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May 9, 1995

MEMORANDUM

TO: AA/M, Larry E. Byrne

| 1
FROM: M/MPL; éLao 1n£§g’ ﬁﬁGraw

SUBJECT: South.Pac1f1c Close-out - Cook Island Activity

We understand from Jay Nussbaum, ANE/ORA, that Terry Brown has
mentioned this subject to you.and that you made no commitment on
whether or not you would: approve it.

The proposal is to approve add1t10na1 funding .of* $46,000 in FY

1995 to extend the Cook Islands activity. under the Pacific
‘Islands Marine Resources Progect {PIMAR) =- which was approved by

you tc run until June 30; 1995, 9 months. Deyond ‘thelSeptember
1994 close-out:date == for an~additional’3 monthz. to~September
30, 1995. USAID/Manila has arranged: forithe. Asian’Develdpment
Bank to takerover and support-this. activity in:Septefnber: 1995..
The ADB has already 1ssued invitations. to bid-andhasireceived: a
number of responsest so it looks ilke it is: On trank.;a

Your original dec131on to extend.this activity! past cleSe Zout~
until June 30, 1995, which'is 3 months early:than originally
planned, was based ofi thé need to completer the constructlon

activity and not. leave ‘a "whlte elephant"

ANE says early termlnatlon costs 1f the- contract ends June 30,
instead of September 30, would-Wcost almost $46,000 sd'fio money
would be saved: The other complicating. factor is that since the
only transportation'on and off the island where the contractor is
located is: ship and since ship schedules are not reliable, the
contractor will have to leave in mid-May and thus there will be a
4-5 months gap. Although the entire investment‘will not be lost
if the extension is.notzapproved, it will résult in at least a
six-month setback and’probably cost much more than $46,000 for
the ADB to reestablish the research cultures whlch will be lost
during this lapsed perlod' '

320 TWENTY-FIRST STREET, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20523



Although there is sufficient money in the PIMAR project in other
activities to fund this contract, new money has to be obligated
because each activity was funded under a bilateral project
agreement with each island nation and thus money from one project
cannot be transferred to another project. It has to be
deobligated and reobligated.

The Bureau seems to believe that they can fund this activity out
of PD&S and attribute the FY 1995 funding to close-out operations
rather than to traditional South Pacific funding.

Given the above discussion, I recommend that you approve this
request.

M/MPI:MRogal:MR:5/9/95:doc.MPIPUB/DOCS/COOKISL.EXT
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Question

Does the recent closure of the AID office in Fiji mean the U.S.
is withdrawing from the Pacific region?

Answer

Not at all. U.S. ties and commitment to countries of the South
Pacific remain strong and we have no intention of withdrawing

from the region.

The USAID office closure in Fiji is one of 21 such closures

being conducted worldwide to deal with current budget realities s

to adopt a focused and more strategic approach to sustainable
development. 1In spite of this, Pacific Island nations are
eligible to participate in AID's ongoing U.S.-Asian

Environmental Partnership activities.

The United States remains engaged through its six Diplomatic
Posts in the Pacific Islands; a recently-expanded Peace Corps
program; participation and membership in the region's principal
development body (the South Pacific Commission) and in the
South Pacific Regional Environmental Program; an ongoing and
extensive fishing agreement applauded both by the Pacific
Island nations and the U.S. fishing industry; our commitment to
maintaining security of the sea lanes; university scholarships
for South~Pacific students which will begin this year; plus
other U.S5. government programs. The region also features
prominently in the administration's coral reef initiative and

its concern for global climate change.



drafted:EAP/PIA:DLérsen x73546

doc:S5EPIA 6509, 01/17/95

cleared:EAP:WLord i

AID/EA:MCarpenter

EAP/PIA:FHuddle - %ﬂ)

OES/MLP:CArvis

H/EAP:KMcCormick'/J

note: Discussed EB clearance with S/S-S:DBame. EB confirms

they do not wish to clear this item.

ST~



—~—_
ﬁ__

B ]
. JUSAID

U.S. AGENCY:FOR
INTERNATIONAL

DEVELOPMENT IEC ’ 3 ]994

MEMORANDUM

TO: PPC/PAR, Jgigch-]rotthauer
. of
FROM: ANE/US~AEP\ /Lewis P. Reade
SUBJECT: Your 11/1/94 E-Mail of "Close-out-Country Environment
Project~US-AEP" To L.P. Reade, US-AEP

1. ANE/US-AEP wishes to point out that the purported reason for
the approved procedure attached to the subject e-mail does not
apply to US-AEP. The environmental projects being prepared by
_Glenn Prickett in the South Pacific are being designed and
programmed by the Global Bureau and would presumably be
implemented by them. Moreover, while ANE/SEA and US-AEP are
aware of the design of this project, it has not been put through
any formal inter-agency review process or approved by ANE.
Indeed, as far as we know there has been no formal Bureau review
of the idez of Global designing and implementing such a project
in the South Pacific. While US-AEP is operating under the
guidelines set down in the PPC and M Bureaus "non-presence"
country meno, we have not seen a comparable determination
regarding Global projects. '

2. Our reactions to the substance of the procedure as it would
apply to US-AEP activities will be foryarded separately since we
have no pending actions covered by the:policy at this time.

cc: DAA/ANE:Linda Morse
PPC/SA:Glenn Prickett .
ANE/SEA/SPA:Molly Ku
MPI:Barry Burnett

320 TWENTY-FIRST STREET, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20523
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DEVELOPMENT
TO: AA/BHR, M. Douglas Sta§27rd
FROM: AA/M, Larry E. Byrne

SUBJECT: Notification to PVOs on ontf/ ation of Ongoing Grants
in Closeout Countries 7u

After again reviewing my decisions at the Mission Close-out
Reviews and taking into consideration the Action Memorandum on
USAID-Financed Activities in Non-Presence Countries signed by the
Administrator on June 15, 1994, and BHR's Memorandum on PVO
Programs in the South Pacific, Togo and Belize, I want to inform
you of my decisions.

1. Regional Development Office, South Pacific (RDO/SP):

a. Foundation of the Peoples of the South Pacific (FSP) -
Child Survival Matching Grant, and

b. Project Concern International (PCI) - Child Survival
Matching Grant.

I now approve the continuation through the end of FY 1996, the
Grant termination date, of the FSP and the PCI Child Survival
Matching grants. These are both fully-funded Child Survival
Matching Grants with the responsibility for program monitoring
and oversight in the BHR/PVC's Child Survival Program and no
mission management is or has been involved in these activities.

2. USAID/Togo: Catholic Relief Service (CRS) Title II
food aid programn.

I authorized the continuation of the CRS Title II food aid
program through FY 1995 to allow for the distribution of FY 1994
food shipments. Since this decision requires CRS to be in-
country during FY 1995 for the purpose of carrying out the
feeding program element of their project, including food received
in FY 1995, they are also authorized to continue to carry out the
non-feeding elements of their project during this period as well.
However, CRS must prepare a plan for USAID approval that provides
for completing all activities and closing their USAID-funded
operations to meet the September 30,. 1995 termination date.

320 TWENTY-FIRST STREET, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20523



2

3. USAID/Belize: US PVO, KATALYSIS

Since neither USAID/Belize (Mission stated that this activity did
not support Mission Objectives) nor the LAC Bureau supported
continuation of the centrally-funded matching grant to

KATALYSIS, it does not meet the criteria established in the June
15, 1995 Actlon Memorandum. Therefore, I reaffirm my previous
decision that the activity close one year early, by the end of

FY 1995.

Clearance: "
M/MPI :CDMcgraw C%QZ%L Date: /D - 4-Gy

Vot /
M/MPI:MRg;a"g%r:10/3/95:x7—2902: U: \MPIPUB\DOCS\BHR-PVOS.LEB
vV
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TO: AA/M, Larry E. Byrne
THRU: M/MPI, Carol D. A%graw jﬂ

FROM: M/MPI, Michael Rogal

O
SUBJECT: Closure of USAID/RDO/SP - Byrne Questions

The following information is provided in response to your
questions on the subject report.

1. The report on page 2 states that:

a.) One FSN will remain for one year to liaise between the
U.S. Embassy in Suva and USAID/Philippines.

b.) Two TCN project advisors will remain in Suva for
approximately nine months after RDO/SP closes to oversee
project implementation on the PIMAR project and the CAD
project; certain components of which were approved to
continue until late FY 1995.

This issue, extending certain components of the two projects and
three employees through FY 1995, was raised and discussed at the
RDO/SP review meeting which you chaired. In approving the
extension of the components of the PIMAR and CAD projects you
also approved Keeping an FSN located at the U.S. Embassy to be
the liaison between the U.S. Embassy-Suva and USAID/Philippines,
the mission managing the residual activities. You also approved
extending components of the PIMAR and CAD projects and keeping
the two project technical advisors until the projects completion
in FY 1995. The FSN is PD&S funded. The two project advisors are
project funded. All three were to be fully funded in FY 1994.

2. On page 17 the report states:

Although our close-out went pretty much according to plan,
there were times when we were required to exercise judgement
in interpreting USAID/W closeout guidance. For instance, we
discovered after the fact that there were a couple of
internal inconsistencies within the Close-Out Plan itself

320 TWENTY-FIRST STREET, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20523
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and between the Plan and the approval memorandum (e.qg.
agreed upon dates differed by one or two months). Under
these circumstances it did not appear necessary, desirable
nor efficient to refer back to AA/M for an interpretation.
Thus, when such discrepancies arose, we did what made the
most sense. We in no way violated the spirit nor the intent
of the close-out plan, but we also did not burden Washington
with questions of interpretation that it was not as well
placed as the field to address.

David Leong, Acting Regional Director, USAID/RDO/SP, during
close~out and now in Cambodia, recalls from memory that;

"I can think of a couple of instances where the "internal
inconsistencies" were resclved by us. In one case, I recall
juggling the dates of when the PEP project would end (this
is way back in February when I went back to Washington to
defend the plan). Depending on when the edits were made,
some sections/versions said "June 30, 1995" while others
said "September 30, 1995." Right before we issued the
revised plan (the one dated February 7, 1994) I was getting
signals that, because PEP was an environmental activity,
extension to the later date would not prove problematic.
Thus, I changed (or thought I changed) all the dates to
September 30, 1995. As it turns out (and, again, drawing
from memory), I didn't catch one of the dates contained in
one of my text boxes. Thus, there were two dates. Since
the approved plan allowed for the September 30 date, I
figured it was safe to resolve that inconsistency without

reference to Washington.

In another case, the difference concerned whether one of our
PSC advisor's contract would be allowed to continue through
July or August 1995. There was apparently some conflicting
communication on this date (I'm a little foggier on this
one). What we did in this case was go to the description of
the "useful unit" and apply logic. If the useful unit could
not be achieved before August, then it seemed to make sense
to allow the contractor to continue through achievement of
the useful unit. As the latter date was well within the
revised PACD (which was 6/30/96 (for training)), within the
9/30/95 date we took as an absolute deadline to be
physically closed down (the exception being participant
training), and within funding availabilities, we went with

the later date.

Finally, we did run across instances where we realized it
would not be prudent to resolve the inconsistencies
unilaterally. Such was the case with the Regional Impact
Component (RIC) of the PIMAR project. RIC funding was
originally planned to be $480,000; the PACD 9/30/95. The
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approved close-out plan reduced the approved level of
funding to that received to date ($100,000), and shortened
the PACD to 9/30/94. Upon the request of the grantee (the
South Pacific Commission), we asked if we could keep the
PACD at 9/30/95, even if no additional funds would be
forthcoming. Given the nature of the activity and request,
we thought it was a logical request. We forwarded the
request to the Bureau (USAID/W), and got told no (i.e., the
decision was made not to ask at a higher level). Although
we weren't pleased with this decision, we went back to SPC
and told them no. It wasn't easy nor fun, but I guess
that's what close-outs are all about.

