
L
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JFDA commented =nat it orovided SER/CHM with 270/C's using speci-
fications provided 5v AID Grenada and SER/CCM/C2S. The specili-
ca=ions wera Javelsped wvery 3lowly, 3some wer2 <on lagx and nany
derails wer2 Ddrovided on cthe talepncn2 setwasen Sranada and AIZZ/
W. Once a suppliar was identifiad, contact ocetwasn The supoliar
and =he Goverament ¢ Grenada was 2ncourigad so zhac zhe D2ro0-
ducts met =z=he desired purpose. OFDA nhad neither the Zine 1oz
the axper-ise 23 meni:or tae amount 9f gualityv Of the 3pecili-
caszions provided serween 3IR/CCHM and 322/ CM. SFTA concluded
mhat 15 wWas3 2xpeczaé :the work woulid e done in a2 drolfassional
manner &ov zaese specialists and cnat OFDA stafi were 21Wars
availapla bov calapnone TO 230Lve  Drodi2mM3 3 axcediz2 ian
action. AAA/3ZR confirmed, aowaver, thaz tie lack of definad
rasoonsidilitias and centcralized contro. nad namperzad thie norImal
Slow 9f work.
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Zffacktive OFDA monitoring was £urther precluded because it did
not set up a tracking system to monitor the performance of AID
offices that were providing assistance and expertise. For eXam-
ple, there was no record regarding the length of time that SER/
COM held tne PIO/C on Solid Waste Disposal Equipment, nor when
the PIO/C, complate with specifications was Eforwarded to SER/CHM
for execution. A pertinent telegram suggests that SER/COM was
working on the specifications in Pebruary 1984, that is, two
months after the PIQ/C was issued by OFDA.

In any avent, at least four of the nine procurement authoriza-
tions resulted in unduly delayed and incomplete assistanca:

- Drug and medical supply orders placed in December 1983
nad not been received seven months later. AAA/SER com=-
mented that Gthe cause was a lack of funds and delayed
inventorying in Grenada;

- A December 1983 x-ray machine request was met in March
1984, but replacement of the WWII units with serviceable
ones only occurred in July 1984; that is, four monthas
aftar the decision was made to purchase new units;

- In May 1984, Grenada was still seeking some of tne solid
wasta disgosal equipment that had been raquestad in
Cecember 1333;

- Over five montac 21lapsed befcrze Grenada ceceivaed 00I0IS
for the borehole pumps.

Management Aauthoritv Misunderstood

Due to :=he changing U.3. relationship wita Grenada as a reasult
of -=he intarvention, &the AID Administrator instructaed OFDA to
lear with senior AID officials all requests for Grenada disas-
tar assistance orior to the commitment of funds. QFDA inter-
preted this clzarance procedure to mean tanat tne orocurement
and delivery of commodities and services to Grenada would be a
shared management function. This interpratation is seen as a
maior concributing factor to the lack of coordinaticn and zo.2

dafinir=ion =hat impeded shortrzun rahapilitaticon aczivitizas,

mwa raadar nay “ind it useful zo geruse tn2 WO I200I° agnizizs
at =his poinz. ZIxhizin A iz OFDA's response =0 cul drair audics
rapor:. Jace 1 sars Sorsn OFDA's zerceptions cr2garding 1ts
tnla, Txhibi= 3 i5 AMAA/SER's rasponse; page 1 2I Zxhinit 3
icdenzifias a need f3r Full parzicigzation 2y  <ommodi:ty
specialists orior t£o issuing concraces.



Conclusion

The period of shortrun renapilitation disaster assistance =<0
Grenada was marked by a lack of role definition and ineffective
OFDA management resulting in poor performance. OFDA interpreted
top Agency management interest in the programming of funds for
Grenada as a diminution of its autnority to manage and coordi-
nate the disaster assistance. In our opinion, once the nature
of the 32.5 million activities had been approved by senior AID
officials, OFDA was then regquired to manage and coordinate the
assistance as mandated. :

OFDA, SER/CM and SER/COM records generally did not include dates
when procurement authorizations were received, acted upon and
completed. OFDA needs a tracking systen in order to effectively
monitor procurement actions made on Lts oenalf. Moreover, OrDA
needs to appoint an individual to monitor procurement actions
taken 2y SER/CM and SER/COM <for each disastcer occurrcence.
Zffecktive monitoring could have prevented pr=2mature contrace
negotiations by SER/CM.

Finally, overseas Missions need to know who is responsiole and
whom to contact £or assistance. In +turn, assisting entities
within AID need to know their responsibilities and limitations
in providing support 2o OFDA.

Zecommendazizsn No. 1

OFDA) coordinate with top Agency management
and the principal AID components aormally
iavolved in disastar rzeliaf assistance Iin

Office oL J.S. :OLEi'U DisaaLer Aasia:ance
9
(

order to prepare, obtain appravali or, 3and
issue an appropriate managemendc diraccive
chac will <claarlvy define =zhaiz r2spective
rolas and resgonsibilici=as. The dircectilve
should maks crovision Zor disaster-raliated

procurement.
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Commoditv 2rocurement Shortfalls

This section describes the procurement and delivery pDroblems
ancountared in three of the nine procursment authorizations
handled by OFDA during the shortrun rehabilitation period. It
illustrates what can happen when effective management is absent.

Medical Items Not Delivered

A report submitted by a participating Federal agency, the Center
for Disease Control (CDC), dated December 16, 1983, listed lab-
oratory resources needed by the capital city's St. George's
general hospital to support the health system in Grenada. The
listing was forwarded to OFDA for procur=ment action, but sev-
aral months later, 85 items in varying quantities reportedly
had still not arrived. The items ranged Zrom acetic acid and
formaldehyde o a refrigerator and microscope.

