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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Agency for International Development (A.1.D.), through its Participant
Training Program, sponsors the training of an estimated 7,000 foreign nationals
outside their home countries each f1scal year. Just over half this number are
managed by contractors through agreements made directly with U.S.A.1.D. Missicns
(USAIDS), various A.1.D. Washington (AID/N) offices, or host governments. The
remainder are routed through A.I1.D.'s Office of International Training (OIT)
which directly administers the training of some participants but contracts out to
programming agents (also called implementing agents) to administer training for
most of its participants.

One of OIT's principal responsibilities 1s to monitor the performance of a large
nusber of implementing agents, thus requiring substantial 0IT staff investment.
Nith recent staff reductions, OIT has been required to reorganize some of 1ts
staff roles and responsibilities and a major reorganization of 0IT has resulted
{n the decision to use essentially a one contractor mode for managing a
substantial portion of the academic and short-term technical participents in non-
agricultural areas. The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) will

continue to manage agricultural participants for 0IT.

Selecting a major contractor represents the implementation of a key recommenda-
tion offered by Development Associates as part of its 1961 evaluation of
participant training services for OIT. Kowsver, there is no historical precedent
in OIT for estimating the relative costs associated with the administration of
most academic and selected short-terw technical participant training by one
private contractor. Thus, the purpose of this study is to provide AID staff with
a framework for analyzing costs of services for different types of contractors
providing a broad range of similar and dissimilar services. This framework will
assist AID to determine an acceptable range of costs for the one contractor mode.
Therefore, the study is based on the assumption that & comparative analysis of
current contractor operations can provide the best basis for determining a
reasonable range of costs associated with services provided to meet participant

training requirements.
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A, Nothodologz

The objectives of the study were twofold: (1) to 1dentify the range of U.S.
services provided to support A.l1.D. participants by selected participant
training contractors; and (2) to determine the relative administrative costs
of providing such services for the same group of contractors.

In order to mees; study objectives, a final sample of six Resource Support
Service Agreements (RSSAs) and Seven contracts was fdentified. Included were
RSSAs with USDA, the Census Bureau, the Bureau of Economic Analysis, the
0ffice of Internationq) Visitors Programs (OIVP), the Bureau of Labor
Statistics (BLS), and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). The study
a1sc included the following contracts:

® The South-East Consortium for International Development (SECID) participant
training contract with OIT.

® Roy Littlejohn Associates (RLA) participant training contract with OIT,

® Merica-Mideast Educational and Training Services, Inc. (AMIDEAST) host
country contract for the Peace Fellowship Program wi th Egypt.

o Institute for Internationa) Education (1IE) Conventional Energy Training
contract with A.1.D's Energy Office in the Bureau for Science and
Technology.

o African American Institute (AAI) contract for AFGRAD 1] with A.1.D.'s
African Bureay.

o Latin American Scholarship Program of American Universities participant
training contract with A.1.D.'s Latin Merican/Caribbean Bureau.

o !Infversity of Nisconsin as subcontractor to (and member of) Midwest
infversity Consortium fo Internationa) Activities (MUCIA) to provide
participant training services for Indonesfans with A.1.D.'s Asia Bureau.

The sources used to gain information about costs, participants, staffing, and
services included staff at OIT, Project 0fficers elsewhers in A.1.D., Contract
Officers in A.1.D. and staff at selected contractor organizations.

The quality and completeness of dita gathered vary &mong contractors. Acknow-
ledging gaps 1n the data base, study results are nonetheless enlightening.
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B. Scope of Contractor Responsibilities

While the scope of work for implementing participant training in the U.S.
differs among contractors, there are similarities 1n the contractor respon-
sibilities as well as 1n the techniques used to carry out participant
training. Some of these contractor responsibilities are discussed balow.

1.

2.

Types of Participants and Level of Training Effort

There are two types of participants: those who receive acaaemic training
and those who receive short-term technical training. The five RSSA
agencies besides USDA provide technical training exclusively. SECID, RLA,
MIDEAST, AAI and LASPAU only support academic participants. Only USDA and
11 handle a mix of academic and technical participants.

From the standpoint of level of training effort, clearly USDA s the
largest having programmed more than 618 training years in FY 81. RLA and
SECID are the next two largest contractors having programmed nearly 239 and
215 training years in FY 81, respectively. At the other extreme are the
five RSSAs besides USDA. Within this group during FY 81, the Census Bureau
programmed just over 27 training years while the Bureau for Economic
Analysis programmed only 4.5 training years.

U.S. ve. Overseas Activities

Basically, all of the six RSSA contractors, SECID, RLA, and the University
of Wisconsin provide participant training services only in the U.S. Four
contractors engage in overseas activities as well as 1n activities in the
U.S. Of the four, IIE's overseas activities are the most 1imited,
consisting of an overseas trip to publicize the program. By contrast,
MMIDEAST, AAI and LASPAU are all involved in overseas selection of
participants as well as follow up once participants complete training in
the U.S. and return home.

111
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3. Placement

The nature of U.S. Placement activities {s influenced by whether academic
or technical participants are to be programmed. For &cademic participants,
hard copy and automated resources are accessed to 1dentify college and
university programs as well as entrance requirements. Personal experience
of those angaged 1n Placement 1n the contractor's organization as well as
contacts with other knowledgeable contractor staff and staff ot colleges,
universities and elsewhere are often utii{zed.

Type of technical training can make placement activities simpler, similar
to, or more complex than those for academic participants. The use of known
of f~the-shel f programs can make placement easfer as when USDA places
participants 1n USDA developed short courses. ldentifying potentially
relevant of f-the-she!f courses 1n addition to selecting appropriate ones
for prospective participants 1s more similar to the placement process for
academic participants.

Technical programeing can be quite Complex when 1t must be specialiy
tatlored and may require arrangement of a combinatior of activities at
different locations. Multiple resources, including the expertise of staff
involved 1n programming, are typically required.

4. Financial Support

A ~ajor service provided to participants by all contractors 1s monthly
maintenance and payment or reimbursement for university related expenses
such as books, special fees and typing. Usually, staff separate from those
involved 1n placement and/or monitoring/counseling perform financial
support functions. Furthermore, such staff typically access automated
information systems to track participant progress and project expenditures.

5. nonitorigg(Counsoiing

To a lesser extent than for placement, but nonetheless important,
monitoring 1s influenced by type of participant. At one level, technica)

training and therefore monitoring 1s usually much shorter than academic
DEYVELOPMENT ASROCIATES, INC, el
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training. At another level, monitoring of technical participants is often
more intense for an equivalent time period than it 1s for academic
participants. For academic participants, the Academic Enrollment Term
Reports (AETRs) are a major monitoring tool used by contractors.

Program staff counsel participants as a result of contacts with participants
regardless of whether contacts are contractor or participant initiated. A
myriad of participant situations may require counseling input by contractor
program staff. Extreme problems are to be referred to AID for intensive
counseling. '

Typically, the program staff involved with monitoring and counseling are
also involved in the U.S. placement process. Two contractors (SECID and

RLA) split the placement and monitoring/counseling functions.