Bottom line: when inconsistencies raised policy issues (such
as cause an activity to go beyond already approved dates),
we asked Washington. When the inconsistencies were obvious
oversights and did not raise any policy issues, we made the
decision ourselves."

3. The report on page 14 states that:

RDO/SP'S close-out was, in some respects, made even more
traumatic as there were no severance provisions in our FSN
Compensation Plan when the mission closure was announced.
Through the excellent assistance from a TDY Controller who
"knew the ropes", we were able to put in place a generous
severance package that would cover USAID employees being
terminated as a result of the closure.

The preceding comment only tells part of the story. True, on
November 21, 1993 when the close-out was announced there was no
provision for severance pay. However, the TDY USAID/Controller,
Ralph Hartwell, who had many years experience in STATE as an
Administrative Counsellor worked with STATE Personnel to have a
severance plan designed and approved. This severance package was
developed during December and January with STATE FSN/PER
approving the plan (STATE Cable 015260) on January 18, 1994. The
plan excludes from severance eligibility, inter alia, anyone
eligible for an immediate CSR annuity. It provides for six
months salary plus, one month for each year of service. There is
no limitation on the amount of severance that can be paid. The
total severance payment for the 26 Operating Expense funded
employees was $285,000; ranging from a maximum of $ 43,300 for an
employee with 15 years of service to a minimum of $ 2,200. There
were two project funded employees who received severance pay.

One received $59,700 and the other $7,800.

-\



Normally, we would have provided a quick response to the
Mission, similar to what was sent to you the other day.
(FYI. This response stated that only original files needed
to be kept, provide length of time to keep files, and other

specific and general information)
We apologize for any inconvenience to the Mission

We have counseled the employee and hopefully this will not
happen again".

cc: AA/ANE, Margaret Carpenter

U:\MPIPUB\DOCS\RDO-SP.LEB



Sharon Nichols@ANE.EMS@AIDW
Mary Lewellen@OFME@MANILA,Larry Brady@OFME@MANILA

Charles J. Crane@CONT@AMMAN

Sunday, October 2, 1994 2:59:05 EDT
B:\FSNPAY1.WK1,B:\FSNPAY1.FMT

Y .
Sharon Nichols@ANE.EMS@AIDW

- “Porwarded to: Michael A. Rogal@M.MPI@AIDW
cc:
Forwarded date: Monday, October 3, 1994 10:36:35 EDT
Comments by: Sharon Nichols@ANE.EMS@AIDW
Comments:

Ask and you shall receive. Feel free to contact Charlie directly
if you need additional information.

———————————————————— {Original Message] ————---——-———=—=—-=

Sharon,

Attached are the files relating to the FSN severance pay. These
are the files I used to compare the actual calculation, made by
Nita Singh [personnel specialist] that went on the SF-~50 to RAMC,
Bangkok. Because I used approximate number of payperiods and
rounded amounts, my calculation were generally high by about F$
100 or so. But generally, they were right in the ballpark. We
then obligated the lump sum for severance pay. The idea was to
input the disbursement by person to get a permanent record. To
be honest, due to the lag in receiving RAMC payroll disbursement
figures, I don't know if this worked out or not. We were going
to do this for the very reason that appears to have popped up -
someone requesting the names and amount of severance pay. 1
believe the dates of separation are fairly accurate on this
worksheet. If my memory serves me correct, Ellly Kema did not
receive her $351 as she resigned prior to her termination date
and thus was not eligible for her great severance pay of 351.
(PNG personal had a different calculation, therefore the rates
were significantly lower for Angie, Elly and Mathew.) Please note
that I also used an estimated exchange rate of US$1l= F$1.50.
This was close the figure toward the beginning, but changed by
the time I left. We also ended up not paying the FNPF
contribution of 7% so our total OE obligation was 300K, not the
320K on the worksheet. I have more supporting worksheets if you
want them. [I have reduced this worksheet to only the requested
info. I can sent the entire worksheet if you want it.] Hope this
helps. If you need more info, let me know. '
charlie




RDO/SP

FSN SEVERANCE PAY CALCULATIONS

DE PSC INFO:  FILENAME:FSNPAY1
U.S.$ FUNDED
COST UNTIL

- PERPP (NOTE 1)
Nol c v BT 990 06/26/94

VALDA bom a<2T 810 05/29/94
J@Bs C L se<~ 740 06/25/94
A Pe. bsST 630 05/29/94

MANORAMA Sz 555 06/26/94
DHARMENDRA Awss 7¥“Bgs  06/12/94
LINDA TwWé &dedsat 740 05/29/94
YASMIN A<cTS  T2T 555  (7/24/94
LIKU Sz 480 05/15/94
ROSHINI beoss TEM 575  05/15/94
BNITAY fete eesT 465  05/15/94
24 Sy~ T 480 05/01/94
MIRI  Se=497 - 350 05/15/94
EILEENTAV- &7 435  05/01/94
YGABHIEL s7etverT” 335  06/12/94
TAIVAl  SezneTr] 305  05/01/94
KRISHNA m a7 250 07/10/94
JOHN Ditivet 240 06/12/94
SELITA Sez/iee 210 05/01/94
MATHEW (PNG)¢ S # 370  03/20/94
ANGIE (PNG) #0~ 457 800 01/23/94
ELLY (PNG) S<=4~™" 355  04/17/94

DAN . 295 05/15/94
CHRER AT A
e e Aaerd 1, 500

PROJECT:
¢-SERA% PR S AT 350 05/29/94
MANOA Idv> Bouis-™2 285  04/16/95

PROB FUNDING
DEPART TO PROB.
DATE DEP. DATE
09/16/94 12,122
09/02/94 7,762
07/29/94 3,508
09/30/95 25,218
07/29/94 3,209
02/25/94 (4,548)
06/03/94 1,633
07/29/94 1,315
07/01/94 1,629
04/29/94 (190)
09/16/94 4,729
08/12/94 4,263
07/29/94. 2,329
05/13/94 802
09/16/94 3,306
06/24/94 1,432
05/27/94 (39)
03/25/94 (700)
05/27/94 639
07/01/94 7,782
05/27/94 7,506
04/15/94 56
03/01/94 (1,188)
82,577
Already Separated:
7% FNPF CONTR.:
Contingency:
- OETOTAL:
exchange rate used:
09/16/94 3,236
07/01/94 (46,255)
7% FNPF CONTR.:
Contingency:
PROJECT TOT:
TOTAL:

ESTIMATED
SEVERANCE
PAY (US $)
43,234
30,228
22,617
18,205
14,326
13,673
12,903
12,900
11,468
11,156
10,875
10,141
8,382
7,117
6,871
6,753
5,585
5,220
3,105
2,836
2,288
351

0
260,236
25,913
19,647
14,000
320,000
1.50
7,817
59,704
67,521
4,726
3,000
75,000

395,000

SCD FOR
SEVERANCE
PAY
Q7/09/79
09/05/82
04/27/86
02/27/89
02/16/88
09/26/88
09/03/91
08/28/89
09/30/88
02/04/91
09/18/89
03/25/91
02/27/89
07/20/92
01/22/91
09/05/89
06/05/89
10/17/89
03/08/93
03/05/79
09/07/88
04/24/92
11/04/90

09/05/89
10/31/88
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OE PSC INFO:

NAME
GORDON
VALDA
AGNES
CLARA
MANORAMA
DHARMENDRA
LINDA
YASMIN

LIKU
ROSHNI
NITA

TALE

MIRI

EILEEN
GABRIEL
TAIVAI
KRISHNA
JOHN
SELITA
MATHEW (PNG)
ANGIE (PNG)
ELLY (PNG)
DAN

NOTE 1:

PROJECT:
SERA
MANOA

RDO/SP

FSN SEVERANCE PAY CALCULATIONS

FILENAME:FSNPAY1

U.S.$
,cosT
PER PP
990
810
740
630
555
595
740
855
480
575
465
480
360
435
335
305
250
240
210
370
800
355
225
11,500

350
2,285

FUNDED

UNTIL
(NOTE 1)
06/26/94
05/29/94
06/25/94
05/29/94
06/26/94
06/12/94
05/29/94
07/24/94
05/15/94
05/15/94
05/15/94
05/01/94
05/15/94
05/01/94
06/12/94
05/01/94
07/10/94
06/12/94
05/01/94
03/20/24
01/23/94
04/17/94
05/15/94

05/29/94
04/16/95

PROB _ FUNDING
DEPARJF##O PROB.
DATE DEP. DATE
09/16/94 12,122
09/02/94 7,762
07/29/94 3,508
09/30/95 "25,218
07/29/94 3,209
02/25/94 (4,548)
06/03/94 1,633
07/29/94 . 1,315
07/01/94 - 1,629
04/29/94 (190)
09/16/94 4,729
08/12/94 4,263
07/29/94 2,329
05/13/94 802
09/16/94 3,306
06/24/94 1,432
05/27/94 (39)
03/25/94 (700)
05/27/94 639
07/01/94 7,782
05/27/94 7,506
04/15/94 56
03/01/94 (1,188)
82,577

Already Separated:
7% FNPF CONTR.:
- Contingency:

OE TOTAL:

exchange rate used:

09/16/94
07/01/94

3,236
(46,255)

7% FNPF CONTR.:

Contingency:
PROJECT TOT:

TOTAL:

ESTIMATED
SEVERANCE
PAY (US $)
43,234
30,228
22,617
18,205
14,326
13,673
12,903
12,900
11,468
11,156
10,875
10,141
8,382
7,117
6,871
6,753
5,585
5,220
3,105
2,836
2,288
351

0
260,236
25,913
19,647
14,000
320,000
1.50
7,817
59,704
67,521
4,726
3,000
75,000

395,000

SCDFOR
SEVERANCE ™
PAY
07/09/79
09/05/82
04/27/86
02/27/89
02/16/88
09/26/88
09/03/91
08/28/89
09/30/88
02/04/91
09/18/89
03/25/91
02/27/89
07/20/92
01/22/91
09/05/89
06/05/89
10/17/89
03/08/93
03/05/79
09/07/88
04/24/92
11/04/90

09/05/89
10/31/88
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| USAID/Philippines project officers) or ultimate retention, recording, and disposal. Put

another way, the files that one refers to on a daily basis might be less than a dozen, whereas,
when contemplating transfer and disposal, one must address the full spectrum of files. When
we did so, we identified some documents that had been systematically mis-filed for years.

Thus, we had to first put the files in order as best we could, then dispose of themin
. accordance with M/AS/ISS/RM’s instructi s somas 5l oot b et

M“""‘ e

On that scogg, it is important to note that the mission had attempted to get some definitive
guidance :MIAS/ISS/RMTEEATdinp records disposal: e.g., How far back should we go?

Do we want to limit what we send back in order to keep shipment costs to a minimum? etc.
After not hearing from M/AS/ISS/RM, we decided to do what made the most sense, i.e., keep
things to a minimum and destroy everything else. To our surprise, when M/AS/ISS/RM
ultimately did respond, they advised us to retain more vs. less (knowing that in most instances,
the copies in our files were not the originals nor were they considered part of the "core” files).
For those project files that remained, we followed M/AS/ISS/RM’s guidance, but obviously,
there was little we could do for the files we had already culled. (We had to take
M/AS/ISS/RM’s advice with a grain of salt anyway, as in their message re what we needed to
keep, they also offered to hold a C&R training course for us, to be held the month we closed

our doors!) )
7. Participant Training

A limited number of RDO/SP’s activities will be allowed to continue after our offices close to
achieve "useful units of assistance” (to be managed by the USAID/Philippines project officers,
assisted by two Suva-based TCN project advisors). These "useful units of assistance™ include
participant training. FY 94 close-out funds received were used to fully-fund those participants
already in training (we recognize that their training programs should have been fully funded
before they started training, but incremental funding of participant training is part of how
RDO/SP did its business due to the incremental and fall-out nature of its development

assistance funding).