We could no:t determine the universe of drugs and medical sup-
olies ordered for Grenada due to changes in *the Grz2nadian
Government andé the absence of an arrival accounting system o0
track the receipt and distribution of medical items. Ian August
1984, an AID contract specialist went to Grenada to follow-up
on i-=ms orderad but not received and to 2stablish a control
log to account for commodities delivered. de found another =0

cr

r

medical iktems of warving quan-i*ies ranging £rom 2azafiia and
su-viczal =usiag =0 3anzal forceps aand :tzays wpich nad nst Tean
iivaerad. DJelivery dates Zor thesa L1:isms nac ZIe=2n 2stimnatad

17

earlvy as January, 1984.
mo sum up, 125 medical items that is, 85 ¢ , 3

tified B&v .che contract specialist orf varving gquanzicies
not accounted for. - - o

Zquipment Not Complete

cn December 3, 1333, OFDA approvad a 310C,3000 allocation Ior
zhe _*ocu:ement of borenole pumps to assisc in zehasilizazing
Grenacda's wWa:-er seccor. On December 13, 1333 Grenada sernt C70A
specificazions Zor <Zour ©borepnol2 2uADS3 and monors, iacluding
ancillary i=2ms and sgpare D2ar:ts. 27DA issued 3 2I3/C an
Tagruazv 3, 1334 wi=h an 2stimacad dellvary faca =2 Zga2nada 22
fagruazv 13, 1334, On March 3, 1334, SZR/CM ncziiied Cranada
sqat =h2 D2umMDS wera2 =C e ordered Marcta 3, 2334 apnd zn2 asti-
mazad faca 37 arrival ia Granada weuld Te April 20, ¥4 Zn
April 15, 1984, SER/CYM noctiiisd Granada that procurafmenc actisn
was n2arl.y <complace and cie 2quizment Was scaadulad 0o arzxzive
oy @milizarvy =ranspor: on Aprii I3, 193¢,



On May 9, 1984, five months after OFDA initiated the procure-
ment action, USAID/Grenada informed QOFDA that:

"It has nappened again. In spite of our efforts here

to ensure that procurement is initiated per valid and
proper specifications resulting in timely arrival of
all needed components. We just cannot seem to do it
right. Not once, not twice, not ever. Two weeks ago,
... we received pumps but no motors or control panels.
Yet, all components were specified in a series of
cables beginning as far back as December, 1983. But
in spite of our constant queries to AID/W, it was not
until after the arrival of the pumps, that we learned
the motors and control panels were to be delayed for
another six weeks.”

AID's office in Grenada concluded by stating:

" .. all our time is taken up explaining to the GOG*

why we simply cannot get our procurement act togerther.
In summary, it seems that we should have orogrammed
disaster relief funds for AID/W rather than E£or

Grenada."

Unusahle Zguipment

Oa secember 93, 1983 OFDA obligated $58,000 to g2rocur2 «(-ray
machines £or Grenada. On December 30, 1983 CFDA notified
Grenada that it had located four new X-ray units availabls fuom
che U.S. Govaernment's axcess property Ddrogram. AsS Cost savings
ware realized by .procurement of excess property, JFDA on
februarv 4, 1984, reduced the obligation from $58,000 to 311,390
on iks commoditv reguest and r=allocated the remainder (346,510)
for amergency drug Drocursment.

Th X-ray units, actually manufacturad during World War-r IZI,
warae delivered :-o Grenada on March 23 and 27, 13984. A biomedi-
cal =achnician and 2 senior radiographer found =the anics nighly

unsacisfactory, unsafa, and unusanle.

ra last inspectad in 1352 apnd 1233,

- Ti0 0 tne unizs wWs
casgectively.,

- ~wC other uniks were last inspectad in 13573,

- m™a fgotswi:-ch cords were orittla and parts 0L the
units exXhibiteé corrzosion.
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view Doxes and impreparly

The units wera older

used in Grenada.

than any other

These conditions were confirmed by audit staff
AID office in Grenada informed OFDA that:

"The condition, vintage,
this equipment has proved to be an
the Mission. After all the hopes
raised, the egquipment,
is inoperative.
the patient and technicians
physicians who counted on availabili
find that they musct
Grenada is concerned that
with other incidents related
aglng ko tne U.S.
sion does not have funding
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alike.
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The

USAID/Grenada acranged %to retuzn the unusabla X-ray units to
tne U.S., but by July 13984, it was determined that parts of
thase uni:=s would be useful in testing and repairing U.S.-made
aguipment located act Grenada's generail ~oa31:a;. On July 22,
1334, U3AID/Granada granted appraval o =na Miniscar oI H2alin
5y saLvige X-ray cazks 3as Droposaed.  an AID con::ac: soaciallisc
=a5ld us that new K-ray units were raceived in Granada on July
25, 1984. To sum up, over saven months passed befors tais pre-
curement action was completed.