6. Post-arrival/pre-departure Orientation

Virtually all contraciors provide post-U.S. arrival and U.S. pre-departure
orfentations to participants, when possible. Such orientations are
intended to smooth transition to the U.S. culture and education system and
to re-entry to the home country.

7. Evaluation

As with other areas of contractor provided services, the type and
comprehensiveness of evaluation information collected varie¢s among
contractors as does the use of such information to improve services. Some
contractors use formal questionnaires while others conduct informal exit.
interviews with participants. Limited evidence has been obtained that
results are systematically processed and that the type of results can
meaningfully {dentify areas where {mprovements can be made.

8. Staffing and Organization

Staffing patterns and organizational structure for participant training was
obtained for six contractors. For all six contractors, staff can be

{dentified for four functions; that 1s, supervision/coordination, program
DEYELOPMENT ASSOCIATES, INC, cxmmmmd




monitoring/counseling, program support, and fiscal/information management .
For SECID and RLA, separate staff are .hown for Placement. Only USDA
identifies a separate evaluation staff person. Because the IIE Washington
0ffice 13 conducting the Conventional Energy Program, a smal) Tnput 1s made
by the IIE's New York headquarters staff. Another way to ook at staff {s
in terms of ratio of professional staff to support staff assigned to each
contract. These ratios vary from nearly 1 to 1 for USDA's 12 month RSSA to
5 to 1 for SECID's six month contract and RLA's 12 month contract.

The qualifications of staff with similar responsibilities vary among
contractors. For example, at RLA and SECID lonitoring/counscling staff
tend to have Bachelors degrees 1n non-relevant majors, good "people” skills
and generally no international background and experience while comparable
staff with other contractors have more advanced degrees, overseas
experience, and may be fluent in one or more major languages besides
English.

C. Administrative Costs of Contractor Services
\

Detailed administrative costs have been obtatnable only for the same six

contractors for which staffing information was presented. Even for this group
of contracts, cost data are incomplete for USDA; no cost breakouts by major

staff function were obtained.
As a breakdown of total contract costs, major cost categories used were:

o Staff (includes direct salaries and other 11ne 1tems such as consultants
and temporary help; merit/cost-of-1{ving increases; and payrol} taxes/
benefits);

o Overhead (may be Computed differently by different contractors);

® U.S. travel (includes Yocal and U.S. travel, per diem);

o Other direct (can Include a variety of {tem he most common of which are
communications; supplies; office rent; reproduction/printing; equipment;
and purchases); and

o Fee (usually o percentage of tota) costs).

DEVELOPMENT ABROCIATES, INOC, -—J
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As a way of evaluating administrative costs across contracts, U.S. administra-
tive costs per participant training year were computed. These ranged from a
high of $11,800 for on-the-job training by the Federal Aviation Agency to $924
for LASPAU with other contracts representing the gamut in between. While cost
differences among contracts can be explained in general, detailed explanations
require a more comprehensive and in-depth study than this one.

)e Major Recommendations

In order to evaluate technical and cost proposals submitted to OIT in response
to the RFP for selecting a major contractor to carry out most of the academic
and technical training, several guidelines can be provided. In Judging the
costs of competitive proposals for participant training it is important to
carefully analyze level of staffing and indirect costs. Staff time should be
clsarly identified so that AID/OIT {s not subsidizing other organizational
activities.

The following major recommendations should be considered as key factors in
determining project costs.

1. A1l offerors bidding on the participant training contract should be
required to submit a 1ire {tem budget broken out by function or project
tasks. If such offerors canrot or will not submit a detailed budget they
should be excluded from bidding on the contract.

The single biggast problem in analyzing costs for participant training is
the lack of a requirement by AID for accountability of contractors in
expenditure of funis. There is no way to effectively analyze or control
costs unless contractors submit costs by 1ine item and broken out by
functional category. Further, the contractor(s) should be required to
submit monthly financial statements or monthly reports in this fashion.

2. Staffing patterns should not exceed the highest range of staff *-¢1s for
contractors as shown in Exhibit 2-1 (Chapter 2) unless specifically
justified in detail as to function and purpose. In order to avoid
subsidizing organizations, support staff should be carefully scrutinized in
any proposal, but particularly outside of Washington based office of

operations. DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATES, INC, ——meeed
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3.

4.

7.

If costs per participant training year exceed $2,500, then ample
Justification should be required in terms of specific staffing patterns,
support services and indirect costs. It should be borne in mind that the
two previous contracts which are now going to De combined had an average
cost per year of §1,797.

In terms of content, attentfon should be focused on the level and type of
services proposed. Such services should include periodic monitoring of per-
ticipants to ensure they are on track so that problems are ident{fied eary
and prompt corrective action can be taken to minimize program extensions
and costs. Services should also include internal information systems and
quality control measures. Information systems may be of several types
1ncluding a data base on training institutions and an information system
which allows an organization to regularly monitor its own activities.
Beyond individual services, provisions should be made for establishing
s011d communication links with all relevant parties 1nvolved in participant
training, including AID/W and USAIDs.

The level and type of staff proposed to accomplish the services should be
considered carefully. Staff background and qualifications should be commen-
surate with assigned responsibilities. Another way to view proposed staff
1s 1n terms of the ratio of support services to professional personnel.
Often, the closer the ratio is 1 to 1, the less efficient the organization.

Cost, of course, 1s the other major dimension to be evaluated relative to
services and quality and numbers of staff proposed. As a point of depart-
ure, % 1s useful to determine the administrative cost per participant
training year, as was done for the contracts in this study. Budget details
can then be compared across organizations by major cost category.

It may well be advisable for AID to consider a more 1ndepth cost analysis
of A.1.D.'s Participant Training Program in order to better understand
costs associated with various contractor-provided services and to fdentify
the nature of services needed to effectively support participant training.
A steering committee could be formed so that OIT, Regfonal Bureaus and other
appropriate AID officials can inftfate action on exploring increased cost

of participant training.
DEVELOPMENT ASBOCIATES, INC. ——J
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t should be emphasized that this study had several limitations which prevented a

sre detailed analysis of the costs incurred for participant training. The most

1gnificant drawback to analyzing costs was the lack of consistent and uniform

ta on cost categories, allocation, expenditures, &nd budget breakdown by 1ine

1tem and/or functional category.
\
EObvfously. this 1imited the extent to which costs could be comparatively analyzed
both between contractors and within contractor operations. Moreover, an important
caveat of the findings and conclusions is that the data represents only budget
estimates and not actual expenditures. The data bases for this study were
obtained by reviewing budget proposals and interv..wing AID as well as contractor

ctaff.

However, data was available consistently on certain categories such as personnel,
fees, and broad functional areas, including supervision, program support,
placement, monitoring and other key functions. The data that is avaflable can be
quite useful in assessing organizational structure, staffing patterns, and partici-
pant unit costs of various contractors. While this was not an indepth study,
nevertheless, it should provide interested AID staff with a basic framework for

further oxglorltfon and analysis.