After RDO/SP closes, the administrative details related to participant training will be handled
by the U.S. Embassy/Suva-based USAID Liaison Advisor. She has been fully briefed by the
former USAID Training Advisor and will be able to call upon the former USAID Training

Advisor in the event questions arise.

In the event participant training visas are required, the signature of an American is required on
the visa application. Until now, this has been the USAID administrative advisor (who was
formerly the Training Advisor; she retained this task when she moved over to the
Administrative side); the alternate was the former Assistant Director in PNG (who departed
post in 1993). The U.S. Embassy/Suva Political Officer, Ms. Jane Miller Floyd, has agreed
to take on this signing function as RDO/SP closes. The alternate will be the U.S.
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To: Michael A. Rogal@M.MPI@AIDW

Cc: Thomas E. Huggard@FA.AS.ODE@AIDW
Catherine Smith@FA.AS.ODEAIDW
Elizabeth Baltimore@FA.AS.ISSE@AIDW

i

Bccec:

From: Renee Poehls@FA.AS.ISS@AIDW

Subject: RDO/SP Closeout

Date: Thursday, October 20, 1994 9:40:01 EDT
Attach:

Certify: N

Forwarded by:

Mike,

FAX is a wonderful tool for allowing us to provide responses to our
customers; however, as a result of your inquiry we have learned a lesson.

The Mission was FAXed an uncleared cable. If this cable had been cleared
appropriately, the problem would have been discovered and appropriately

addressed. That did not happen!

Normally, we would have provided a quick response to the Mission, similar to
what was sent to you the other day.

We apologize for any inconvenience to the Mission.
W have counseled the employee and hopefully this will not happen again.

Renee

\



To: Michael A. Rogal@M.MPIE@AIDW
Cc: Thomas E. Huggard@FA.AS.OD@AIDW
Elizabeth Baltimore@FA.AS.ISS@AIDW

B¢

From: Renee Poehls@FA.AS.ISSEAIDW

Subject: RDO/SP Closeout

Date: Monday, October 17, 1994 11:31:40 EDT
Attach:

Certify: N

Forwarded by:

Mike,

There appears to have been some miscommunication regarding the "Records
Management" response. I hope the following will be more responsive in
assisting with the "close-out" of RDO-SP if it is not too late.

In refering to the "Records Management" response, it appears that RDO-SP has
approximately twelve "“active" project files to be sent to USAID/Philippines
project officers. Only those records necessary for residual functions should
be transferred. C & R should be aware of the most efficient method of
transferring these records to the Philippines.

The remaining project files should be destroyed at Post "Three years after
Project Activity Completion Date." For those project files that have not yet
met the three year disposal date, it would probably be more cost effective to
t;i 1sfer them to a nearby Mission for the remainder of their retention time.

Duplicate files should be destroyed.

Specific step-by-step guidance for Mission Closeout is found in HB 23,
Chapter 13, Paragraph 3, "Records Closeout Guidance."

If the Mission finds a real cost problem in adhering to any of the above,
they can present their justification and the Agency Records Officer will work
with the Mission to obtain an exception from the National Archives.

In an effort to assist the Missions in their closeout procedures, Records
Management along with IRM have been exploring the possibility of putting
records on CD-ROM for economic storage and transfer. In the final analysis
it was determined that we need to come up with an Agencywide standard for the
indexing of the documents, etc. as well as ensure that the receiving Missions
have the necessary resources for reading the CD-ROMs once they receive themn.

Mr. David Leong, Acting Director, RDO/SP does not address any other records
outside of project files. In the event accounting records, contracting

records, etc. still need to be addressed, I am bringing up to your office a
copy of USAID Cameroon’s Closeout Implementatoin Plan. This plan has been
recommended by REDSO/WCA Staff for use by other Missions in preparing their
olans.

Please let me know if I can provide any further comments or assistance.

Thanks for the opportunity to respond.

Renee

]ﬂ
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efforts, requiring the commitment and cooperation of all team members. Washington is a key
member of the team, and given the highly centralized nature of the close-out decision-making
{ process, the timeliness of Washington’s input, guidance, and decisions are even more

important.

Washington should improve its close-out information sharing with affected missions:
Related to the above point, Washington should remember that information is only valuable if it
is shared. This is particularly true for close-out information. In one instance, close-out
missions learned the name of the Agency’s close-out coordinator one month after
Administrator Atwood signed the approval memo. In another, the close-out checklists
(supposedly, the framework for Close-Out Plans) were provided one day before the Close-Out
Plans were due in Washington. These are perhaps small matters, but we found it troubling
that we were not clued into such information at an early stage.

Missions should recognize that the closure will have a tremendously negative impact on
staff morale; they should be proactive and take preventive measures early: Being
associated with a mission close-out is an extremely traumatic experience:

®  Local and contract staff suddenly find themselves in the position where they will soon be
out of work;

e  Staff draw the conclusion that their mission is less important than others;

®  The mere act of dismantling a mission’s program is counter to the "average” USAID
employee’s inclination to build;

e  There is an emotional bond many of us share with our staffs (not to mention our
projects), which by necessity, must be broken; and

®  There are feelings of guilt when the USDH staff realizes that everyone except the
USDHs will soon be losing their jobs.

In order to deal with this situation, and to avert the high potential that the stress might
manifest itself in self-destructive ways, we suggest that you take preventive measures early.

In our case, we brought in the Regional Psychiatrist to counsel all staff (USDH, PSC,
FSN/TCN, and institutional contractors) on the psychological impacts of closing. By the time
we were able to schedule him to come, however, the close-out process was well underway (his
visit was useful, nevertheless). We would suggest that his visit would have been more
effective had he come right after the closure announcement. A follow-up visit could be
scheduled later, if required.

Missions should make sure their FSN Compensation Plan contains adequate severance
provisions: RDO/SP’s close-out was, in some respects, made even more traumatic as there
were no severance provisions in our FSN Compensation Plan when the mission’s closure was
e ) . e T s e g S A R R T g "
announced. Through:the excellent assistance: from a TDY. controller who "knew thé Topes;"
b ST B e BN e S s L e
we. were able t0’put in'place-a'generous severance packagethat-would-cover-the-USAID P
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To: Charles J Crane@ACCOUNTSQSUVA

Cc: -4
Becce: .
om: Sharon Nichols@ASIA.FPM@AIDW
Subject: re: Severence pay
Date: Wednesday, January 26, 1994 7:23:27 EST
Attach: (
Certify: Y

Forwarded by:

Charlie,

Welcome back!! Hope you had a great time and didn't think about us too
often. I did speak to Ralph several times. When he called, I spoke to
Marcus Rarick about the $275.0 in severance payments. He made a commitment
to provide some additional funding. The bureau will have to pick up the
rest. Larry Bryne is sitting on the annual levels. Hope to have them out by
Friday.
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STATE  A15268 1821582 £335 p49@93
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OFFICER FOR YOUR REGION IN PERCE CORPS/WASKiNGTODN.
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S. WORDING OF SEVERANCE PAY PLAN

UNDER THE AUTHORITY CONTAINED N 3 Fan 934.1 AND
CONSISTENT WITH PREVAILING EHPLOYMENT PRACTICES IN
FIJI, SEVERANCE PAY WItL BE AUTHORIZED AS OF JANUARY §,
1994, TO ELIGIBLE FOREIGN SERVICE NATIONAL (FSN!
EHMPLOYEES OF ALL U.S. GOVERNHENT (USG) AGENCIES
FOLLOWENG THE MISSTION'S JOINT LOCAL COMPENSATION PLAN,
SUBJECT TC THE FOLLOWING RULES

1. APPLICABILITY

THIS PLAN 1S APPLICABLE TO FULL-TIME AND PART-TIHE
DIRECT-MIRE EMPLOYEES UNDER NONTEMPORARY APPOINTHENTS
AND TO PERSONAL SERVICES CONTRACT EMPLOYEES.

EXCLUDED FROM COVERAGE ARE EMPLOYEES UNDER "TEHMPORARY"
APPOINTMENTS; NONPERSONAL SERVICES CONTRACT PERSONNEL
AND THEIR EMPLOYEES, SUPPLIED BY AN. INDEPENDENT Lo
CONTRACTOR LICENSED TO DO BUSINESS IN F1J1. WHO PROVIDE
SERVICES TO OTHER LOCAL ORGANIZATION AS WELL AS TO THE
U.S. MISSION; EMPLOYEES OF USAID INSTITUTIONAL
CONTRACTORS; PEACE CORPS PERSONAL SERVICES CONTRACTORS
AS REQUIRED BY SECTION 18 {A) (S) OF THE PEACE CORPS

ACT, SECTION 4.1 OF NS 735 AND 3 FAM 826.3F; FOREIGN

AGRICULTURAL SERVICE PERSONAL SERVICES CONTRACTORS &S
REQUIRED 8Y PUBLIC LAW 188~28%, DECEMBER 22, 1387, AND
6 FAS/FAM 211.5; AND DOMESTIC SERVANTS AT OFFICIAL
RESIDENCES.

PERSONS SIPARATED BEFORE THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS
PLAN, RIGARDLESS OF TyPt OF EMPLOYHENT, ARE NOT
ENTITLED 7O SEVERANCE PAY FOR THEIR PRIOR SERVICE UMDER
THE TERMS OF THIS PLAN. SERVERANCE PAY ENTITLEMENTS
FOR THESE EMPLOYEES WiLL BE IN ACCORDANCE WiTH THE
SERVERANCE PAY PLAK IN EFFECT AT THE TiIRE OF THEIR
SEPARATION,

Vi, ANCUNT OF PAYHENT

A, ELIGIBLE EMPLOYEES ARE ENTITLED TO A LUMP SUM
PAYMENT CF SI1X MONTHS' SALARY PLUS AN ADDITIONAL ONE
HONTH*S SALARY FOR EACH YEAR OF CREDITRBLE SERVICE.

FOR EXaMPLE: AN EHPLOYEE WITH FIVE YEARS OF CRED(TABLE
SERVICE WiLL RECEIVE SEVERANCE PAY OF S1X HONTHS’
SALARY PLUS AN ADDITIONAL FiVE MOKTHS® SA&LARY {(ONE
HONTH SELARY TINES FIVE YERRS CREDITABLE SERVICE! FOR &
TOTAL Lun® SUM PAYHENT OF ELEVEN MONTHS® SALARY.

A PRORLTID AMOUNT wWiILL BZ PAID FOR R PARTIAL YEAR'S
SERVICE.

B. SEVERANCE PAYHENT WILL BE COMPUTED OM THE BASIS OF

THE EMPLOYZE'S AVERAGE MONTHLY SALARY. RVERAGE MONTHLY
SALARY iS THE AVERAGE MONTHLY SALARY PAID 10 THE
EMPLOYEE DURING THE LAST 12 HONTHS OF SERVICE. AVERRGE
SALARY S DEFINED FOR SEVERANCE PAY PURPOSES AS THE
ADJUSTEL EASIC RATE. AVERAGE SALARY DOES NDT INCLUDE
IRREGUL A OF OCCASIONEL PAYMENTS SUCK AS A BONUS OF
PREMIUK Pav.

T1E, BLIGIBILITY REQUIRENMENTS
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AMOUNT OF SEVERANCE PAY M&v %07 EXCEED AN AMOUNT ARE DEDUCTED FRGR CREDITABLE SERVICE.