OFDA responded:

"Jnen the need for an ¥-ray macaiae

was identifiad,

OFDA was informed oy SER/COM chat several unusad Dbdut
old X-ray machines were availabls from AID Zxcess 2ro-
per-y. OFDA was assured trnat these mQacialnes ware 3erl-
7iceapla and appropriats Zor use ia Grena da. Siace
~ha cost Of =he machines was not nig: and spare D2arccts
migh:z ©Se a proclem, OJFC srderad four shigred =0
Granada. Snge =aa r2pors 3n the Llnadeguacly sI zthe
machinas was raporzad, ({(sic) IF2A orderad 22w L~zay
macrinas and shisped zhem o Granada. ZFZA diLZ non
sav Zor =he orisinal nachines from AID Zxcess ProTferty.
3FJA nas used AID 2%cess 9roperty Lo otasr iigascars
and never 2xperianced such a 2rosSia3M. Thera should se
no nee Z5r S7JA =0 inspec:t mats=rials 21a¢g orovided
3v anothar AID oIfice. AID's Zgcess 2Prcperty ciIice
can provida more inlZormation Sn =n1i3 sugi=ece.’
*Governmea: 2% Grenada
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Pages § through 10 of Exhibit B contain AAA/SER's respbonse on
the X-ray machines.

Transportation Arrangements

Based on a review of Government Bills of Lading (GBLs) and
records of the contract specialists and the AID Office of Finan-
cial Management, the AID Transportation Support Division (SER/
COM/TS) arranged transportation for saeven of 15 shipments to
Grenada from November 1983 to July 1984 at a cost of about
$50,000. During the same period, the contract specialists and
a private citizen contacted by OFDA arranged transportation for
eight shipments to Grenada at no cost to the U.S. Government.
In addition, the private citizen arranged to stockpile OFDA
commodities gratis at nis warehouse located in Florida.

As presently written, AID Handbook 8 contains instructions tnat
the AID Transportation Support Division (SER/COM/TS) is to make
all transportation arrangements for OFDA. As discussed above,
the instruction was not fully complied with -- nor 1is this
always practical in an emergency situation. AAA/SER recognizes
the ambiguity; management's proposed corrective actions are
discussed on page 6 of Exhibit B.

Reporting

OFDA stat-e? chat i+ has made repeateé attemptss to notain from
Grenada a raconciliation of commoditias ordered vs. zhcse de-
iivered. The information is required in order to ensure taat
the regquested commodities and services were furnished by OFDA,
by other means, or cancelled for valid reasons. although the
absence of an arrival accounting svstem in Grenada coupled with
the absence of an OFDA tracking system in Washington may affect
tne accuracy of the reconciliation, it will nevertheliess be
useful in identifying commodities sucn as the 125 nedical. items
not yet accounted for.

Conclusion

At the close of audit fieldwork, 125 medical items needed for
disaster rehabilitation in Grenada had not Dbeen delivered.
OFDA needs to ccmdlete or resclve procurement actions for taese
i=ams. Mot all of the equipment reacned Grenada in jood order:
components were missing and equipment was not otherwise usable.
Altnough corrective actions are now complece, the lengeh of
time taken by OFDA &t¢ resolve equipment procurement =2xtended
peyond the normally allotted period.



Recommendation bo. 2

Office of U.S. Foreign Disaster Assistance:

(a) obtain a reconciliation of commodities
ordered and those received by USAID/Grenada
from that Office;

(b) review and take action to resolve the
procurement problems hampering delivery of
outstanding medical items requested by
Grenada for disaster rehabilitation.

Improper Use of Imprest Funds

In Grenada we examined petty cash vouchers £for the period
October 31, 1983 to January 21, 1984, to determine the propriety
of expenditures charged to the disaster assistance account.
The Grenada imprest fund was used to pay for automobile rentals
and drivers' and workers' wages, purchase of paper and suppliss,
and to make advances to personnel.

Also among the charges examined, however, was one for alcoholic
beverages costing $125.37 billed to and paid by OFDA on petty
cash voucher number eight. The purchase of alccholic beverages
is a personal expense nckt reimbursable by che U.5. Government.

Reccommendation No. 3

Office of U.S. Foreign Disaster Assistance
‘(OFDA) identify the person responsible for
and recover $125.37 in billings for alcoholic
beverages documented on petty cash voucher
number eight.

- 13 -



EXHIBIT A

ce 7 GEC 1384

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT: Grenada DisAster Draft Audit Report, November 1984

Thaak you for the opportunity to comment on the subject Draft Audit
Report. We appreciate that many of our earlier comments were reflected
in the draft report. The following general and specific comments may
help in finalizing the audit report.

Management of the Rehabilitation Activities: OFDA reiterates that the
management of the Grenada rehabilitation activity was a shared
responsibility with other AID Offices, particularly the AID/LAC Working
Group. OFDA's traditional role in managing relief and rehabilitation
efforts had been eroded during the past two years and AID Bureaus were
exarting a very strong leadership role. Combined with a severe raduction
in OFDA staff (26 to 19), OFDA 4id not have the experizanced staff to
nanage the longer cerm rehabilitacion activities. OFD&. called uvpon other
AID offices to support specific Grenada relief and rehabilitation
activicies as needed. OFDA solved problems when identified by other AID
offices, but the overall coordination was done by the LAC Grenada Working

Group.

when the LAC Gremada Working Group was formed, an OFDA representative
informed the group that OFDA did not have the staff to manage and procura
the commodities to support the rehabilitation efforts envisioned.
Specifically, OFDA requested a LAC specialist to write the PI0/Cs for
Grenada. The LAC Bureau did send a personm to write P10/Cs, but that
person was not inclined to do the work and OFDA subsequently coordinated
the PI0/C preparation.

The responsi>ilirty for coordination with AID/Grenada and 3LO/C and
subsequently with SER/COM and SER/CM was divided between OFDA and the LaC
Working Group. TFinanclal problems were addressed primarily by OFDA.
Primary liaison between AID/W and AID Grenada was the LAC Working Groug,
aspecially the Grenada AID Desk Officer. OFDA received very few phone
calls from Grenada during the rehabilitation period. Coordination ot the
specifications was often discussed between the LAC Grenada desk, AID
Grenada and the 3ER oiffices.