The growing concern in AID over the costs of participant training end the need to
develop a cost analysis system which can advance to the point where costs can be
meaningful analyzed and controlled {s unequivocally confirmed by the findings of
this survey study. The remaining questions are concerned primarily with manage-

ment decisions and resources to proceed.

Development Associates feels that this study can offer a modest beginning to the
larger task of analyzing participant training costs and developing a system which
can be accountable to AID in relating expenditures to quality of services.

DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATES, INC, et
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CHAPTER 1
BACKGROUND AND STUDY METHODOLUGY

3ackground

The Agency for International Development (A.1.D.), through 1ts Participant
Training Program, sponsors the training cf an estimated 7,000 foreign netionals
outside their home countries each fiscal year Just over half this number are
managed by contractors through agreements made directly by U.S.A.1.D. Missions
(USAIDs), various A.1.D. Mashington (AID/W) offices, or host governments. The
remainder are routed through A.1.D.'s Office of International Training (OIT)
which directly administers the training of some participants and contracts out
to programming agents (also called implementing agents) to administer the
training for most of its participants. Nineteen Federa) agencies operating
under separate Resource Support Service Agreements (RSSAs) and four private
organizations operating under separate ccntracts have recently served as pro-
grasming agents for OIT.

Drastic staff reductions at OIT have made the {mplementation of quality par-
ticipant training difficult even when contracting out for the management of
training for the vast majority of OIT participants. By using a large numbar
of implementing agents, OIT 1s charged with the task of monitoring performance
of all such agents, thus requiring substantial OIT staff investment. To reduce
this monitoring burden, to better standardize the nature of contractor provided
services, and, hopefully, to benefit from economies of large scale operation,
O0IT wil) select & major contractor to menage 8 substantfal proportion of its
non-agricultural sarticipants. Selecting a major contractor represents the
{mplementation of & key recommendation of fered by Development Associates as
part of its 1981 evaluation of contractor-provided participant training ser-
vices for OIT.

Enactment of the major contractor mode will reduce the number of OIT pro-
graming agents. At present, UIT wil) retain the RSSA with the Department of
Agriculture (USDA) to program agricultura) participants and 1s contemplating
retatning RSSAs with five other Federa) agencies that provide in-house train-
ing. With respect to the four private organizations, OIT s planning to extend
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the contracts with Roy Littlejohn Associates (RLA) and The South-East Con-
sortium for Internationa) bevelopment (SECID) an additional six months ending
in the fall of 1982 and 1s considering not renewing the contracts with the
University of Hawai! and the Internationa) Council on Education for Teachers
(ICET) when they end 1n the summer of 19682. oIT thus anticipates that the
kinds of participants now handled by these four organizations will be handled
by the major contractor 1n the future.

8. Overall Studz Objectives '

1n the United States by selected programming agents ®anaging participant train-
ing. This study 1s 1ntended to provide genera!l administrative cost parameters
for such participant training services which can be used by 01T to analyze
administrative costs of services offered by the organizations subaftting propo-
sals to assume the major contractor role.

More specifically, che statement of work requests analysis of participant unit
costs by types of services provided such as placement, monitoring, financial
support, communication and coordination, and counseling. Furthermore, the
statement of work requests examination of staffing and support service costs
for carrying out contract objectives and for similar contractor activities.

The study s not intended to extend to an analysis of program or reimbursable

participant costs such as participant university expenses, participant trave)

or participant per diem. Such costs would be fdentica)l regardless of the con-
tractor util{zed.

C. Data Collection Methodolo
w

The first step 1n undertaking this Study was to fdentify sample of partici-
pant training contracts to be reviewed. In consultation with OIT's Project
Hanager, major RSSAs, including USDA, and eight other contracts were nomi nated
for consideration.
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Besides USDA, specific RSSAs with Federal agencies were not named but were to
be chosen based on the number of participants trained and whether training was
accomplished in-house by Federal agencies instead of subsequently contracting
out to other organizations to provide training as needed. The eight other con-

tracts are listed below.

1. The South-East Consortium for International Development (SECID) partici-
pant training contract with OIT.

2. Roy Littlejohn Associates (RLA) participant training contract with OIT,

3. America-Mideast Educational and Training Services, Inc. (AMIDEAST) host
country contract for the Peace Fellowship Program with Egypt.

4. Institute for International Education (IIE) Conventional Energy Training
co?tract with A.1.D.'s Energy Office in the Bureau for Science and Tech-
nology.

5. African American Institute (AAI) contract for AFGRAD II with A.I.D.'s
African Bureau.

6. Latin American Scholarship Program of American Universities participant
trainfng contract with A.1.D.'s Latin American/Caribbean Bureau.

7. University of Wisconsin as subcontractor to (and member of) Midwest Uni-

versity Consortium for International Activities (MUCIA) to provide
participant training services for Indcnesians with A.1.D.'s Asia Bureau.

8. Pheips Stokes Fund as subcontractor to Trans-Century to provide partici-
pagtltrazging support as part of USAID contracts in Botswanna, Swaziland
énd Lesotho.

A variety of sources were tapped to gain information about the RSSAs and con-
tracts recommended for review. These sources included staff at OIT, some of
whom were Project Officers for targeted contracts, Project Officers elsewhere
in AID, Contract Officers in AID and staff at selected contractor organiza-
tions. The goal was to collect several types of information about each
selected RSSA and contract. Major information categories of interest included:

o Recent cost data as detailed as available;

o Details about the numbers and types of participants for the time period for
which cost data were available;

o Staffing and organizational patterns; and
o Participant trafning services provided in the U.S.

DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATES, INC, s



1n the Case of the Phelps Stokes Fund contract, too Tittle data were retriey.
able 1n the U.S. to permit the kinds of nalyses that coulqg Prove usefy) to
OIT. 1n fact, for Phelps Stokes. only month)y reports indicating the numper
of Participants 1n the U.S. and their major fields of Study were available from
the A.1.p. Project Officer. Cost data and details about the Services ang stafr
for the Phelps Stokes contract g Raintaineq 1n the field Since the contract i
managed by the Usarp Mission Director in Botswanna.

non-agricu!tura! program.

“eparstely by most contractors and that wag financia) Support, Even here,

Services, Separate Costing makes 10 practica) sense from the Contractor's
Perspective since the same Personne) Provide thoge Services. Frop example, ¢
1s typical that the $&me program Staff boeh wonitor ang counse) Participants,

Nith the Possihle exception of financia) Support, cost nalysig by type of
Service was not feasible, However, broader Categorfes of functions could pe
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created that would be common for most contractors. Thus, general cost compari-
sons could be made by functional categories and are discussed 1n Chapter 3.

Other types of information gaps exist in the data collected. The type and
severity of such gaps varies among the implementing agents.

The next two chapters present results based on available information. Chapter
2 focuses on the nature and scope of contractor responsibilities while Chapter
3 presents analyses of administrative costs. Throughout these two chapters,
references are made to the nature of available information as findings are dis-
cussed. In Chapter 4, the study's conclusions and reconmendations are pre-
sented.
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CHAPTER 2
SCOPE OF COMTRACTOR RESPONSIBILITIES

e scope of responsibilities for implementing participant training in the U.S.
ffers among the various contractors. However, simflarities in responsibilities
nd contractor techniques for meeting such responsibilities also exist.