CORRESPONDING TO SALARY T=I IMPLOYEET WOULD HAVE -
RECEIVED FROM DATE OF SIPe#aTION TO DATE OF DEFERRED H. PART-TIME SERVICE Will BE PRORATED ACCORDING TO THE
ANNUITY OF SEPARATION, OR T#I AMOUNT FOR PERIODS OF NUMBER OF REGULARLY SCHEDULE HOURS IN THE EMPLCYEE'S
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CALCULATIONS AND FOR Whil~ SIVERANCE PAYMENT HAS NOT V. REFUNDS OF PAYMINT
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G. THOSE WHO ARE SEPARLTEIZ 2T £ RISULT OF A HEDICAL
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ENTITLEHENTS EARNED UNDER Twi TERMS OF THE LOSING

POST*S PLAN WOULD BE TRANSTERREID T0 THE GAINING PCST.

ANY SEVERANCE PAY ENTITLEMINTS OF SUCK EMPLOYEES ARE

BASED ON THE TERMS OF THE SEVERANCE PAY PLAN IN EFFEC™

AT THE GAINING POST

VII.  APPEALS
IF DISPUTES ARISE [NVOLVING STVERANCE PAY ENTITLEMENTS
OR REQUIREMENTS, THE EMPLCYEZ HAS THE RIGHT TO APPEAL

TO THE AMBASSADOR OR DESIGNEE. THE DECISION OF THE
AMBASSADOR OR DESIGNEE S&L: BE FINAL. RLES GOVERKING
GRIEVANCE APPEALS ARE ON FILE AT THE MISSION PERSONNZ.
OFFICE.

Vil. AGREED TO BY: (SIGNATURE OF ALL AGENCIES AT
POSTY.

END OF SEVERANCE PAY PLAM

6. POST SHOULD NOTE THAT !F DESIRED, AMOUNT oF
SEVERANCE CAN BE REDUCED 70 2 2 WEEK TIMES YEARS OF
SERVICE FORHULA.. FORMULA JCNTAINED HEREIN 1S THE
MAXIMUN POSSIBLE BASED ON PRIVAILING PRACTICE. PLEASE
ADVISE. .

7. THE ABOVE PLAN SHOULD BT tNCLUDED AS AN ATTACHMENT
TO THE LOCAL COMPENSATION PLAN.

8. PLEASE FORWARD COPIES OF THE SIGNED SEVERANCE PAY
PLAN TO PER/FSN/SE AND € AHD DISTRIBUTE OTHERS 1w
ACCORDANCE WITH 3 Fanm 83 CHR1STOPHER
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V1. Administrative Close-Out

[N.B.: The following should be read in conjunction with the TDY reports completed by
USAID/Manila team that visited Suva on TDY January 19-February 1, 1994.]

A. Overview

Administrative close-out of RDO/SP and RDO/SP/PNG will be carefully coordinated to
.ensure that sufficient USDH, USPSC, TCNPSC, and FSNPSC staff remain to effect an
orderly phase-down and close-out of all Mission operations, and that all leases, contracts, and
other administrative details are dispensed with by the end of the fiscal year.

Because of the relatively late date in the fiscal year to effect the number of actions required to
carry out close-out actions, as well as a loss of nearly 50% of RDO/SP’s
clerical/administrative support staff since the announcement of RDO/SP’s closure, the Mission
proposes keeping the bulk of the remaining clerical staff until the fourth quarter FY 94. Other
staff, for instance, those in the Controller’s office, might be made redundant at an earlier date
as their functions are transferred to USAID/Manila.

In order to stem the tide of rapid staff departures, RDO/SP, in collaboration with the rest of
the US Mission in Fiji, set about to include a severance plan in its FSN Compensation " ¥
Package, which until early January did not exist. A severance plan was not included in the
current FSN Compensation Package because the two comparator firms used when the FSN
Compensation Package was devised did not, at that time, have severance packages. However,
as they now do, and as other multilateral donor organizations queried indicated that they too
had severance packages, the US Mission submitted to FSN/PER (State Department) a proposal
to include a severance plan in its FSN Compensation Package. As of this writing, the Mission
has been informally advised that the proposed severance plan was favorably reviewed
(although the terms of the plan are not known), and that interagency agreement for the plan is
the next step in the process. The formal approval and inclusion of the plan into the FSN
Compensation Package was done by all affected USG agencies at post on January 20, 1994
and made retroactive to the pay period beginning January 9, 199%4. '

With an approved severance plan, RDO/SP is confident that it will be able to retain most of its
remaining staff until closure or until such time as positions are made redundant.

In addition to the severance plan, several other initiatives have been undertaken to improve
employee morale. One such initiative begun early this year is a pledge made by Mission
management that it will do its best so that, come October 1, 1994, all FSNPSC employees
currently on RDO/SP’s rolls will either have a new job to report to, or will have the skills
necessary to get a new job. In this regard, a Mission-wide effort is being undertaken to ensure
that all FSNPSCs have up-to-date resumes that reflect the employees’ true skills, that the
resumes are compiled according to skill category and sent to government, donor, and private
sector organizations on a regular basis to actively promote their future employment, and that
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zbough our closc—out wcnt pretty much accordmg to plan there were Umes when we were
Al ing G

daggblq, nor efl efﬁaenuo;efer»backm the 2 AAIM for an mterpretan. SUCH™
discrepancies arose, ‘we-did 'what' made’ the most sense. " We in no way violated the spmt nor
the 1&tte of the ¢ Iose—og_p]an “but we also did not burden Washington with questions of
interpretation that it-was not as well-placed as the field to address. USAID/W should
recognize that RDO/SP’s close-out was relatively easy, and that more complex programs are
likely to have more complex problems. Consequently, there should be a general
understanding between the M, PPC, and geographic bureaus that the field will exercise
judgement when discrepancies occur.

Missions should schedule for legal advisor, contracting officer, and other technical officer
skills early: Once the final decisions have been made, the next step is to make sure the
decisions are reflected in Project Grant Agreement Amendments, Contract Amendments,
and/or Cooperative Agreement Amendments. This usually means that the skills of a Project
Development Officer must be tapped (or obtained, if not available in house), in addition to
other technical and legal assistance, to prepare the necessary amendments. Scheduling this
assistance as early in the process as possible is helpful as the details of the decision(s) are still
fresh in peoples’ minds. Also, you can expect that staff resources (USDH and FSN) will
diminish over time, leaving fewer to do more jobs. Best to get the mundane details out of the
way while you have the resources to do so.

Missions should work with FSN and other staff losing their jobs to improve their job-
searching skills: Perhaps the most traumatic part of closing a mission is the fact that, with the
exception of the USDH staff, all other mission employees will be losing their jobs. What can
USAID do to make this transition go smoothly? We tried a number of things. First, not long
after the closure was announced, we launched a "campaign” of sorts saying that it was
management’s intent that when the FSNs were terminated, they would either have a new job to
go to, or would have the resumé and interviewing skills to find one. We then worked with
every employee desiring this assistance to revise their resumés (important note: don’t rewrite
the resumés yourself, but have the employee do it; if you do it, the employee won’t "own" it).
Working from information obtained from the USAID/W HR offices in resumé writing and
interviewing skills, we also conducted workshops on interviewing skills. Finally, we were
able to obtain a videotape on interviewing skills, which we showed to the FSN staff.

As a result of these efforts, we were fairly successful in our campaign. As RDO/SP closes,
about 80% have already found onward employment. The remainder are well-armed with the
skills to find a good job in Suva’s competitive job market (some have already had interviews
and are awaiting final decisions).

RDO/SP Close-Out Summary Report - Volume One
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To: David Leong@Phnom Penh@Phnom Penh

Cc: Henderson Patrick@ANE.ORA.OG@AIDW

Bca: :

F! 1 Michael A. Rogal@M.MPI@AIDW

Supbject: RDO/SP CLOSE OUT

Date: Tuesday, September 27, 1994 15:56:02 EDT
Attach:

Certify: N

Forwarded by:

David:
No time was wasted in getting you on E-mail in your new location. Good luck
in Phnom Penh. SIince I‘ve been in both I know it sure is different than

Suva.

I just finished reading Close-Out Summary Report. It is excellent. Thanks
for all the insights. They will be helpful.

Larry Byrne has also read the report and raised some questions that I believe
you are the only or at least the most knowledgeable person to respond. On
Page 17 in the first paragraph you said there were internal inconsistencies
within the Close-out Plan itself and between the Plan and the approved
memorandum. Some dates differred by a couple of months. Thus, when
discrepancies arose you resolved them yourself according to what made sense
instead of referring them back to USAID/W for a decision.

L -y wants to know what they were. I am also curious. Can you provide a
BR.iEF description of what they were. I presume they were all resolved and
settled before you left. Thanks and again Well Done!

Michael
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TO: AA/BHR, M. Douglas Staffqrd

FROM: AA/M, Larry E. Byrne
SUBJECT: Notification to PVOs on @ontinuation of Ongoing Grants
in Closeout Countries 7u

After again reviewing my decisions at the Mission Close-out
Reviews and taking into consideration the Action Memorandum on
USAID-Financed Activities in Non-Presence Countries signed by the
Administrator on June 15, 1994, and BHR's Memorandum on PVO
Programs in the South Pacific, Togo and Belize, I want to inform
you of my decisions.

.

1. Regional Development Office, South Pacific (RDO/SP):

a. Foundation of the Peoples of the South Pacific (FSP) -
Child Survival Matching Grant, and

b. Proiject Concern International (PCI) - Child Survival
-Matching Grant.

I now approve the continuation through the end of FY 1996, the
Grant termination date, of the FSP and the PCI Child Survival
Matching grants. These are both fully-funded Child Survival
Matching Grants with the responsibility for program monitoring
and oversight in the BHR/PVC's Child Survival Program and no
mission management is or has been involved in these activities.

2. USAID/Togo: Catholic Relief Service (CRS) Title IIX
food aid program.

I authorized the continuation of the CRS Title II food aid
program through FY 1995 to allow for the distribution of FY 1994
food shipments. Since this decision requires CRS to be in-
country during FY 1995 for the purpose of carrying out the
feeding prodram element of their project, including food received
in FY 1995, they are also authorized to continue to carry out the
non-feeding elements of their project during this period as well.
However, CRS must prepare a plan for USAID approval that provides
for completing all activities and closing their USAID-funded
operations to meet the September 30, 1995 termination date.

320 TWENTY-FIRST STREET, N.W.,, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20523
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3. USAID/Belize: US PVO, KATALYSIS

Since neither USAID/Belize (Mission stated that this activity did
not support Mission Objectives) nor the LAC Bureau supported
continuation of the centrally-funded matching grant to

KATALYSIS, it does not meet the criteria established in the June
15, 1995 Actlon Memorandum. Therefore, I reaffirm my previous
decision that the act1v1ty close one year early, by the end of

FY 1985.

Clearance: . :
M/MPI:CDMcgraw @%’L Date: /D 4-Gy

M/MPI:MRg;a Fmr:10/3/95:x7-2902: U:\MPIPUB\DOCS\BHR-PVOS.LEB
Y

L3

».
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MEMORANDUM

TO

Larry Byrne, AA/M
FROM : Margaret Carpenter, AA/ANE Nu;/

SUBJECT

Closure of USAID/RDO/SP

On September 9, 1994, USAID's Regional Development Office for the
South Pacific (RDO/SP) officially closed. This was three weeks
ahead of the time mandated by the closeout decisions. The RDO's
sub-office in Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea closed in June.

As agreed to during closeout meetings, USAID/Philippines will be
responsible for overseeing RDO/SP's residual actions for a
limited number of activities continuing into FY 95. There will
also be one FSN (USAID Liaison Advisor) located in the U.S.
Embassy/Suva until the fourth quarter of FY 95 and two project
funded advisors that will continue to oversee the remaining
project implementation into the middle of FY 95.

The success of the RDO/SP's closeout and the professionalism of
its staff in carrying out a very difficult assignment is quite an
achievement and should serve as a model for other USAID closeout
countries.

Please find attached a copy of the RDO/SP Close-Out Summary
Report for your review. I would like to call your attention to
the section on lessons learned, which has some valuable insights
for future closeouts.