The dilucion of JFDA traditional authority and the decrease ia OFDA staif
both lad to the problems identified in the Drafc Audit zeport. OFDA

would appreciate the ifaclusion >f chis axplanation so tnat AID management
can determine what Zuture role OFDA will have in renabilitation shase of

disascters.

- 14 -
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The Draft Audit Report does not clearly describe a anumber of
circumstances which would enhance Recommendation One and easure that AID
is fully responsive to disaster victims in the future. The following
comments are keyed to the page on which they appear.

Page i1, line 14 - suggest you clarify the statement by adding "due to
ineffective management” of the rehabilitation effort "and a dilution of
OFDA's traditional role". Reason: There is nothing in the report that
implies that the immediate relief effort was not well managed.

Page ii, line 15 ~ suggest changing the word "crucial” to "some” which
precedes “"medical items never....” Reason: Nothing defined as crucial
could have waited several months to be procured. Although requested from
AID, many supplies were also requested and provided by other donors. AID
provided Project Hope a grant which included funds to procure crucial
medical drugs and supplies. If they were still needed after the initial
order, they could have been purchased by Project Hope or again requested
by AID Grenada from AID/W. Either the supplies in question were provided
by others or they were no longer required; in either case they cannot be
labeled "crucial”.

Page ii, line 16 = replace the word "or"” with "X Ray machines” which
nrecedss "did act work....” Reason: To clarify that one requested iten
did not work (the X Rav machines) rather thaa implying many as mar appa2ar
in che drafc.

Page 2, line 22 - change the sentence beginning "The OFDA is rasponsible
for the use of funds under the International Disaster Assistance account
(IDA). Delete the balance. Reason: The drait is incorrect.

Page 3, line 8 - delete the portion of the sentence beginniag "at the
time...”; delete "units and personnel from the four U.3. Military
services and”. Reason: It is inaccurate. OFDA requested the services
of a sanitary engineer, one driver/mechanic and equipment from the DeD.
Personnel from other U.S. Military units happened to be in Grenada for
other purposes and they volunteered to assist AID/EZmbassy staZif. The
Draft report implies that OFDA requested and paid for other services Irom
DoD.

Pags 5, iine 15 - change the word "heospital” o "medical” and Zlelere "and
bJeds". Reason: Medical squipment i3 nore accurate, and JOFDA seldom
provides hospital aquipment. 3eds are normally avrailadbls: Iocally and aot

cost aeffactive disaster relief supplies.

Page 5, line 15 - delete o the 2ad oI che sentence 1frar "because
srocurement actions...' or delete the entire sencence beginniang "The
assistanca was....

Page 3, line 7 - delete the sentence bSegianning "The lacc 3% 2TDA...."
Reason: The report does not substantiace that 'the fisld' seriormed in
such i1 manner char these sctactements are justifiad, ?rocurement was i
sery small portion of the Granada disastar respcnse and JFDA nanaged :zhe
overall izmediate rasoonse well.

J
t—
(91}

i
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Page 5, line 24 - change the sentence beginning "OFDA allotted” to tead
"OFDA allotted $250,000 to RDO/C Bridgetown whose controller in turn
provided $110,000 to AID in Grenada". Reason: Statement in the Draft is
inaccurate. OFDA provided no funds directly to Grenada. RDO/C was and
is the responsible AID Mission for OFDA funding in support of

Grenada.

Page 7, line 1 - clarify the paragraph by deleting the word
“reconstruction” or alter the paragraph to read "RDO/C requested an
additional $500,000 for rehabilitation activities. The AID Grenada
Working Group reviewed the cabled proposals and OFDA funded the most
critically needed activities in accordance with OFDA's mandate for
rehabilitation.” Reason: RDO/C requested funds for many activities ia
Grenada. AID's Grenada Working Group reviewed the cabled proposals and
determined which funding should be used for each activity. OFDA did not
fund reconstruction activities and in several cases OFDA provided the
initial funding for the critical phase of an activity (for example,
Project Hope grant and road repairs) and AID funded the talance from the
development account.

Page 7, paragraph 2 - amend the paragraph to clearly identiiy the
quantity of procurement actions and the number of actions or a percentage
which were incomplete or flawed. Reason: It appears unprorfaessional to
generalize a TajsT shortcoming frem a small number of problams.

?age 197, line 15 - plzase 1dd shat che memo citad was not clearad ot
approved by any other AID office. Reason: Although the facts wricten by
a person may appear to be correct from the writer's perspective, facts
unknown to the writer may alter the overall conclusion. Memos unclearad

by others involved tend to reflect one person or office bias.

Page 13, line 17 - OFDA again stresses the fact that management was
shared and the audit report should reflect tuis.

Page 14, line 20 - Rucommendation No. 1. Please add "disaster-related”
before “procurement.... ; and delete rhe remainder »f the sentence
“coordination within OFDA". Reason: It makes the racommendation aore
nrecise and there is no need to coordinare procurament wizhia OFDA.

20, ae 3 - opiease delete the sentence which Segins "Had OFDA ..."7
or zhange it to read "Had 3TR,/COM/GPR irranged =o inspect... . Reason:
OFDa relfed on SER/COM/GPR to ensure that the { Xav machines war2 1s
described and ia suitable condition Zor use in Grenada. OJF24 has used
AID Surplus Propartv on previous sccasinns and had 7o problems witzh those
commodities. OJFDA must rely on other AID ofilces ©2 serform thelr role
without OFDA iaspacting every detail.