This chapter presents the nature of responsibilities for participants across con-
‘tractors. Both commonalities and differences among contractors are noted. Major

jtopics addressed are:

o number and type of participants;
o U.S. vs. overseas activities;

o U.S. services provided; and

o staffing and organizatfon.

A. Number and Types of Participants

In order for a number of participants to be meaningfully compared across con-
tractors, 1t is appropriate to first discuss types of participants in terms of
the nature of training received. There are basically two types of participant
training: academic and technical.

Academic training involves enrollment in an accredited institution of higher
learning in order to obtain an undergraduate or graduate degree. Technical
training is more variable in content. It can include special programs, on-the-
job training and/or observation visits. Special programs may be individual,
group, institutional or non-institutional and may involve seminars, workshops,
conferences, specially designed or off-the-shelf short courses, or regular
courses without degree objectives. On-the-job training tnvolves learning about
particular tasks or jobs by doing them and/or observing others do them while
receiving instruction about what {is being done and why. Observation visits
entai) organized observation and discussion at selected facilities to learn
about processes, methods or systems.

Some contractors support both academic and technical participants. Others
handle academic participants exclusively. St111 others program only technical

participants.
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The preferred time frame for evaluating the number of participants handled by
various contractors is 12 months. This time frame should correspond to the
funding period for the major contractor with annual funding renewals. To the
extent possible, annual caseloads have been determined for the contracts

included in the study sample.

In the case of RSSAs, participant training 1s allocated in person months rather
than 1n numbers of participants. Thus, USDA 1n FY 81 programmed 7,420 person
months of training of which 6,434 months involved academic training and the
remaining 986 months involved technical training. A major portion of USDA
technical training 1nvolved the use of USDA-developed short courses. Major
USDA fields of specialization include animal science, production and technol-
ogy, agricultural engineering, agri-business, agricultural economics and
policy, natural resources, human resources development, and forestry.

While the other 18 RSSAs were reviewed in general, five received particular
attention because those agencies provide {n-house training. Two of these five
RSSAs are with agencies 1n the Department of Commerce. The Bureau of Census
programmed 327 person months of technical training 1n FY 81. Key census fields
of specialization 1nclude agricultural statistics, economic survey, demographic
analysis, and sampling and survey methods. The Bureau for Economic Analysis
programmed 54 person months of technical training in FY 81 in such fields as
national and regional economic accounting, national income, financial flow and
product accounting.

Two other RSSA agencies are in the Department of Labor. In FY 81, the Office
of International Visitors Programs (OIVP) programmed 242 person months of tech-
nical training 1n such areas as labor/manpower, trade union organization, occu-
pational safety, and industrial production. The 86 person months of technical
training programmed by the Buresu of Labor Statistics in FY 81 covered such
fields as wages and labor productivity; price, income and poverty measures;
labor force and manpower projections; and analysis of labor statistics and
policy formulation. In the Department of Transportation, the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) programmed 120 person months of technical treining in FY
81 1n such fields as air traffic control, maintenance of afr navigational aids,

airport engineering, and f1ight standards.
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Two of the other seven contracts in the study sample are with 0IT. Both SECID
and RLA program only academic participants in non-agricultural fields of study.
SECID may place participants at institutions in any of 17 states. RLA may
place participants at {nstitutions in any of the other states in the conti-
nental U.S.

For FY 81 and for the first four months of the current six month contract which
began 10/1/81, SECID's actual average monthly caseload was 215 and 210 partici-
pants, respectively. For RLA, the actual average monthly caseload for the year
9/1/80-8/31/81 was 238.7 participants. For the five months beginning 9/1/81,
RLA's actual average caseload was 297 participants.

AMIDEAST's Peace Fellowship contract with Egypt began 7/15/80. Since {ts
inception and through 11/30/81, 258 academic participants have been programmed
{n this sixteen and one-half month period equaling 1,992.66 training months in
the U.S. There is technically no 1imit as to the type of specialty that may
be requested for Egyptian participants as long as fields of study relate to
Egypt's national development plan.

By contrast, IIE focuses on placing and supporting participants in energy

" related fields exclusively. IIE began 1ts contract with AID's Energy Office
9/1/81. Projected through 8/31/82, IIE anticipates placing 50 participants,
30 12-month academic and 20 6-month technical.

Although officially a new contract with a start date of 2/1/82, AFGRAD II
represents a continuation of AFGRAD I, with some modifications. AAI was in-
volved in implementing AFGRAD I and 1is embarking on programming for AFGRAD

I1. Any technical area of specialty may be requested for an African partici-
pant. During the first year of AFGRAD II, 170 participants -- all academic --
are expected to be programmed. Ninety of this group are projected to be in
training for 12 months, 60 for 6 months and 10 for 1 month.

LASPAU has supported 138 academic participants in the period 9/1/79-12/31/81
and 1s expected to program 25 new academic participants for each of the calen-
dar years 1982 and 1983. The 138 participants were in the U.S. for two year
programs while each of the remaining 50 are scheduled for one year programs.
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The major focus of LASPAU is on staff development at selected training 1nsti-
tutions in Latin America.

The two University of Wisconsin/MUCIA contracts are both nearing completion.

In January 1982, there were 53 academic participants for the ten year agricul-
tural contract. By the end of March, 1982, there are expected to be only 10
academic participants. For the four year non-agricultural contract, 76 partic-
ipants were on-board, 74 studying in the U.S., two doing field work in
Indonesia. The non-agricul tural project 1s scheduled to end in July 1982.

. U.S. vs. Overseas Activities

Basically, all of the six RSSA contractors, SECID and RLA provide participant
training services only in the U.S. As OIT contractors, their responsibilities
are similar to those proposed for the major contractor. As subcontractor to
MUCIA, University of Wisconsin also provides services only in the U.S. but 1ts
scope of responsibilities are more streamlined 1n that project staff in
Indonesia select the participants and identify a 1imited set of universities
to which U.S. staff typically send applications. (MUCIA's contract 1s with
AID's Asia Bureau.)

The four remaining contractors engage in overseas activities as well as in
activities in the U.S. Of the four, IIE's overseas activities are the most
Timited. An 1IE senior staff member has just returned from a major trip to
Asia, the purpose of which was to disseminate information about the availabil-
1ty of the newly created Conventional Energy Training Program. Such interna-
tional travel costs can be easily partialled out to make other costs more
reflective of the kinds of activities to be required by the major contractor.

By contrast, AMIDEAST, AAl and LASPAU are all involved in overseas selection
of participants. Selection activities may 1nclude arrangements for such tests
as the Graduate Record Examination (GRE), the Graduate Management Admissions
Test (GMAT), and the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL). As part
of the selection process, these contractors typically provide orientation to
their participants about their respective programs and about the education
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c.

system in the U.S. Since each of these contractors has staff scheduled over-
seas, they are also iavolved in follow up once participants complete training
{n the U.S. and return home. In addition to these major overseas tasks,
AMIDEAST s charged with training Egypt's Ministry of Higher Education person-
nel so that they will be able to implement all phases of the Peace Fellowship
Program once AMIDEAST services end 1n 1985.