320 TWENTY-FIRST STREET, N.W., WasHINGTON. D.C. 20523
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clearances to Closeout Memo to Larry Byrne from Margaret
Carpenter
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Drafted by ANE/EA/MSP CHowell, Sept 19, 1994, x74515
U:\eapub\docs\so-pacif\closeout.menm




UNITED STATES AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
Regional Development Office/South Pacific

an

X

American Embassy Telephone: (679) 311-399
P.O. Box 218 Telefax: {679) 300-075
Suva, Fiji

- OFFICE OF THE REGIONAL DIRECTOR -

Date: September 9, 1994

To: See Distribution
From: David Leong, Acting Regional Director, USAID/RDO/SP

Subject: RDO/SP Close-Out Summary Report

Today, USAID’s Regional Development Office for the South Pacific (RDO/SP) formally
closes. Except as noted herein, responsibility for all remaining residual actions are transferred
to USAID/Philippines. Attached is the summary report concerning all aspects of our close-
out. Volume One provides the executive summary, including lessons learned. Volume Two
addresses project-specific issues and identifies outstanding actions required to close out the
remainder of RDO/SP’s portfolio. This report should be read in conjunction with the

February 7, 1994 version of RDO/SP’s Close-Out Plan and the approval memorandum 51gned
by AA/M Larry Byrne. -

Attachment: USAID/RDO/SP Close-Out Summary Report, Volumes One and Two
Distribution:

Larry Byrne, AA/M (Agency Close-Out Coordinator)
Margaret Carpenter, AA/ANE

" Linda Morse, DAA/ANE/ASIA

Judy Gilmore, ANE/ASIA/EA

Chuck Howell, ANE/ASIA/EA

Mary Eliza Reilly, LPA/LEG

Howard Salter, LPA/XA

William Granger, M/AS/OMS

Tom Stukel, Director, USAID/Philippines
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FOREWORD

"Turn our the lights when you leave!™ The words echo in my ears. I heard it often. I was to
be the last USDH at post when USAID’s Regional Development Office in the South Pacific
closed. When I got on that plane to leave, RDO/SP would become a memory.

But, what about this closure? What is it, exactly? Terminating projects and agreements with
governments? Terminating leases, contracts, and agreements? Releasing everyone on your
staff? Selling all the fumniture and equipment? Completing report after report? Redefining
*development impact” in EERs? It is all of these things, and more. Much more.

Closing a mission is an enormous task. Even though RDO/SP was a relatively small mission--
only five USDH in Fiji and one in Papua New Guinea, remember that RDO/SP was a regional
mission, covering ten countries—populated by over five million people--spread out over an
area larger than the U.S. The mission--including USDH, US-PSCs, FSNs, TCNs, and
contractors/grantees—totalled over fifty people. How does one—in roughly six months—"turn
off™ a mission whose portfolio is just hitting its stride and beginning to yield tangible
developmental impact (after a conscious decision to build up USAID’s presence in the region
less than three years earlier)? Answer: very carefully and with a lot of finesse and hard work.

Of primary importance was keeping our diplomatic relations on an even keel. Ours was
considered a “friendly" closure (with an OE cost of $1.2 million/year, we were considered an
expensive mission to operate relative to the size of our development assistance program).

And, as most of the countries in the South Pacific consider USAID to be the U.S.
Government, concern was expressed--publicly and privately--that the U.S. Government was
turning its back on the region. These sentiments could not be ignored. In keeping with "the
Pacific Way" we met with governments face-to-face to explain the reasons behind the closure -
decision and to underscore how difficult a decision it was for the Administration to make. We
also explained how the close-out would affect their particular country. Fortunately, in most
cases, the closure decision did not radically affect ongoing assistance. It did, however, affect
future planned assistance.

We also had to ensure close out was done "by the book"--programmatically and
administratively. This was complicated by the fact that the office resources (office space,
staff, computers, etc.) were disappearing all the while we were trying to complete the
numerous required tasks. Finally, we had to manage the human resources within the mission.
Keeping staff focused on the tasks at hand and not letting the negative morale affect the work
schedule was an incredible challenge. To pull it off, we counted on the contribution of every
member of the team. I'm happy to say that, when push came to shove, I was not let down.

Did we succeed? Only time will tell. Nevertheless, I believe we gave it our best shot and I
salute every member of the RDO/SP team who made it happen.

The close-out is now complete... if there were any lights left, they’d be out. Importantly,
because of the way that we closed, we remain welcome in the region, mission or no mission.
For that, I am most proud. : D.L. 9/9/94
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I. Introduction
A. Overview

This report summarizes the close-out of USAID’s Regional Development Office/South Pacific
(RDO/SP), with its main offices located in Suva, Fiji, and its branch office in Port Moresby,
Papua New Guinea (PNG). Because of sheer number of details, the report is divided into two
volumes. Volume QOne summarizes the Prograrmmatic Close-Out, i.e., the
termination/transfer of projects/non-projects in RDO/SP’s portfolio; the Administrative Close-
Out, i.e., the physical closure of the Suva and Port Moresby offices; and a section on Lessons
Learned. Volume Two addresses the programmatic close-out in greater project-by-project
detail. ‘

‘RDO/SP would like to recognize the tremendous contributions made by the entire staff of
RDO/SP and RDO/SP/PNG (Attachment 1), without whose dedication and professionalism we
would not have been able to successfully execute our Close-Out. We also acknowledge the
contributions made by USAID/Philippines (Program, Project Development, Health/
Population/Nutrition, Agriculture and Natural Resources, Contracting, Financial
Management), USAID/Indonesia (Legal Advisor), RIG/Singapore, and USAID/W staff who
helped "operationalize” our Close-Out Plan to ensure that this most difficult of mandates was
carried out--on schedule, in accordance with USAID regulations, and under-budget.

B. Programmatic Close-Out

The programmatic close-out was executed as planned and as approved. The Market Access
and Regional Competitiveness (MARC) and the Malaria Immunology and Vaccine Field Trials
(MI&VFT) Projects will be officially terminated at the end of September 1994, although they
were functionally terminated as of early September. In addition, transfer of the South Pacific
Fisheries Treaty Program II (FTP II) was made to the State Department in June 1994
following the mid-June disbursement of the FY 94 tranche ($14 million) to the Forum
Fisheries Agency. The State Department, in turn, has transferred responsibility for FTP II to
the U.S. Embassy located in Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea.

Responsibility for the remaining projects in RDO/SP’s portfolio--which were allowed to
proceed into FY 95 to achieve minimum "useful units of assistance"--was transferred to

RDQO/SP Close-Out Summary Report - Volume One
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USAID/Philippines on July 1, 1994. Where required, obligation and commitment documents
were prepared prior to transfer: by June 30, 1994, 100% of RDO/SP’s approximately $16
million in program funds were obligated and/or awaiting contracting officer action to commit

the funds.

Prior to formal transfer of the projects, USAID/Philippines sent two teams to the South Pacific
to assist with planning for the close-out. In January 1994 a four person team (Program
Officer, EXO, Regional Contracting Officer, and Controller) assisted with the planning for the
administrative and programmatic close-out. During May/June 1994, USAID/Philippines
project and contracting officers visited the South Pacific region on TDY to familiarize
themselves with the projects, meet project counterparts, USAID staff, and project advisors,
and determine necessary contracting actions to effect close-out decisions. The
USAID/Indonesia Regional Legal Advisor also traveled to Suva to provide legal assistance on
agreements and PP supplements, overlapping with the second USAID/Philippines team. The
TDYs were extremely important elements of the transfer of oversight responsibilities to
USAID/Philippines. The visits also created a sense of ownership between the new project
officers and the projects for which they would be assuming responsibility. Because of this, we
have the confidence that those elements of RDO/SP’s portfolio that are considered most
critical to achieve development impact will be brought to a successful conclusion.

To facilitate USAID/Philippines’s ability to oversee the remainder of USAID’s South Pacific
portfolio after RDO/SP’s Suva and Port Moresby offices were closed, one FSN position--
called the "USAID Liaison Advisor"--(filled by Clara Lobendahn), is being retained for a one-
year period after the mission’s closure. The USAID Liaison Advisor has been located in the
U.S. Embassy in Suva and reports to the U.S. Embassy Political Officer (who has been given -
the general responsibility for overseeing USAID affairs after the mission closes). The terms
of reference, Memorandum of Understanding between USAID/RDO/SP and the U.S.
Embassy/Suva, and description of functional roles and responsibilities are contained in
Attachment 2 of this report (Volume One). Communications should be primarily through e-
mail using the AIDNET/DOSNET e-mail interface. However, as this linkage has proven to
be unreliable (mostly due to technical difficulties in Washington); cables, phone, fax, pouch,
and courier services will be used as well.

In addition to the USAID Liaison Advisor, two Third Country National (TCN) project
advisors will remain in Suva for approximately nine months after RDO/SP closes to oversee
project implementation: Dr. Andrew McGregor for the Commercial Agricultural Development
(CAD) Project; and Mr. Elisala Pita for the Pacific Islands Marine Resources (PIMAR)
Project. These two advisors will be housed in a project-funded project office located adjacent
to the U.S. Embassy. They will work with the USAID Liaison Advisor to communicate with
the cognizant project officers in Manila.

RDO/SP Close-Out Summary Report - Volume One



C. Administrative Close-Out

The administrative close-out was executed as planned and approved. It turned out to be a
massive exercise for our small, but excellent, administrative office, and were it not for their
sustained effort, we would not have been able to execute the close-out as successfully as we

had.

The "Close-Out Checklists” provided by USAID/W in January 1994 served as a useful
foundation to work from. However, as they were only checklists, they concentrated on
"what" had to be done, rather than "how." For that, we relied heavily upon the expertise of
our US-PSC and FSN staff. It should be noted, too, that many of the tasks and procedures
highlighted in the Close-Out Checklists were, in fact, what should be considered a mission’s
standard operating procedures. Consequently, only a few adjustments had to be made to adapt
our operations to the exigencies of the close-out.

RDOQ/SP’s "EXO" function has traditionally been filled by a US-PSC administrative advisor
(Kathryn Hawley) supervised by RDO/SP’s Controller. The administrative advisor was able
to oversee the entire administrative close-out. However, to ensure that nothing was
overlooked—in addition to helping manage the multitude of last-minute actions-—-we obtained
the services of a USAID/W-based executive officer (Nancy Hoffman, M/AS/OMS), during
two TDYs: first in May/June 1994 as the physical close-out was developing momentum, and
second in late-July to early-September as the physical close-out was drawing to an end.

1. Personnel

A schedule to release staff was developed by mission management in consultation with
division chiefs. The personnel phase-down schedule ensured a timely drawdown of staff yet
also met the needs of the various divisions to allow for an orderly transition of activities from
RDQO/SP to USAID/Philippines.

The staff were formally advised of their respective termination dates by letter in late March,
immediately after we received formal advice that RDO/SP’s Close-Out Plan was approved by
USAID/W (AA/M Larry Byme). As there was a four-month gap between the time the closure
was announced and RDO/SP’s Close-Out plan was formally approved, we had already put in
place systems to provide career counseling and guidance to staff (viz. resumé writing
workshops, interviewing skills development and counselling, etc.). Although it was offered,
no FSN employees elected to have their resumés circulated to other aid and diplomatic
missions in a general directory of available staff; rather they decided to seek employment on
their own after their resumés were "upgraded.”

Once the personnel phase-down schedule was developed, the USDH staff were able to estimate
when they could schedule their own transfers. Fortunately, our USDH staff was relatively

RDQ/SP Close-Out Summary Report - Volume One
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small (five USDH in Suva; one in PNG), so scheduling transfers was not partlcularly difficult
once provisional departure dates were determined.