Page 22, line 3 - Recommendacion o. 2. Please modily

{
to read "OFDA resolve the status of the {tems fapproximat
{nftially regquestad bv AID Grenada for if3zastar rehadili:

.-

Page 22, line 13 = please change "naid by OFTA” 7o "pald oy ALY Grenada
using disaster 1iccount fund3’. Reason: OFDA allisttad Dunds 3C0-C anc
did not ipprove OT wdminiscrativaly reviaw anv yf tne Migsion ii.otted

fundg. OFDA wili cable RDO.C ©»o disallow zue S§123.37 inappropriate
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expenditure of disaster relief funds. OFDA agrees entirely with the sense
of the recommendation, but was unaware of the expenditure until cha
audit.

OFDA Comments on the Memo from SER to RIG/W/LA Dated November 15:

OFDA appreciates the efforts of SER personnel to explain further
background to the Grenada disaster response. In general we agree with
the statements and emphasis of the memo. Ome point of further
clarification in the role of Mr. Raymond Schultz of Florida.

Mr. Schultz, the Vice President of Sister Cities International (a private
and voluntary organization), has been extremely helpful to OFDA in
expediting disaster relief shipments through Miami and in supporting
disaster preparedness programs in Latin America. (He has received two
citations from Administrator McPherson for his disaster relief
contributions.) When contacted, he offered his business warehouse and
staff to assist the Grenada relief operation at no cost to the U.S.
Government. He, and primarily his efforts (not SER/CM), sreventead
further delays and saved AID the expense of warehousing and shipping. 1t
is oo gratuitous to SER to {nclude themselves when distributing credit
for the arrangement and accomplishments of Mr. Schultz.

X
-3
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EXHIBIT B

NOV | 5 1884

MEMORANDUM FOR RIG/W/LA, MR. COINAGE N ‘GOTHARD, JR.

SUBJECT: Draft Audit Report Dgted/ October 29, 1984 On
Emergency Rellef and abilication for Gremada Uader
the Foreign Disaster Assistance Program

FROM: M/AAA/SER, John F. Owens

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the subject draft
audit report. We endorse its central proposition that OFDA
should better define working relationships with SER offices and
the various office responsibilities when coordinating disaster
assistance procurement. We agree that there is improvement
needed in developing administrative procedures for handling
A.I.D. direct procur~ment of disaster commodities and that
there were some roadblocks to timely completion of the Grenada
procurements.

The Report would be right on the mark if it addressed partic-
ular improvements. For example, we think there is need for
requesting 1007 SER/COM participation in writing specifications
prior to SER/CM contracting, Icr 2ore resources to carTy cut
OFDA emergency procurement and for instituting arrival account-
ing systems when, under emergency conditions, no existing
nrocedures are in place. However, the Report misses the mark
by concentrating on retelling, unfortunately neither complectely
nor fully accurately, facts or history pertaining tec a few of
the procurements. The draft text demonstrably does not cor-
rectly show the individual though coordinate roles of COFDA,
SER/CM and SER/COM in carrying out the work., Specifically, we
fault the following:

(1) The Report on page 10 reads:

"OFDA provided the SER/CM contracting specialists with an
advance copy of the PIO/C's at the time thev were sent to
STR/COM. However, the SER/CM contriact specialiscs used
the advance coples as a basis for executing contracts,
grants and purchase ovcders. ZFor exacple, a contract
specialisc furnished =o us a two-page PI10/C that contained
no speciiicactions for the Solid Waste Disposal EZquirmenc.
In contrast, the SER/COM documents concained a detalled
10-page record of speclIiications Ior chis orocurement
along with potential supoliers and estimated cost. This
led to confusion and a misunderstanding of roles and
responsibilities. In a May 29, 1984 ngemorandum =o the
Director of the Office of Contract Management (SEZR/CM), an
AID official wrote in pare:"

- 19 =
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More accurately it should read:

'"OFDA provided both SER/COM and SER/CM with copies of
PIO/C's. In some, but not all cases, SER/COM was
instructed to further clarify the PIO/C's. Where there
was no clarification by SER/COM, SER/CM used the initial
copy as the basis for proceeding with the contract. In
cie case, that of the solid waste disposal equipment,
there was some lack of coordination. SER/COM prepared
gegailed specifications but these do not appear in SER/CM
iles.

"A memorandum was written on May 29, 1684 by the SER/CM
Contracting Officer to the Chief of Contracts, SER/CM, in
response to allegations that SER/CM was causing unneces-
sary ﬁelays in the procurement cycle. The memo states in
part:

Further SER Explanation: SER/CM did not use the "advance
copies”™ of the PIO/C's for finalizing procurements. When
detailed specifications were developed, these were used.
More detailed specifications would have been developed it
SER/COM support had been solicited in each case rather
than in the selective instances. The SER/CM memorandum
from which the Report quotes was in response to a cable
from Grenada stating the problem concerning borehole pumps
and the remaining medical supplies. Many times the con-
rract specialists contacted the manufacturers' reps %o
ascertain what piece of equipment would actually do the
ob. Questions concerning ''tropicalized motors' or
'sealed motors' were. answered with the advice that
delivery of the ''sealed motors' would be approximately
12-16 weeks and the ''tropicalized motors' would be
delivered in 1-2 weeks and last almost as long as the
scaled. Numerous questions from the suppliers as to exact
details, i.e. tolerances, power requirements, etc., were
settled with SER/CM and USAID/Grenada contacting the
responsible Government of Grenada sgenzy. In developing
the sewage pipe PIO/C both SER,/CM aad 3ER/COM coutacted a
Grenada engineer and based on these discussions, drew up
detailed and effective specifications. This was confirmed
by an onsite inspection of one of the sewage dispcsal
plants and discussions with the GOG engineers.