None of these overseas activities are to be the responsibility of the major
contractor to be selected. Thus, costs for such activities should be excluded
from these contractors' respective budgets to better reflect services needed
by the major contractor and to allow more meaningful cost comparisons with
contractors not engaged in overseas activities.

When costs are reviewed in Chapter 3, clearly identifiable overseas costs are
excluded. The result of such exclusion is not clear cut. On the one hand, in-
volvement in overseas selection give those contractors an opportunity to
influence the nature of participants to be programmed and gives them direct
access to details about participants’ bacigrounds and credentials. Other con-
tractors are dependent on AID/W and USAIDs for information about participants.
On the other hand, 11aison is required with overseas operations and costs asso-
ciated with such 1iaison cannot oe clearly separated, so for such contractors,
these costs are still included. For other contractors, U.S. costs are more
precisely represented.

U.S. Services Provided

While AID's Handbook 10 provides a general framework for implementing the Par-
ticipant Training Program, details about how major activities are accomplished
vary among contractors. Five major categories of services considered in this

study are:

o placement;

o financial support;

e monitoring/counseling;

o post-arrival/pre-departure orfentation; and
o evaluation.

The first four involve direct services for participants. The fifth can benefit

participants 1f evaluation i3 thoughtfully P""”ﬁ”ﬂommu%d"o.' 'Nc.
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evaluation results are used by the contractor to improve participant services
provided. Each of the five categories of serv.ces are discussed below.

1. Placement

The nature of placement activities 1s influenced by whether academic or
technical participants are to be programmed. For academic participants,
hard copy and automated resources can be accessed to faentify college and
university programs as well as entrance requi-ements in order to select one
or more programs that meet the objectives of the sponsoring project for
which participant qualifications seem appropriate. Personal experience of
those engaged in placement in the contractor's organization as well as
contacts with other knowledgeable contractor staff and staff at colleges,
universities and elsewhere are often utilized in the placement process.

For most contractors placing academic participants, applications for a
participant are submitted to several schools at the same time. While
University of Wisconsin follows this procedure, the schools have usually
been fdentified overseas so that placement in U.S. schools 1s mostly
Timited to a processing function. USDA prefers to apply at one school at a
time for an academic participant, usually having received a preliminary
reading from their school contact about the 1ikelihood of admission. AAl
also submits an application for an academic participant to only one uni-
versity at a time since the university is asked not only to assess sdmissi-
bility, but also to commit funds to cover student costs. AAl reports that
for 80% of their original placement efforts 1n AFGRAD [, submissions at
other universities were unnecessary.

Type of technical training can make placement activities simpler, similar
to, or more complex than those for academic participants. The use of known
o''f-the-shelf programs can make placement easier. For example, USDA placed
110 academic participants and 332 technical participants, all directly
funded by AID, 1n USDA short courses. Identifying potentially relevant
off-the-shelf short courses in addition to selecting appropriate ones for
perspective participants is more similar to the placement process for aca-
demic participants. Some participant programming conducted by OIT 1s of

this type.

DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATES, INC, s




-12-

Another type of technical programming can be quite complex. Such program-
ming 1s specially tailored and often requires arrangement of a combination
of activities, usually at different locations. No single information
resource can usually be used for all aspacts of specially tailored programs.
Instead, multiple resources, including the expertise of staff involved in
programming, are typically required. Thus, IIE's Conventional Energy Train-
ing Program can require special arrangements with energy providers to offer
cercain experiences to meet technical objectives.

2. Financial Support

A major service provided to participants by all contractors is monthly main-
tenance and paywment or reimbursement for university related expenses such

as books, special fees and typing. For academic participants, expenses
associated with practical training such as travel and conference fees are
also handied by contractors. Usually, staff separate from those involved

in placement and/or moni toring/counseling perform financial support func-
tions. Furthermore, such staff typicaily are {nvolved in tracking project
expendi tures relative to budget projections. Most contractors use automated
systems to handle financia) support and budget functions. One contractor,
RLA, manually prepares the necessary forms and submits them to AID which in
turn {ssues checks for payment of participant expenses.

Data processing or word processing capability is generally used for more
than financial support and budgeting. Moat cuntractors have developed com-
puter or word processor-based {nformation systems that allow them to access
the status of their respective programs at any time, {ncluding those occa-
sions when the infarmation serves as {nput to required progress reports.

As already noted, financial support to participants s but one of several
related activities undertaken by contractors and therefore usually costed
together. Also {nvolved s budgeting and {nformation system programming,
the exact nature of which differs by contractor. Thus, cost data presented
{n Chapter 3 provides only genera) guidelines about contractors' combination
of financia) support, budgeting and/or information system functions.
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3. Monitoring/Counseling

To a lesser extent than for placement, but nonetheless important, monitoring
1s influenced by type of participant. At one level, technical training,
and therefore monitoring, is usually much shorter than academic training.
Furthermore, monitoring of technical participants is often more intense for
an equivalent time period than 1t {s for academic participants. That is,
monitoring of technical participants is frequently tied to their movement
from one training site and/or program component to another while monitoring
of academic participants often becomes standardized since, once placed,
academic participants usually remain at the same training institution until
their degree objectives are met. Indeed, for some technical training, the
contractor-assigned program officer or specialist may actually accompany
participants. This might be the case for observation tours.

For academic participants, the Academic Enrolliment Term Reports (AETRs) are
a major monitoring tool used by contractors. These reports provide grades
for subjects just completed by an academic participant, courses for the fol-
Towing term, and comments by the participant and/or his/her academic advi-
sor. Should a problem be noted or should poor grades be evident, contractor
program staff will usually follow up to clarify the situation and to
establish corrective measures to the extent possible. When no comments are
included as part of an AETR, some contractors, 11ke SECID, verify partici-
pant status by contacting the academic advisor and/or the participant.

As a general rule, contractors assign participants to particular program
staff. Depending on the contractor, such program staff may have a variety
of titles. To {llustrste, program staff are called program officers at
RLA, program officers or program assistants at AAl, assistant program
officers at SECID, program specialists at USDA and educational specialists
at AMIDEAST.

As part of contractor support, participants are given a toll-free telephone
number to reach their assigned program staff person should any prodblem (aca-
demic, socia) or personal) arise. Some participants avail themselves of
this option on a frequent basis while others are reticent about using the
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tol1-free 1ine at all. In the latter case, contractors tend to fall along
a continuum in terms of monitoring. At one end, most contractors assume
there are no problems if participants don't notify their program staff
person, or if the AETRs seem in order. RLA operates 1ike this, although
large caseloads per program officer make anything more than responding to
problems {dentified by participants difficult. At the other end of the
cont{nuum, contractor staff keep in touch with their participants on 2
regular basis. For example, in University of Wisconsin's non-agricultural
participant training program for Indonesians, at least one phone or letter
contact 1s made monthly with each student. Along the continuum, program
staff of various contractors contact participants, their academic advisors,
the foreign student advisors or established tratning institution 1{atson
persons on usually an {rregular basis to determine participant status.