Because of the nature of the close-out operation, those working in the administrative section
had to be kept longer, while those in the technical divisions (e.g., Business Development and
Environment, Agriculture, and Health) could be released earlier. The number of departing
staff increased once formal transfer of activities to USAID/Philippines was effected In the
end, the USDH phase-out was camed out as follows:

Officer - | Departure Date

Agricultural Development Ofﬁcer May 1994
Assistant Director/PNG June 1994
Program Officer July 1994
Health, Population, and Nutrition Officer August 1994
Controller/EXO August 1994
TDY EXO September 1994
Acting Regional Director September 1994

The reassignment of USDH staff was not without its difficulties, however, as the Human
Resources office in USAID/W also had to simultaneously cope with USAID’s general
reorganization. In the end, however, the transfers did occur, and, at last check, everyone was
accounted for. ‘ :

2. Financial Management

USAID/Philippines was designated by the DAA/ANE/ASIA to be the office responsible for
RDO/SP’s "residual actions" after RDO/SP closed. Thus, in coordination with
USAID/Philippines, an orderly schedule to transfer the accounting function to Manila was
developed. On Aprl 1, MACS was transferred. The RDO/SP Chief Accountant traveled to
Manila with the MACS tapes and worked with USAID/Philippines Controller Office staff to
ensure that the system was successfully transferred from its Wang/VS platform to
USAID/Philippines’s SUN/UNIX platform. The transfer was completed successfully in early
April.

On July 1, the remainder of the accounting function was transferred to Manila.  We were able
to schedule the USAID/Philippines Controller to route herself through Suva on her return
from home leave to resolve any outstanding questions/issues. Also, she was able to return to
Manila handcarrying the payment files. By transferring the payment files in this fashion, we
were able to ensure proper security of these files. Additionally, the vouchers could be
processed in a timely fashion once received in Manila.

RDO/SP Close-Out Summary Report - Volume One
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Regarding audits, two audits (and one investigation) took place during the close-out period.
The first audit—actually conducted prior to the closure announcement-identified minor
problems under our Regional Family Planning Project (RDO/SP has been working with the
implementing agency to resolve the problem). The second audit--conducted in May/June
1994—-was of the Malaria Immunology and Vaccine Field Trials Project in Papua New Guinea.
As of this writing, no draft report has been issued. Although the project files were initially to
have been sent to USAID/W for disposition, they now are being sent to USAID/Philippines in
case any audit findings requiring follow-up are identified. The IG investigation referred to
above concerns a particular supplier under our (now terminated) Commodity Import Program,
and is part of a larger investigation. Although RIG/I/Singapore has advised us that it no
longer needs access to the CIP’s files for its investigation, there are two other minor
outstanding issues that may not be resolved by the time RDO/SP closes (our contact in
USAID/W has been GC); consequently, the files for the CIP have been forwarded to
USAID/W in case any follow-up is required.

Regarding the other areas identified in the Close-Out Checklist (e.g., Pipeline Reviews,
Property, Reporting, Trust Funds, Operating Expenses, Advances, Accounts Receivable,
Cashier Operations, Voucher Processing and Prompt Pay, Loan Accounting, Payroll, FICA,
and Federal Income Taxes, Local Currency Management, MACS and Accounting Records
(discussed above), and Miscellaneous), they are either covered as RDO/SP’s standard
operating procedures (and hence, have been addressed), or are not apphcable for instance, in
the case of trust funds.

3. Procurement and Supply

Again, the items identified in the Close-Out Checklist were useful reminders of what to do,
but they also reiterated what was RDO/SP’s standard operating procedures.

When RDQO/SP’s closure was announced, there were two small OE EXP and one OE NXP
shipment en route. Other EXP and NXP orders were in process, but we were able to cancel
them before the items were shipped.

The OE EXP order was received and stored with the other EXP in RDO/SP’s warehouse. The
NXP shipment--a SUN/UNIX computer platform and peripheral equipment for our MACS
files--was shipped back to USAID/W per IRM’s instructions. IRM will be responsible for
sending this equipment onward to another post.

4. Personal Property

In accordance with disposal procedures, the availability of expendable (EXP) and non-
expendable (NXP) property was announced in a world-wide cable in early February 1994.
Requests for specific items in the NXP listing came in from USAID missions in India and

RDO/SP Close-Out Summary Report - Volume One
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Cambodia. USAID missions for the West Bank/Gaza, Sri Lanka, and Cambodia also
expressed tentative interest in some or all of the representational china/glassware/flatware.
USAID/Cambodia later withdrew its request, and because USAID/Sri Lanka only wanted
certain pieces of it, we ultimately shipped it all to the West Bank/Gaza program in the HHE of
one USDH employee being reassigned there.

The majority of the EXP was shipped to USAID/Cambodia. For a variety of reasons,
including the likelihood that the USG would only obtain a fraction of the procurement cost for
the EXP, the fact that USAID/Cambodia was an expanding mission, and the possibility of
shipping items under the HHE allowance of a tandem couple being reassigned there, packing
and shipping the remaining EXP to Cambodia appeared to be a cost-effective solution. This
also ensured that the supplies were sent to a place that could use them.

RDO/SP’s computers (PCs, LAN server, printers, etc.) were sent to USAID/Philippines. In
addition, some NXP (e.g., beds, etc.) and EXP were also sent in the container to "round out”
the computer shipment.

Most of the remaining Personal Property was disposed of via sealed bid sales. Exceptions
were when already-installed air conditioners and alarm systems were sold to landlords on a
negotiated sale basis (using sealed-bid sale prices as our guide). We determined that taking
such an approach would be more cost effective than removing the systems and returning the
houses to their original condition. Also, by using the negotiated sale approach, we were able
to keep the last USDHs in leased quarters until their departure, rather than putting them up in
hotels, yielding additional savings to the USG.

Disposal of security equipment in the main office building took place following consultation
with IG/SEC. For the most part, security fixtures (e.g., building entry equipment, glass
booths, etc.) were abandoned in situ, after lock tumblers and certain other security
enhancements (e.g., electronic locking mechanisms) were removed and destroyed. As was the
case above, it was ultimately cheaper for the USG to abandon certain equipment than to
remove it and return the building to its original condition. Hand-held security radios were
returned to IG/SEC as it had requested.

Disposal of all personal property in Port Moresby was effected with the assistance of
RDO/SP’s administrative advisor who traveled to Port Moresby on TDY to assist the RDO/SP
Assistant Director. All personal property was disposed of via a sealed-bid sale. The sale went
very smoothly, although problems were encountered when disposing of the official vehicle
(purchased at the end of FY 93). Ultimately, the first and second bidders dropped out, and the
third bid was considered too low to accept (approximately $3,800 for a car we had paid
$24,000). We later held another sealed bid sale and disposed of the vehicle for approximately
$9,300.
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Briefly, RDO/SP’s personal property was disposed of as follows:

Transferred to:  USAID/Philippines ($347,466): computers, transformers, furniture;
USAID/Washington ($77,686): SUN/UNIX system;
USAID/Cambodia ($15,658): EXP, generator, transformers;
USAID/India ($6,293): appliances; ‘

USAID/West Bank/Gaza: ($3,500 (est.)): representational china;
USAID/Jordan ($700 (est.)): furniture;

IG/SEC ($3,932): security equipment; and

AmEmbassy/Suva (including Peace Corps) ($25,449): furniture.

In addition, $191,528 was received from sealed bid sales. These funds were returned to the
"U.S. Treasury.

5. Real Property

The task of withdrawing from Suva and Port Moresby was relatively easy as USAID owned
no real property. Lessors of offices and residential properties in Suva and Port Moresby were
notified by letter as soon as we knew that the mission’s closure was official; once we had dates
for when specific properties would become vacant, we negotiated the terms of lease
acquittance. As alluded to before, there were instances where negotiating sale of a limited
amount of NXP (e.g., one bed, one refrigerator, one washer/dryer, air conditioners, etc.) was
more expedient and cost-effective than removing the items and renovating the properties to
their pre-lease condition. Using the negotiated sale route, we were also able to keep two
houses inhabitable by the remaining USDH employees (Acting Regional Director and TDY
EXO), thus avoiding the need to put them up in a hotel.

As part of the USAID/W’s approval of the RDO/SP’s Close-Out Plan, two TCN employees
would be retained after RDO/SP’s closure to oversee residual close-out actions. As it would
be difficult to manage property leases in Suva from Manila, the decision was made to have the
occupants lease their quarters in their own name. Arrangements were made whereby advances
to the TCNs could be made to landlords for advance lease payments. (In actual fact, only one
TCN elected to pursue this; the other decided to move into the house that he had been building
in Suva.)

6. Records Management

This was, perhaps, the most difficult--and frustrating--part of the close-out. Not only did it
expose shortcomings in our records management function, but, frankly speaking, wasn’t
terribly exciting (thus making it difficult for project officers and advisors to focus on the tasks
at hand). Also, it highlighted the fact that there is a significant difference between an
operating C&R, and one that is being packed up for down-line use (e.g., by the new
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USAID/Philippines project officers) or ultimate retention, recording, and disposal. Put
another way, the files that one refers to on a daily basis might be less than a dozen, whereas,
when contemplating transfer and disposal, one must address the full spectrum of files. When
we did so, we identified some documents that had been systematically mis-filed for years.
Thus, we had to first put the files in order as best we could, then dispose of them in
accordance with M/AS/ISS/RM’s instructions.

On that score, it is important to note that the mission had attempted to get some definitive
guidance from M/AS/ISS/RM regarding records disposal: e.g., How far back should we go?
Do we want to limit what we send back in order to keep shipment costs to 2 minimum? etc.
After not hearing from M/AS/ISS/RM, we decided to do what made the most sense, i.e., keep
things to a minimum and destroy everything else. To our surprise, when M/AS/ISS/RM
ultimately did respond, they advised us to retain more vs. less (knowing that in most instances,
the copies in our files were not the originals nor were they considered part of the "core” files).
For those project files that remained, we followed M/AS/ISS/RM’s guidance, but obviously,
there was little we could do for the files we had already culled. (We had to take
M/AS/ISS/RM’s advice with a grain of salt anyway, as in their message re what we needed to
keep, they also offered to hold a C&R training course for us, to be held the month we closed
our doors!) .

7. Participant Training

A limited number of RDO/SP’s activities will be allowed to continue after our offices close to
achieve "useful units of assistance” (to be managed by the USAID/Philippines project officers,

assisted by two Suva-based TCN project advisors). These "useful units of assistance” include

participant training. FY 94 close-out funds received were used to fully-fund those participants
already in training (we recognize that their training programs should have been fully funded
before they started training, but incremental funding of participant training is part of how
RDO/SP did its business due to the incremental and fall-out nature of its development
assistance funding).

After RDO/SP closes, the administrative details related to participant training will be handled
by the U.S. Embassy/Suva-based USAID Liaison Advisor. She has been fully briefed by the
former USAID Training Advisor and will be able to call upon the former USAID Training
Advisor in the event questions arise.

In the event participant training visas are required, the signature of an American is required on
the visa application. Until now, this has been the USAID administrative advisor (who was
formerly the Training Advisor; she retained this task when she moved over to the .
Administrative side); the alternate was the former Assistant Director in PNG (who departed
post in 1993). The U.S. Embassy/Suva Political Officer, Ms. Jane Miller Floyd, has agreed
to take on this signing function as RDO/SP closes. The alternate will be the U.S.
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Embassy/Suva Deputy Chief of Mission, Mr. Bruce Gray RDQ/SP advised USAID/W of
this change via cable in mid-August.

8. Notes for Missions Without an Executive Officer

The section in the Close-Out Checklist entitled "Notes for Missions Without an Executive
Officer" was particularly useful. Although we had competent resident-hire assistance ensuring
that the close-out proceeded according to schedule, it was useful to have both the checklist,
and the TDY assistance of an EXO, to verify that we had not overlooked any of the numerous
close-out details.