Th rflexible tubing issues involve two different nipe
prucurezents and illustrate the SER oroblems in providing
coordinated support. In one lnstance, Grenada ultimately
decided to procure locally with UK assistance. In the
second case, with some difficulcy, SER/CCM developed
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requirements for "6'" inch PVC pipe via telephone contact
directly with Grenada local government employees. The
size of the pipe, of course, must be given by the field
and A.I.D.'s field personnel were not able to resolve this
matter.

(2) The Report on page 12 reads:

"It was expected that the work would be done in a profes-
sional manner by these specialists. OFDA staff were
always available by telephone to resolve problems to
expedite an action.'

More accurately it should read:

"It was expected chat the work would be done in a
professional manner but the lack of defined responsibi-

litieﬁ and centralized control hampered the normal flow of
wor L]

(3) The Report on page 13 reads:

"December 1983 drug and medical supply requests were not
completed seven months later;"

'""the December 1983 X-Ray machine request was met in March
1984, but replacement of the units with ones that could be
used took another four months;"

More accurately it should read:

"December 1983 drug and medlcal supply requests were not
completed seven months later due to a lack of funds and
delayed inventorying in Grenada;"

"the December 1983 X-Ray machine request was met in March
1984, but replacement of the units with ones that were
fully acceptable took place in late July 1984, 4 weeks
after the decision to purchase new units was macde;"

First Itam: As no ongoing inventory was being done in
Grenada on the commodities supplied and there was no feed
back to SER/CM, corrective action against delinquent
suppliers was hampered.
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Second Item: SER/COM offices did not delay in effecting
the reprocurement. The two new units were ordered,
shipped and delivered in a matter of 3-4 weeks. One of
the units was placed into operation on July 23, 1984 and
the other unit is scheduled to go to a remote hospital in
Grenada in the near future.

(4) The Report on page 14 contains the following sentence that
should be deleted:

"Effective monitoring may have prevented premature con-
tractual negotiations by SER/CM."

Further 3ER Explanation: There were early, urgent con-
tractual negotiations. Had SER/CM waited for others to
act and suppliers not been alerted to the forthcoming
quick turn around requirements, even greater delays would
have been encountered. All contacts made by SER/CM were
done professionally to ensure fair competition and to
secure adequate response to AID requirements during the
emergency situation. To wait and ''spring' the require-
ments on the commercial sector would undoubtedly have
delayed procurement and increased cost.

(3) The Report on page 15 reads:

"The listing was forwarded to OFDA for procurement action,
but as of August 3, 1984, 85 items in varying quantities
had not arrived because OFDA did not follow up with SER/CM
to ensure that the items were ordered. The items ranged

from acetic acid and formaldehyde to a refrigerator and
microscope.'

More accurately it should read:

"The amended listing was forwarded to OFDA for procurement
action, but due to a lack of adequate manpower in Grenada
an inventory of the items could not be completed in a
timely manner o allow fnr the reprocurement of the
missing items."

Furcther SER Explanation: The statement that medicines in
varying quantities did not arrive because OFDA did not
follow up is not correct. OFDA and SER/CM were Ln contact
with suppliers concerning invoices and how much of the
order was actually shipped. There was nc inventory con-

trol in Grenada and therefore OFDA and $ER/CM could only
go by shipping documents and invoices and the 'worcd' of

the suppliers. Additiorally, approximately 80 items were
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never ordered because both LAC and OFDA could not fund the
additional $25,000 needed for these items. Regarding a

refrigerator that has not been ordered, it is actually a
freezer for the Hemotology Lab in the General Hospital in
St. Georges and it was among the items for which funding
does not exist. On page 16, the Report notes the absence
of an arrival accounting system in Grenada, which was pre-
cluded by the conditions under which this emergency devel-
oped. In fairness, the Report should recognize throughout
its critique that circumstances in Grenada were unusual,
perhaps unique, and the procurement issues, accordingly,
particularly complex.

The Report on page 17 recounts delays in the delivery of
motors and control panels for bore hole pumps.

More accurately the text should recount the reasons.

Further SER Explanation: The bore hole pumps were basic
orr-the-shelf items. The control panels and motors were
manufactured to special order and delivery necessarily
took longer. Procurement for this relatively sophisti-
cated system designed for long term use was, in addition,
more time consuming than it would have been had our par-
ticipacion been limited co supplying small light duty
submersible pumps.

The Report on page 21 reads:

"The efforts of AID and a private citizen may have
prevented even longer delays in the delivery of commodi-
ties to Grenada."

More accurately it should read:

"The efforts of a private citizen and AID, particularly
SER personnel, prevented even longer delays and extra
costs in the delivery of commodities to Grenada.'

Further SER Explanation: A private citizen, Mr. R.
Schultz of R.S. Aviaticn and SER/CM orevented even lorger
delays and saved approximately $350,C00 =o 3400,000 in
costs of warehousing and air transportation. The gratis
alr transportation was obtained through the U.S. Air
Force, U.S. Coast Guard, and Morrison-Kaudeson, the air-
port contractors.
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While the Report does not specifically indicate any dif-
ficulties in arranging for transportation, SER's review
observes that the Handbook 8 policies relating to procur-
ing transportation for disaster commodities contain some
ambiguity. As now written the policy contemplates
procurement of transportation by SER/CCM under a
Government Bill of Lading. In fact, recognizing that
procurement of transportation commercilally rather than
under a Government Bill of Lading may sometimes be more
practical or effective, we intend to revise the policy to
provide optionally for direct contracting for
transportation by SER/CM (either separately or as part of
a delivered price contract) with appropriate support by
SER/COM/TS. Indirectly this issue is raised in the Report
by the statement on page 9 that 'SER/CM makes all routine
procurement, except transportation, during the 90 day
rehabilitation period. In fact, SER/CM also procured
transportation when contracting on a delivered basis and
the Report should so indicate.