Program staff counsel participants as a result of contacts with participants
regardless of whether contacts are contractor or participant fnitiated. A
myriad of participant s{tuations may require counseling input by contractor
program staff. Extreme problems are to be referred to AID for intensive
counseling.

Typically, the program staff involved with monitoring and counseling are
also involved in the placement process. Such an allocation of duties means
the same progrem staff gesber performs all services, except financial, for
a participant, once assigned to the contractor and subsequent’y assigned to
that U.S.-based staff member. Two contractors (SECID and RLA) split the
placement and moni toring/counseling functions. In these instances, differ-
ent staff conduct placement activities than do monitoring and counseling.
An advantage of this division of labor {s that specfalization can lead to
the development of greater expertise {n specific areas. An additional
requirement of such an arrangement 1s the need for placement staff to share
{nformation about each participant with appropriate monitoring counseling
staff. Not to be part of the sajor contractor’s responsibilities, but part
of the duties undertaken by some contracts included in the study, is the
separate staff who are involved in overseas selection of participants.
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4. Post-arrival/Pre-departure Orientation

Yirtually all contractors provide orientation to newly arrived participants
i{n the U.S., 1f possible. Due to late arrival in the U.S., some partici-
pants may have to go uirectly to the training institution or technical
training site, skipping contractor provided orientation.

Orientation offered %o new arrivals is frequently one to two days 1in length.
Contents of orientation usually inclide review of sponsoring program objec-
tives, AID's role, the contractors role, program operation logistics, and
an introduction to U.S. culture and the U.S. education system. For those
contractors with overseas operations, some of these topics are introduced
in home country pre-departure orientations, then reviewed in U.S. post-
arrival orientatfons.

Most contractors also conduct U.S. pre-departure orientations with par-
ticipants, when possible. Some participants who are at training sites that
are different from the contractor's site may return directly to their home
countries without receiving any pre-departure orientation. When given,
such an orfentation 1s intended to smooth re-entry into the home cluntry

setting.

Those contractors with overseas operations have the opportunity to directly
follow up participants once they return home. Some of these contractors can
more easily follow up with participants because their operations continue in
the same geographic area. This {s the case for LASPAU, which has been
engaged 1n long-term staff development at a 1imited number of universities
in Latin America. AMIDEAST can also benefit from project longevity witn its
five-year Egypt Peace Fellowship Program where the program deputy director
{s currently heading up AMIDEAST's Cairo office. AMIDEAST's additional
responsibility to train Ministry of Higher Education staff based in Cairo
affords its {n-country staff additional opportunities to interact with
returned participants.
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5. Evaluation

U.S. pre-departure orientation provides the opportunity for contractors to
collect evaluation information from participants about their experiences in
the participant trafning program. For those not participating in U.S. pre-
departure orfentations, contractors who have developed formal exit interview
questionnaires may forward such a questionnaire to the participant so that
s/he may complete 1t at the training site. USDA, for one, adopts this
procedure.

Evaluation information can be utilized by contractors to improve the nature
of services they provide to future participants. As with other areas of
contractor provided services, the type and comprehensiveness of evaluation
fnformation collected varies among contractors as does the use of such
information to improve services. Among the contracts included in this study
sample, only USDA has a full-time evaluation specialist assigned to 1ts par-
ticipant training contract. For both USDA short courses and for academic
participants, evaluation questionnaires have been developed, administered
and results tabulated. The results have been most influential in the rede-
sign of USDA short courses to better reflect expressed needs of partici-
pants. Recent USDA experience with academic participants has been that in-
formation is available only for 1imited percentages of these participants.
The goal 1s to improve response rates so that a more representative sample
of participant reactions can be captured so that hopefully results can be
used to improve services.

While other contractors may also use formal questionnaires, 1ittle evidence
has been obtained that results are systematically processed and that the
type of results can meaningfully {dentify areas where improvements can be
made. Sti11 other contractors conduct informal exit interviews with partic-
ipants. The nonsystematic nature of such data collection 1nhibits the
1ikel1hood both that appropriate evaluation questions have been asked and
that, even 1f they have, results are utilized %o improve services.
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D. Staffing and Organization

Staffing patterns and organizational structure for participant training was
obtained for a subset of contracts included in the study sample. Such infor-
mation was obtained for only USDA of the six RSSAs under consideration. No
staffing and organizational information was obtained for LASPAU. Only contem-
porary staffing information was gathered for the two University of Wisconsin
subcontracts. For the agricultural program as of the end of January 1382, 1.6
full-time equivalents (FTEs) were handling a caseload of 53 participants; about
2.5 FTEs were responsible for the 76, on-board participants in the non-

agricultural program.

Exhibit 2-1 presents staffing information for the remaining six contractors
with respect tc the contracts of interest. Information for two contract per-
fods are presented for both SECID and RLA. The first contract period is for
twelve months, the second for six months. For a twelve month period, the
number of actual or projected trainiig months to be provided ranges from a low
of 480 for I1IE's Conventional Energy Training Program to a proposed 7,600 for
USDA. (The actual number of training months to be given by USDA 1s expected
to be less; OIT and AID are currently in negotiation regarding this FY 82
RSSA.) The AAI contract is also in negotiation. A1l other contracts have
been negotiated.

Seven staff functions are 1isted in Exhibit 2-1. The types of staff included
1n each functional category are presented below:

1. Supervision/Coordination -- Includes top program management such as the
program director and other key management staff.

2. Program Placement -- Includes program staff responsible exclusively for
participant placement.

3. Program Monitoring/Counseling -- Includes program staff responsible for
monitoring and counseling of participants. For some contractors, thesy
same staff do placement.

4. Program Support -- Includes administrative assi:tants, secretaries and
clerk typists.

5. Evaluation -- Includes USDA evaluation staff.
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STAFFING PATTERN CY CONTRACT FOR PARTICIPANT TRAINING

EXMIBIT 2-1

(1)) — NATDEASY [ V1] 3
USDA secio secio "A RLA Peace Fellowshipl  AFGRAD Ii Energy
A. Tiee Frame 10/1/81-9/31/82 N0/1/80-9/31/81 | 10/1/81-3/31/82 9/1/80-8/31/81 | 9/1/81-2/28/82 7/15/80-11/30/8% 2/1/82-1/31/83 | 9/1/81-8/31/82
8. bwratlien 12 mt@ 12 months 6 months 12 months 6 months 16.5 months 12 months 12 sonths
C. Participents-Total - 215 average 210 average 238.7 average™] 297.5 average 258 170 50
9. Tetal Training Nos. 7,600 2.580 840 2,864 1,485 1,992.66 1,460 nm@
€. Tetal Training Vrs. 631.3 215 .o 238.7 -- 166.1 121.7 40
F. Staff by Femction
1. Swpervisien/ ®
C sination 2.9 1.00 0.75 1.00 1.00 2.27 0.65 1.00
2. Prog.Placement - 2.00 1.7% 0.3 1.00 -- -- --
3. Prog.Monitoring/ ®
Counsel ing 15.30 4.00 3.00 4.00 4.00 12.92 1.75 2.00
4. Programs Swpport 16.80 2.00 1.50 1.30 3.00 9.50(D 1.15 2.00
5. Evaluation 1.00
6. Professional
Swpport 0.3
(Rat"1.0¢fice)
7. Fiscal/lafo. ®
" t 7.%0 1.00 2.00 1.30 1.30 5.25 1.28 -
8. Staff-Total 43.20 10.00 9.00 7.9 10.30 29.9‘® 4.80 5.7
Frofessiona’ 21.5%0 8.00 7.50 6.60 7.30 20.44 3.65 3.7
#Swpport 21.80 2.00 1.50 1.30 3.00 9.50 1.15 2.00

% on original USDA submission, dated 10/6/81.