II. Lessons Learned

A significant number of lessons were learned from this close-out experience. Obviously, we
are able to make the following observations with the benefit of 20/20 hindsight; nevertheless,
much can be learned by examining the process of this particular close-out. There are several
caveats, however. First, we must remember that RDO/SP is a regional mission covering ten
countries spread out over a geographic area larger than the U.S. Second, RDO/SP’s region
included the jurisdiction of three separate U.S. embassies in the region (Suva for Fiji, Tuvalu,
Kiribati, and Tonga; Port Moresby for Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands, and Vanuatu;
and Apia (and Wellington, New Zealand) for Western Samoa, Cook Islands, and Niue).
Third, RDO/SP had a branch office located in Papua New Guinea. Together, these factors
added special challenges to our close-out that other close-out missions are not likely to
encounter. Finally, there was a change in mission management soon after the close-out
decision was announced. When the Regional Director was forced into retirement at the end of |
December 1993, one of the existing RDO/SP officers was called upon to oversee the close-out
(rather than send in a senior officer for a nine-month period). Thus, certain
comments/observations made herein are made with the best information available or our best
understanding of how events transpired.

Although the lessons learned are often interrelated, it is easier to present them in sequential
order. Thus, this section is divided into five sections: the period leading up to the closure
announcement; the period the close-out plan is being developed; the period between the time
closure is announced and the Close-Out Plan is approved; the period implementing the Close-
Out Plan, and other. The lessons learned are intended for two primary audiences:
Washington, and closing missions. To whom the advice is directed is self-explanatory.
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A. Period Leading Up to the Closure Announcement

Communicate, Communicate, Communicate

Washington should bring the mission into the information loop before the closure is
announced—quality information will increase the odds that quality decisions will be made:
Although now probably only an academic point, we would like to state for the record that the
involved mission should have input into the closure decision, if for no other reason than to
confirm assumptions about a given program. The field mission would have the most up-to-
date knowledge about all the details of its program, and hence, would be in the best position to
advise on the pros, cons, and timing of its possible closure. In our case, the decision to close
within less than one fiscal year was based on the (incorrect) assumption that our program
could be easily "turned off." In fact, we could, but it wasn’t easy. (This was complicated by
the frequent change in desk officers—five in 1993; as a consequence, the bureau had limited
understanding of our program, how we obligated funds, the number of contracts, the number
of bilateral project agreements, etc.) But even though we were eventually able to explain in
our Close-Out Plan all the details of RDO/SP’s portfolio--including how difficult it would be
to close our entire program quickly without appearing punitive—by then, it was too late, and
politically untenable, to reverse the close-out decision or prolong the close-out date.

Consulting with the mission beforehand would have highlighted the difficulties of withdrawing
assistance precipitously, and, we believe, would have resulted in a more realistic timetable to
phase down and close out our program. It also would have allowed for mechanisms to be put
in place to continue a modest level of assistance to the region. (Remember that RDO/SP’s
closure is considered "friendly" and the Administrator has committed to continue some level
of assistance to the South Pacific through alternate channels (e.g., PYOs/NGOs, regional
projects, other regional missions, etc.) after the mission closes.)

Washington should allow a closing mission to have its day in court: Although making the
close-out decisions unilaterally was expedient, it denied the mission its day in court. In our
case, the consensus is that, even if we disagreed with the decision, it would have been easier
to cope with had we the opportunity to weigh in before the decision was made; at least no one
could argue that we didn’t try. In the end, the unilateral close-out decision provoked anger
and cynicism within the mission and made the task of bringing the mission from the "denial”
to the "acceptance” stage that much more difficult. - :

Mission management should keep open channels of communication with all mission staff,
even if there’s nothing to say: Close-outs are unpleasant and likely to bring out the worst in
one’s staff. In order to keep the rumor mill in check and speculation to a minimum, channels
of communication must be kept open. There is a fine line between being circumspect and
appearing secretive, and local and contract staff are likely to react negatively to secretive
behavior such as closed-door, USDH-only staff meetings: morale will plummet from a
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perceived "we/they" relationship, rumors will fly, work will not get done, and the entire
program will flounder. Although there are certainly reasons for having restricted meetings,
having them without any explanation or follow-up generally raises eyebrows, particularly
when close-out rumors are rife.” We found regular (weekly or semi-weekly) "all hands" -
meetings extremely useful-—-particularly as the details of the close-out became known—in
maximizing transparency and ensuring that there was a medium through which concerns could
be expressed. Remember, the process of delivering the message can be just as important as
the message(s) being delivered.

'B. Period Close-Out Plan is Being Developed
Understand the magnitude of the task, plan conservatively, and get help if needed

When developing the Close-Out Plan, missions should take stock of the range of actions
needed to close-out, evaluate the resources available to carry out all the actions, and
schedule accordingly: Although every mission closure is bound to have its own
characteristics, they share a number of things in common, including:

®  projects and non-projects must be brought to an orderly close and/or transferred to
another mission’s care (this includes grant agreements with governments and regional
organizations, as well as arrangements for project-funded techmcal assistance,
participants, and commodities);

e if appropriate, project officers and senior mission management must work with
government counterparts and other donors to pick up elements of USAID’s closing
program to maintain continuity of assistance;

®  project, non-project, and programmatic files must be properly disposed of;

®  arrangements must be made, and executed, for the transfer of the financial management
and financial record-keeping function;

®  all contractor employment, including FSN-DH (if any) must be terminated;

®  all USDH staff must be reassigned;

®  all real property must be "disposed” of (i.e., leased property returned to the landlord;
owned property sold or otherwise disposed of);

e  all personal property must be disposed of through transfer to another USAID mission,
inter-agency sale, sealed-bid sale, grant-in-aid, etc.; and

¢  all transactions related to the close-out must be properly documented and accounted for.

Although the above is just a partial list, one can see that the programmatic elements are only a
small part of the overall close-out effort: the bulk of the work is on the administrative side.
Keeping this in mind, one must evaluate the administrative resources available to carry out the
close-out before drawing up a final plan. Do you have a large administrative staff that can
manage multiple property sales on the same day? Do you have sufficient warehousing space
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to have a consolidated sale? What are the motor vehicle needs? What resources are needed to
pack out the HHE and UAB for USDH staff?

Taking the range of available resources into consideration, a realistic phase-down plan should
be developed, .working backwards from the desired closure target date and balancing
programmatic requirements with administrative limitations. Make sure to allow for some
slippage, recognizing that it might not be acceptable to have a close-out slip into the next fiscal
year. In RDO/SP’s case, we had targeted the middle of September as our planned close-out
date. Ultimately, we were able to close one week ahead of that schedule.

Missions should reorient their program towards achievement of a modest number of
"useful units of assistance." Washington should recognize that program resources may
be required to achieve these useful units, and work with the missions to develop a
realistic figure to work from: Once the decision is made to close, a fair assumption is that
the programmatic objectives set forth in a mission’s strategic plan have been overtaken by
events. But closure notwithstanding, it is probably not desirable to terminate a mission’s
program outright, as this might result in "white elephants” which, in turn, might invite further
criticism by USAID’s detractors. How do we decide what to keep and what to drop? How do
we evaluate this?

FAA Sec. 617 (and subsequent Agency interpretation) establishes the basic principle of "useful
units of assistance”--the means by which we evaluate what stays and what goes. Although
FAA Sec. 617 concerns only participant training, it importantly allows for training programs

in progress to be completed, even if the USG is withdrawing assistance. The principle is thus

established and applied to individual elements of a closing development program.

There is an important distinction, however. Useful units apply to program elements (i.e.,
parts of projects), and generally pot to projects in their entirety. Examples of our useful units
include:

®  An established AIDS unit within the South Pacific Commission capable of providing
AIDS prevention services to the region;
¢  Commercial non-chemical quarantine treatment facilities certified for use in Tonga and
- Fiji;
®  An operational oyster-culture research facility for the Cook Islands; and
® A plan completed for improving land use/marine management to reduce lagoon pollution
for Tarawa Lagoon, Kiribati.

Depending upon a mission’s funding situation (mortgage, pipeline, individual project
obligations/commitments, etc.) the mission may require additional funds to achieve the
identified useful units of assistance. This information should be communicated to Washington
immediately so a financing plan can be developed. There are appropriated funds specifically

RDO/SP Close-Out Summary Report - Volume One



13

set aside for mission close-outs, but these funds are limited. There may be other funding
sources that can be tapped as well (e.g., PD&S funds).

Washington should ensure the mission has the OE and staff resources it needs to close-out
properly: Closing down a mission requires skills often not present in a mission’s staffing
pattern: legal advisors, contracting officers, and, for smaller missions like ours, executive -
officers. Washington should ensure that sufficient funds are made available to missions to
bring these people in; without them the close-out won’t happen or risks not be done correctly.

C. Period Between the Time Closure is Announced and the Close-Out Plan is
Approved

Transition from "denial” to "acceptance”

Missions should keep busy, focusing on actions that don’t need final approval of the
Close-Out plan to proceed: Keeping your staffs focused is difficult, but necessary if you are
to close-out on schedule. Try to direct your staff to do tasks that will be required regardless
of whether the Close-Out Plan is accepted as submitted or modified (e.g., culling of project
files, culling of libraries, etc.). It may not seem like much, but as people see the physical
manifestations of the close-out, acceptance of their fate eventually follows. Also, because you
already know you will have to release everyone, work with your FSNs to develop their
resumés and their interviewing skills. These are positive actions that show that despite the
closure decision, it is not a decision meant to be taken personally. Ultimately, morale will
improve.

Washington should keep the time between when the closure is announced and when the
Close-Out Plan is approved to a minimum: Perhaps the most difficult parts of the close-out
were the waiting and the uncertainty. Were we going to be allowed to continue this or that
activity? Were we going to get much needed money to complete "useful units of assistance?”
Was Washington going to be "reasonable” regarding our close-out because it was considered
friendly? What types of actwmes would be allowed post-closure, and what could we share
with the governments?

While these questions were being raised, morale plummeted and cynicism went unchecked.
Adding insult to injury, we were feeling increasingly squeezed: the clock was ticking on one
end while on the other, the September 1994 closure date remained fixed. Four months passed
between the time our closure was announced and our Close-Out Plan was approved (five
weeks longer than promised). In our estimation, this is far too long, particularly for an
agency being reorganized to be more efficient and effective.

If Washington decides to close a mission, it should respect the fact that the mission will need
time to execute that decision. Mission closures do not occur on their own. They are team
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efforts, requiring the commitment and cooperation of all team members. Washington is a key
member of the team, and given the highly centralized nature of the close-out decision-making
process, the timeliness of Washington’s input, guidance, and decisions are even more
important.

Washington should improve its close-out information sharing with affected missions:
Related to the above point, Washington should remember that information is only valuable if it
is shared. This is particularly true for close-out information. In one instance, close-out
missions learned the name of the Agency’s close-out coordinator one month after
Administrator Atwood signed the approval memo. In another, the close-out checklists
(supposedly, the framework for Close-Out Plans) were provided one day before the Close-Out
Plans were due in Washington. These are perhaps small matters, but we found it troubling
that we were not clued into such information at an early stage.

Missions should recognize that the closure will have a tremendously hegative impact on
staff morale; they should be proactive and take preventive measures early: Being
associated with a mission close-out is an extremely traumatic experience:

®  Local and contract staff suddenly find themselves in the position where they will soon be
out of work;

®  Staff draw the conclusion that their mission is less important than others,

.®  The mere act of dismantling a mission’s program is counter to the "average” USAID

employee’s inclination to build;

®  There is an emotional bond many of us share with our staffs (not to mention our
projects), which by necessity, must be broken; and

®  There are feelings of guilt when the USDH staff realizes that everyone except the
USDHs will soon be losing their jobs.