(8) The Report on pages 18-20 describes the procurement of
"unusable’ X-ray equlipment.

More accurately the text should recount information
available to M/Sti/CCM/GPR Orfriclais.

Further SER Explanation: We particularly regret the Audit
Report's railure to include or describe SER's effort to
clarify further the facts pertinent to the allegedlv
unusable X-Ray equipment shipped by M/SER/COM/GPR.
Unfortunately, officials of M/SER/COM/GPR were not
interviewed. We think it is evicent t = the information
available to GPR officials merits explicit consideration.
Denied the normal pre-report forum for discussions with
the Auditor, we feel compelled to respond in detail. We
request that the IG include these comments in the final
Report.

GPP. was firsct infcrmed of the availabili=y of surplus
%-Ray equipment on December 13, 1983 when advised that 97
units of 135MA Picker ZX-Ray apparatus were available fo
meet program requirements from GSA's Defense Frooerty
Disposal in Mechanicsburg, PA. The units were listed as
new, in the original packing, and had been manufactured by
Picker Corp. The machines nad been manufactured in the
mid 1940s and by contacting the Picker Corp., GPR learmned
that spare parts support was not maintained by -he zmanu-
facturer. Picker Corp. recommended, however, because of
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the number of units available, that ''extra units' be
shipped to interested buyers as a source of spare parts.
The acquisition cost of these units had been $2,031, and
they were available to AID at $147 each F.0.B.,
Mechanicsburg, PA.

GPR, realizing that the age of the X-Ray units might
preclude acquisition interest, dispatched a circular
message describing the availability of the equipment,
explicitly stating the '"vintage'' and lack of parts avail-
ability. Grenada was not notified since the GPR had no
previous transactions with Grenada. The ci:icular nessage
clearly indicated that items were under GSA control and
would only be acquired by GPR upon firm commitments. As a
result of the circular message, 22 units were requested; 6
for Bolivia and 16 for Seventh-Day Adventist World Service
activities in Africa and Korea. Other inquiries were
received, but commitments were not confirmed.

while the GPR and COM/CPS had discussed the availability
of the X-Ray units for Grenada, there was no indication of
Grenada's official interest until January 3, 1984 when,
via telephone, OFDA requested GPR to expedites a shipment
of two X-Ray machines and ancilliary equipment. OFDA
provided funding citations and requested shipment via a
scheduled airlift from Hialiah, Florida on January 13,
1984, Four units, including two for spare parts, were
visually inspected by GPR and found to be in ''new' con-
dition. These units were subsequently shipped to Hialiah,
Florida on January 17, 1984. 1In addition, a memorandum-
had been dispatched to the AID/GPR Field Office in
Lathrop, California on January 5, 1984, confirming
instructions to expedite the shipment of reqested ancil-
liary equipment to Hialiah, Florida and shipment was made
on January 10, 1984.

During the transaction process GPR had no information or
data describing the technical requirements, specifica-
tions, or end use of the X-Ray equipment, nor did GPR “now
which activity in Grenada had authorized the equipment or
determined that the equipment was appropriate. GFR notes
that Grenada's cable (1696 dated May, 1984) reportecd that
the equipment was received 27-29 March 1984. Unfor-
tunately, the cable did not indicate how or where the
equipment was handled and stored during the 2.5 nonths
after shipment from Florida. Informally, GPR was advised

- 24 =
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that a USAID/Barbados staff officer, visiting Grenada for
Project HOPE had, in a meeting with SER/COM/CPS, confirmed
the X-Ray requirement and that with this confirmation
Disaster Relief initiated the procurement. It is
important to note that GPR policy on medical equipment
(Hi-tech) procured '"as is-where is', requires the
interested customer or his respesentative to inspect the
items prior to acquisition. The urgency and procedures
involved in this particular transaction provided GPR no
latitude to impose its standard inmspection requirement.

Grenadian complaints particularly focus on the unsatis-
factory condition of the ancilliary equipment, including
the processing machine, radiographic cassette and
illuminators shipped from Lathrop, CA. GPR notes that the
identical equipment was shipped for the Intermational
Human Assistance Program, Inc.'s (IHAP) project in Sri
Lanka. The latter project reports no problems, and photos
available emphasize the acceptability of the equipment.
Since the ancilliary equipment was shipped on January 10,
1984, from Lathrop, but not reported as received until
March 30, 1984, we think it possible that, with improper
storage or handling, this sensitive equipment was damaged
by moisture, dirt or corrosion. As a resulc of Grenada's
complaints and reported discrepancies; GPR promptly
initiated the following actions:

A. Notified interested Missions in Bolivia and the
Philippines, and Seventh-Day Adventist World Services
for Africa and Rorea, of the discrepancies noted by
Grenada. GPR also requested notice if the interested
buyers wished to cancel shipments of the X-Ray
apparatus. In reply, Bolivia cancelled its request,
and SAWS reduced its requirement to 10 units which
were shipped after inspection.

B. Requested an inspection by New Cumberland Depot
Quality Control of the remaining units to ascertain
the condition of those defective elements reported by
Grenada. The inspection report dated August 1, 1984,
from the NCAD Quality Control inspector particularly
emphasized that all rubber and electrical cords were
in excellent condition.