%-.

q'cn, asnthly caseload for 12 months.
anp asnthly caseload for 4 sonths.
Qveng monthly caseload for S months.

qu-td length of training for 20 technical

participants is 6 months.

%ly six month comtract.

Qu"lq allocations according to original proposal,

mot actwal.
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6. Professional Support-National Office -- Includes technical assistance to
11Es Washington, D.C.-based energy program by IIE New York staff in the
Placenent Division, English and Special Programs, Program Development,
etc.

7. Fiscal/Information Management -- Inciudes financial, information systems
staff such as accountants, records clerks and {nformation specialists.

The number of staff allocated by function are presented in Exhibit 2-1 as full-
time equivalents (FTEs) for each contract. Staffing for AMIDEAST's Peace
Fellowship contract is based on projections included in their technical pro-
posal and do not represent actual time spent. For all contracts, staff can be
1dentified for four of the functions 1isted, that is, supervision/coordination,
program monitoring/counseling, program support, and fiscal/information manage-
ment. For SECID and RLA, separate staff are shown for placement. Only USDA
identifies a separate evaluation staff person. Because the IIE Washington
Office is conducting the Conventional Energy Program, a small input is made by
the I1:'s New York headquarters staff.

Item G {n Exhibit 2-1 presents summary staff information by contract. Total
staff 1s roughly reflective of size of contract and scope of work. USDA, with
the largest contract, has the most total staff assigned proposed at 43.30 FTEs.
Compared to other contractors, IIE appears to have a heavy staff loading rela-
tive to the number of participant training months. This can be attributed to

a variety of factors including, start up associated with a new program, the
need to place technical participants 1n specially tailored programs in addition
to placing academic participants, and the focus of training on energy, which
has not received major emphasis in the past.

Item G 1n Exhibit 2-1 also presents information on the number of professional
staff and the number of support staff assigned to each contract. Support staff
in this instance includes accounting clerks in addition to secretarial/typist
personnel. Ratios of professional to support staff vary from near 1 to 1 for
USDA to 5 to 1 for SECID's six month contract and RLA's 12 month contract. IIE
is more similar to USDA with a professional to support staff ratio of 3 to 2.
Professional to support staff ratios for the other contracts range between 2.2
to 1 for AMIDEAST to 4 to 1 for the 12 month SECID contract.
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The qualifications of staff with similar responsibilities vary among contrac-
tors. For example, at RLA, monitoring/counseling staff tend to have bachelors
degrees in non-relevant majors, good “"people” skills and gcnerally no interna-
tional background and experience, while comparable staff with other contractors
have more advanced degrees, overseas experience, and may be fluent in one or
more major languages besides English.

Staffing information presented in Exhibit 2-1 {s incomplete. Contractors
{nclude other sources of staff support 1n_such categories as consultants,
regional office supervision, fiscal nanagénent/data processing, temporary help
and professional services. Although not readily translatable into number of
staff, costs associated with such other categories of staff support will be
presented in Chapter 3.

A related dimension of staffing {s the organizational structure used by con-
tractors to implement participant training. USDA, SECID and RLA operate out
of a single U.S. office. IIE - Washington interacts with IIE -- New York and
uses staff in its U.S. regional offices for more direct supervision of its
participants. AAI - New York utilizes its program representatives in African
countries to identify and select participants. Similarly, AMIDEAST --
Washington, D.C., uses staff in its Cairo office to identify and select partic-
ipants. While the major contractor will operate only in the U.S., 1t is
{mportant to understand the actual organizational context used by contractors
in the study sample.

Chapter 2 has provided the framework for understanding what contractors do and
how they do it. Chapter 3 presents the costs associated with what contractors

do.
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CHAPTER 3
ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS OF CONTRACTOR SERVICES

Detailed administrative costs have been obtained only for the same eight contracts
for which staffing information was presented in Chapter 2. Eyen for this group of
contracts, cost data are 1ncomplete for USDA; and no cost breakouts by major staff
function were obtained.

Limited cost information was obtained for other selected contracts. For LASPAU,
administrative costs have been 21located ‘over a four and one-third year period
according to major contractor functions performed, that 1s, placement and moni-
toring/counseling. For the two University of Wisconsin subcontracts, only total
administrative cost per participant was obtained. In the agricultura) project
for the period 7/77 - 12/80, U.S. administrative costs averaged $362.22 per year
per participant, primarily the result of salaries for an administrative secretary
and a stenographer. For the non-agricultural project, the academic specialist
heading up the u.S. part of the program provided a ball park estimate of $500.00
per participant per year. For the five RSSA contracts considered besides USDA,
only administrative costs per participant training month projected for FY 82 were
obtained.

Exhibit 3-1 presents available administrative cost information for USDA, SECID,
RLA, AMIDEAST, AAI, 1IE, LASPAU and for four of the five RSSAs besides USDA. For
the other RSSA with FAA, different weekly tota) ddministrative costs have been
projected for FY 82, These will be discussed under Section G of this chapter. To
the extent feasible, the integrity of Yine {tem Categories for all contracts and
RSSAs have been retained.

So that staffing patterns presented in Exhibit 2-1 can be related to costs 23%0-
clated with staffing for selected contracts, the same seven functiona!l staffing
categories are used in Exhibit 3-1. In addition, for easy reference, the time
frame and duration of the contracts, the total number of participants to be pro-
grammed, and the tota) number of participant training months and years are
included 1n Exhibit 3.1 4. they were 1ncluded 1n Exhibit 2-1. For LASPAU and the
five RSSAs besides USDA, this {nformation s only included in Exhibit 3-1.
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ASRIAISTRATIVE COSIS FOR PARTICIPANT TRAINING BY CORTRACT

ARIBEAST
) ('] 1E Census Sureau of
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As can be seen, Exhibit 3-1 includes a variety of cost categories and sub-
categories. Besides staffing costs, other major cost categories are: overhead,
U.S. travel, other direct, and fee. Total contract costs are also presented, as
well as U.S. administrative costs per participant training year.

To provide additional 1nsight 1nto the cost information presented 1n Exhibit 3-1,
various 1ine {tems will be reviewed. These are:

o staffing;

o overhead;

o U.S. travel;

o other direct costs;

¢ fee;

o total costs; and

¢ administrative cost per participant training year.