In order to deal with this situation, and to avert the high potential that the stress might
manifest itself in self-destructive ways, we suggest that you take preventive measures early.

In our case, we brought in the Regional Psychiatrist to counsel all staff (USDH, PSC,
FSN/TCN, and institutional contractors) on the psychological impacts of closing. By the time
we were able to schedule him to come, however, the close-out process was well underway (his
visit was useful, nevertheless). We would suggest that his visit would have been more
effective had he come right after the closure announcement. A follow-up visit could be
scheduled later, if required.

Missions should make sure their FSN Compensation Plan contains adequate severance
provisions: RDO/SP’s close-out was, in some respects, made even more traumatic as there
were no severance provisions in our FSN Compensation Plan when the mission’s closure was
announced. Through the excellent assistance from a TDY controller who "knew the ropes,”
we were able to put in place a generous severance package that would cover the USAID
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employees being terminated as a result of the closure. This effectively turned the equation in
management's favor: rather than having employees fear about the future when they were
released, they instead could be assured of a safety net that would allow them sufficient time to
get a good job after they were released from USAID. The lesson in this case would be to
make sure some sort of severance package is in place under the post’s FSN compensatlon plan
to maximize management’s flexibility.

Washington and missions should be proactive vis-a-vis the press and make sure the story
is consistent between the senior levels of USAID and the field. If you do address the
press, be careful!: Even before the official closure was announced, rumors of RDO/SP’s
closure circulated within the diplomatic, donor, and NGO/PVO communities, as well as the
local and international press. Because the entire process was kept under wraps, we had little
to share publicly. In fact, while details eventually leaked that RDO/SP was "on the list" we
were under an injunction to keep things quiet. As a result, we in the field appeared, at best,
that we were hiding something; and, at worst, we appeared stupid. When the closure decision
was finally announced, there was so little advance wamning that the desk, External Affairs, and
the field all appeared to be caught off guard. (An example of how this approach did not serve
the Agency’s best interests is the "announcement cable.” The day before closure was
announced, word finally came down for the desk to prepare a cable to RDO/SP formally
announcing the closure. Because it was rushed (the drafter had less than one day to write the
cable as the Administrator was going to formally announce the closure the next day, yet the
decision had apparently been made weeks before), the cable contained ambiguous and
internally inconsistent statements; it took weeks to sort these problems.)

Once the decision was final vis-a-vis our Close-Out Plan, we held a press conference which
our USIS Public Affairs Officer helped set up. It wasn’t an easy nor a pleasant task, but it
was important to explain the reasons behind our closure. If you decide to take this route,
make sure any press release and talking points are first cleared with XA and the desk, and
make sure that the Washington hierarchy knows you’re holding a press conference (e.g., XA,
the desk, office director, DAA, AA, etc.). During the conference, try not to stray from the
approved text/talking points. We found the "USAID Speakers Kit" a valuable tool to prepare
for the press conference.

After you hold the press conference, do a reporting memo, e-mail, or fax to give Washington
your impressions of how it went. This will at least give your side of the story in case you're
misquoted, and give Washington a heads-up in the event damage control is required.

Missions should work with their embassies to prepare Diplomatic Notes to advise host
governments of USAID’s closure. Concurrently, develop a strategy to bridge the gap
between the general Diplomatic Note and the more detailed Project Implementation
Letters that will follow: Several "angles of attack” must be taken once the close-out
decisions are final. The first one we employed was when the closure was first announced. In
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most of our countries, the U.S. embassies sent out Dip Notes advising the countries we
worked in that the USAID mission would be closing and that more detailed information would

follow once the final Close-Out Plan was approved.

Later, in anticipation of final approval of our Close-Out Plan, we prepared ten Dip Notes,
each tailored to how USAID’s closure would specifically affect their country. (Remember to
clear the texts with the USAID and State desks in Washington). Once the Close-Out Plan was
approved, we faxed the approved drafts to the cognizant U.S. embassies for their action.

In tandem with this, we also worked out a strategy as to how to move from the more general
Dip Note to the more specific PIL(s). This was generally handled through informal channels,
i.e., working through our project counterparts advising them of the next step(s) in the close-
out process. In some instances, this involved only a letter (or a more formal PIL) advising the
country of the new management arrangements (i.e., the name and address of the new project
officer in USAID/Philippines). In others, where funds were obligated outside of bilateral
project agreements, a PIO/T was prepared to formally change the implementing agent’s
contract or Cooperative Agreement, and a covering PIL was sent to explain the changes. The
point is, the Dip Notes will only address the close-out in general terms. Follow-up is required
to make the project close-out happen.

D. Period Implementing the Close-Out Plan
"Just Do It"

Once the final close-out decisions have been made, missions should redirect their energies
to implement the close-out: Perhaps the single-most important factor concerning why our
close-out is considered "successful” was that, once the final decisions were made on our Plan,
we put all our energies into implementing the decisions. We made our most forceful case to
continue certain activities, and although we didn’t win on every point, we could take comfort
in knowing that we won more than we lost.

There comes a ime, however, when you have to accept that no one’s interests are served by
continuing to contest the decisions. With rapidly dwindling staff, a "ticking clock” to close by
the end of FY 94, and the realization that no one in Washington would be any more willing to
go out on the limb to salvage our program (or elements thereof), we had to face up to the fact
that it was in our best interests to close things down as quickly and efficiently as possible.
This was an important step for everyone concerned with the close-out. As staff accepted their
fate, they once again became productive members of the team.

Missions should be prepared to be flexible, but decisive, in implementing the close-out,
and Washington should accept that close-outs are dynamic and be prepared to tolerate
some degree of slippage and/or interpretation of the close-out decisions by the field:
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Although our close-out went pretty much according to plan, there were times when we were
required to exercise judgement in interpreting USAID/W close-out guidance. For instance,
~we discovered after-the-fact that there were a couple of internal inconsistencies within the
Close-Out Plan itself, and between the Plan and the approval memorandum (e.g., agreed-upon
dates differed by one or two months). Under these circumstances, it did not appear necessary,
desirable, nor efficient to refer back to the AA/M for an interpretation. Thus, when such
discrepancies arose, we did what made the most sense. We in no way violated the spirit nor
the letter of the close-out plan, but we also did not burden Washington with questions of
interpretation that it was not as well-placed as the field to address. USAID/W should
recognize that RDO/SP’s close-out was relatively easy, and that more complex programs are
likely to have more complex problems. Consequently, there should be a general
understanding between the M, PPC, and geographic bureaus that the field will exercise
judgement when discrepancies occur.

Missions should schedule for legal advisor, contracting officer, and other technical officer
skills early: Once the final decisions have been made, the next step is to make sure the
decisions are reflected in Project Grant Agreement Amendments, Contract Amendments,
and/or Cooperative Agreement Amendments. This usually means that the skills of a Project
Development Officer must be tapped (or obtained, if not available in house), in addition to
other technical and legal assistance, to prepare the necessary amendments. Scheduling this
assistance as early in the process as possible is helpful as the details of the decision(s) are still
fresh in peoples’” minds. Also, you can expect that staff resources (USDH and FSN) will
diminish over time, leaving fewer to do more jobs. Best to get the mundane details out of the
way while you have the resources to do so.

Missions should work with FSN and other staff losing their jobs to improve their job-
searching skills: Perhaps the most traumatic part of closing a mission is the fact that, with the
exception of the USDH staff, all other mission employees will be losing their jobs. What can
USAID do to make this transition go smoothly? We tried a number of things. First, not long
after the closure was announced, we launched a "campaign" of sorts saying that it was
management's intent that when the FSNs were terminated, they would either have a new job to
go to, or would have the resumé and interviewing skills to find one. We then worked with
every employee desiring this assistance to revise their resumés (important note: don’t rewrite
the resumés yourself, but have the employee do it; if you do it, the employee won’t "own" it).
Working from information obtained from the USAID/W HR offices in resumé writing and
interviewing skills, we also conducted workshops on interviewing skills. Finally, we were
able to obtain a videotape on interviewing skills, which we showed to the FSN staff.

As a result of these efforts, we were fairly successful in our campaign. As RDO/SP closes,
about 80% have already found onward employment. The remainder are well-armed with the
skilis to find a good job in Suva’s competitive job market (some have already had interviews
and are awaiting final decisions).
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Missions should "work the press® to stress the positive aspects of USAID’s program:
Even though the mission is closing, there are, nevertheless, positive things that can be touted,
even in a close-out. During our close-out, we, working with USIS and the Embassy to
maximize "photo opportunities” for USAID-funded activities, including the opening of a US-
AEP traveling information center on environmental technologies, a handcrafts exposition, and
the opening of a workshop to unveil a chemical-free quarantine treatment technology. The
USG got good press during all these events and, as a result, demonstrated that the USG was
not closing its program precipitously.

Missions should consider getting outside help for the final stages of the close-out: Close-
outs are draining, emotionally and physically. Don't be afraid to bring in someone from the
outside to handle the last-minute details. We brought in a TDY EXO to oversee the final
administrative close-out and are glad we did. First, this EXO did not have the emotional
attachment to the staff, and, therefore, could be more objective. Second, she was able to
bring her EXO skills to bear to ensure that all documentation needed to properly close out
were in place. Finally, she was "fresh": her presence reinvigorated our administrative staff
who were weary from months of closing out.

Missions should remember to say "farewell” in a way that is culturally appropriate: In

the Pacific, personal contact is important. Thus, we attempted to schedule travel to as many
countries and regional organizations as possible to bid a personal farewell to the governments
in RDO/SP’s region. In addition to the technical ministries we have worked with under our
projects, we usually met with someone in the Foreign Affairs offices and the Prime Minister’s
office (at times, the Prime Minister himself). In most instances, we were able to plan our
travel to coincide with project-related meetings. In all, we were able to meet with government "
officials in all but two countries (Niue and Solomon Islands); these two countries were

dropped because of budgetary limits and the fact that we only had a limited amount of
assistance to these countries.

E. Other
Employees Shouldn’t be Penalized, Nor Disadvantaged, Because of the Close-Out

USDH staff should not be penalized because of their association with a close-out, and
promotion panels should be instructed to make sure this does not happen: One lingering—
but we believe legitimate--concern among the USDH staff was that being associated with the
close-out would put us at a disadvantage with respect to EERs and promotions. With the
increased emphasis on demonstrating "development impact” during a rating period, there is
little one can cite in a closing mission. The fact of the matter is, successfully closing a
mission might well require other skills--e.g., diplomatic skills--which might be every bit as
important as demonstrating development impact. It is, therefore, incumbent upon the
supervisor and the employee to ensure that the range of demonstrated skills are highlighted.
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Only time will tell whether those associated with close-outs will receive equal treatment and
consideration for promotions and awards. As a preventive measure, promotion panels should
be instructed to take a broader interpretation of “development impact,” or recognize that
otherwise uncalled-upon skills may be required to level the playing field when reviewing
EERs from closing missions.

Don’t forget that professional development is just as important to those in closing
‘missions: Participation in courses, workshops, conferences, etc., enhances the skills a
USAID mission needs to do its jobs better. Just because a mission might be closing does not
change this fact, particularly for the USDH staff. Remember that staff energies are only
temporarily diverted, so closing missions should not be overlooked when courses, workshops,
or conferences are held.

Don’t overlook the US-PSCs: Often overlooked, often maligned, but nevertheless an integral
part of any mission is the US-PSC. There should be a way to recognize extraordinary
contributions made by US-PSCs during a mission’s close-out. During our close-out, a great
deal of attention has been paid to the plight of the FSNs and the USDH. The FSNs get their
severance package. The USDH get special treatment in the reassignment process. But the
US-PSCs, unfortunately, are forgotten in the process. While USDH and FSN staff can avail
themselves of a number of "job placement” services, US-PSCs are not allowed to even
advertise their availability to other posts. Yet, we expect them to perform as if the close-out