C. Contacted the Engineer Division of Picker Corp. in
Cleveland, Ohio, and forwarded the instructions and
manuals for evaluation and comment. The manuals are
identical to those forwarded to Grenada with the ship-
ment of X-Ray machines. Picker's response advised
that the 15MA Model X-Ray apparatus was manutfactured
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in 1944-45 as an air-drop unit primarily to diagnose
broken bones. Further, the unit was not intended to
furnish '"deep pemetration', and did not have the
collimator device added to units manufactured since
1974 to comply with the HEW Safety Act. Picker stated
collimators can be purchased frcm Mitchell-Raytheon at
a nominal cost. Although the 15MA X-Ray machine is
not today's ''state of the art,'" Picker believes the
machines useful in developing countries. Picker
agrees that operational checks for leakage, etc.,
require knowledgeable personnel when the machine is
glaced in operation. The latter comment addresses

renada's statement that ''there is no way for the
radiographic operator to know if the machines are safe
for use, therefore none are in operation."

The Audit Report appears to accept the conclusion reached
in Greneda that information on the X-Ray equipment and its
condition were unknown to A.I.D. and providing this equip-
ment was an embarrassment to the Mission. The Report's
conclusion is not well-founded. For example, the Mission
in commenting on the Automatic Processor indicated
"cechnicians are not able to know whether the finishing
time is 5 min., 3 min., or 25 seccnds.'" The equipment
description in the GPR Availability Listing clearly
stated: '"FSN 6525-000-2077 Processing Mach. Radiographic
Film, Automatic thru 90 seconds development speed, 1
master tank cooling unit-N, MG. Rodak 120/240V, 3 wire,
50/60 HZ AC, 25 AMP." The Mission further states that
"the Lamps are of the type not found ini Grenada and costly
to import. They are 60 cycle and 120 volts. Therefore
step-up transformer will have to be purchased in order to
operate''. Again, the GPR Availability Listing scated:
6525-000-2076, Illuminator, MBL multiple thru 4 seconds,
Mfg GE, Mdl 11FV, 110 volt, 60 cyc. Apparently, in re-
questing the equipment, GPR's notice was overlooked.

Although GPR regrets that the Mission feels embarrassed,
the Audit Report should have noted the history underlying
this procurement and that the equipment was accurately
advertised. Further, we note that at no time was GPR
requested to determine the capability of the available
equipment; no equipment specifications were provided or
explanation given of how the equipment would be utilized
by Grenada. The urgency expressed by OFDA to ship allowed
no lead time for on-site inspection oy a qualified tech-
nician; neither OFDA or Grenada requested inspection; and
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the shipping arrangements from the U.S. to Grenada were
unknown to GPR. The handling and storage of the equipment
during the delay in forwarding and the tardy receipt in
Grenada are important factors not addressed by the Audit
in assessing delivered condition.

Clearly, these '"vintage'' machines were worth their low
cost - ultimately GPR did not bill for the equipment. As
a matter of fact, the older machines were ordered because
funds were not available for new equipment. Much of the
alleged embarrassment, we feel, reflects the disappoint-
ment of medical personnel who, understandably, prefer
modern equipment. Their inspection comments in Grenada
may well be self-serving. To imply, as the Audit Report
does, that GPR did not effectively and urgently seek to
support the Grenada program is a disservice to the
Management Bureau.

Comment on Recommendations:

* SER concurs in Recommendation No. 1.

* SER believes that Recommendation No. 2 requires clarifi-
cation. Apparently there is need to resolve the status
of 45 items ordered but allegedly not received.
Additionally, there are 80 items not yet ordered for
which funds are not available.

* SER has no comment on Recommendation No. 3.

cc: M/SER/COM, W. Schmeisser, Jr.
M/SER/COM/ALI, P. Hagan
M/SER/CM, M. Darvin
QFDA, 0. Davidson
M/SER/COM/GPR, H. Bang
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APPENDIX A

LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation No. 1

Office of U.S. Foreign Disaster Assistance
(OFDA) coordinate with top Agency management
and the principal AID components normally
involved in disaster relief assistance in
order to prepare, obtain approval for, and
issue an appropriate management directive
that will clearly define their respective
roles and responsibilities. The directive,
should make provision for disaster-related
procurement.

Recommendation Neo. 2

Office of U.S. Foreign Disaster Assistance:

(a) obtain a reccnciliation of commcdities
ordered and thcose received by USAID/Grenada
from that Office;

(b) review and take action to resolve the
procurement problems hampering delivery of
outstanding medical items requested oy
Grenada for disaster rehabilitation.

Recommendation No. 3

Office of U.S. Foreign Disaster Assistance
(OFDA) 1identify the person responsible for
and recover 3$125.37 in billings for alcoholic
beverages documented on petty cash voucher
number eight.



APPENDIX B

LIST OF REPORT RECIPIENTS

Director, Office of U.S. Foreign Disaster

Assistance (OFDA) 5
(RDO/C) Regional Development Office/Caribbean 2
AID Affairs Office/Grenada 2
Bureau for Latin America and the Caribbean (AA/LAC) 2

Office of Caribbean Affairs, Barbados, gastern

[ 2R

Caribbean Islands Desk (LAC/CAR/BBECI)

LAC/CONT 1
Audit Liaison Officer, LAC/DP 1
Bureau for Management (AA/M) 3
M/SER/CM 2
M/SER/COM 2
LAC/GC 1
Sureau Sor External Affairs (XA) 1
Office of Legislative Affairs (LEG) 1
Office of the General Counsel (GC/LE) 1
Office of Financial Managemen: (M/FM/ASD) 2
Bureau for Program and Policy Coordinacion (PPC) 1
PPC/CDIE 2
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