A. Staffing

Staffing costs take 1nto account a range of l1ine 1tems 1isted 1n Exhibit 3-1.
Direct staff salaries represent the major component of staffing costs. Exhibit
3-1 presents total salaries (Item F in Exhibit 3-1) as well as salaries accord-
ing to the seven functional areas (Items F1-F7 fn Exhibit 3-1). LASPAU further
breaks out the monitoring/counseling category into English Tanguage training
monitoring and academic monitoring. The respective costs for these two types
of monitoring are $21,000 and $129,040 over the contract perfod 9/79-12/83.

Tied to dirsct salarfes are two additional 1ine items: merit/cost-of-living
increases and payrol! taxes/benefits. The first of these two line items {s
used only by AAI. The presumption could be sade that the other contractors
built in provisions for salary increases into direct salary costs. The second
Tine item -- payroll taxes/benefits -- 1s included for all of the first eight
contracts in the exhibit with the exception of the second contract, SECID FY
81. In this case, cost 1nformation show fringe benefits included with direct
salaries. Note that for the other SECID contract, which began 10/1/81, bene-
fits are included 1n a separate 1ine item.

As noted in Chapter 2, and fmportant 1n viewing staffing costs, 1t may be
necessary to take other 11ne items 1nto consideration besides those discussed
30 far. Within the set of the first eight contracts included n Exhibft 3-1,
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for example, five other 1ine items reflect, or can reflect, additional staff-
ing costs. One obvious 11ne 1tem is consultants (Item J on Exhibit 3-1). Con-
sultants may be utilized by contractors to provide special technical expertise
on an as-needed, 1{mited basis. Consultants were included in the budgets for
the USDA RSSA, both RLA contracts and the IIE contract.

IIE provides an interesting {1lustration of the second 1ine item -- regional
office supervision (Item M1 on Exhibit 3-1) -- which is included as part of
other direct costs. In this case, more direct supervision of participants 1s
to be provided by staff located in various IIE U.S. regional offices. On the
other hand, professional support provided by !IE headquarters staff in New
York to IIE-Washington, which is conducting the Conventional Energy Program,
1s included with direct salaries.

The third 1ine item, fiscal management/data processing (Item M2 in Exhibit 3-1)
included as part of other direct costs may reflect staffing in some cases, in
others, a combination of staffing-data processing, and i1 still others, only
data processing. At least some staffing charges are included in this 1ine item
for IIE since no salary costs are allocated to the functional staffing category
"fiscal/information management."

The fourth 1ine {tem -- temporary help (Item M3 in Exhibit 3-1) -- clearly
reflects staffing. Both RLA and AMIDEAST include this 1ine {tem as part of
other direct costz. The fifth 1ine item, also included under uther direct
costs, is professional services (Item M4 in Exhibit 3-1) for the two SECID
contracts. This may be most similar to the consultant category used by USDA,
RLA and IIE.

Overhead

Overhead (Item ! in Exhibit 3-1) 1s included 1n the budgets of all of the
Tirst eight contracts. The amount of $325,600 included as overhead for USDA
is somewhat misleading. This category, referred to as "fair share" by USDA,
represents prorated administrative and indirect expen.es, including some {tems
such as communications which are not costed separately. For all other con-
tracts with detafled cost data, communications represent a separate line item

of the other direct cost category.
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?or seven of the eight contracts, Overhead {g Computed a3 4 Percentage of ¢,).
aries plys payroll taxes/benefits, For AAl, Overhead 1y, Computed as , percent-
age on tota) costs.

rate applicadble for that office shoyld be Charged, only one 1ustration of
the use of different overhead rateg 18 1ncluded in u.s. Costs of the first
eight contracts presented 1 Exhidbit 3.7, For the direct salary Category
“professiona} Support, natfona) office," the Overhead rate fop lIE's New York
office was applied while for a7 other direct silary Categorfes, the overhead
rate for I1g'g Washington office wag applied.

U.S. Trave)

The first efght contracts 1p Exhidit 3.3 include u. s, travel costs (Item k),
The $50,000 figure for USDA travel, a5 Proposed, 1ncludes Some vigits ¢o AlD
missions ang thus Fepresents some overseas as we) 4s domestic travel. The
U.S. travel costs for IIf g o combination of two fnputs. First 1s the u.s.
travel costs of $20,610 21located 1p the origina) contract. Secong 1s $4,500,
primarily for U.S. trave) by advisory committee Rembers, considered part of
“other direct costs® 1n the recent contract dmmendment, Mostly, u.s. trave)
by contractor stars 1s to training sites where Participants are placed to per-
form 1n-person ®onitoring, Such site vigsits are 2130 used by contractor stars
to gain current information about admission requirements ang the avai!abi!ity
of new program offerings. As for lIE, other U.S. trave) Costs are Usually
associated with perfodic advisory committee meetings at the contractor's nome
office.

Other Direct Costs
\

For the same group of efght contracts, other direct costs (Items M, MI-M12 1
Exhidit 3.1) include o variety of 11ne 1tem expenses. The firse foup 11ne

1tems (M) .. I1E regiona) office Supervision, fisca) Ranagement/da ta pro-
cessing, temporary help and professiona) services -- have been discysgeq ear-
1er o5 part of staffing. The 1ine 1tems of Communications, Supplies, office
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E.

Equipment and purchase 1ine items (M9 and M10) are rarely broken out 1n bud-
gets. According to IIE however, equipment for the energy project is a word
processor unit. Line {tem M1, brochure/catalogs reflects a unique requirement
of the IIE contract; that is, to produce a brochure on energy training oppor-
tunities, supported by relevant catalogs. The last 1ine 1tem under other
direct costs labelled “miscellaneous” (M12) applies to the two SECID contracts
and includes such expenses as bank charges, advertising, and participant
admission fees.

One specfal ftem (L) s housing allowance for the director of the AMIDEAST
Peace Fellowship Program. The director, who {s Egyptian, arrived 1n the United
States on August 13, 1981. The deputy director, who is American, transferred
to AMIDEAST's Cafro office about the same time to head up the Cafro office and
to manage the Catro-based program activities.

Fee

Two of the contractors include fees (Item N) on the direct and indirect con-
tract costs. These contractors are SECID and RLA.

Total Costs

Line 1tem 0 simply indicates total contract costs for the group of efght con-
tracts and for LASPAU,

Administrative Cost per Participant Training Year

The last cost figure for each contract and RSSA in Exhibft 3-1 provides average
ddministrative cost per participant traini g year (Item P). It was arriveq at
by dividing the tote) costs (0) by the number of participant training years
(E). For the four RSSAs besides USDA, average ddministrative cost per partic-
fpant training year for Fy g2 was determined by mitiplying the monthly charge
per participant training month by 12. By RSSA dgency, these charges are:

Census Bureay $750/mo.
Sureau of Economfc AMalysis $650/mo.,
0ffice of Internations) Yisftors Progrem $650/mo.
Sureau of Lador Statistics $375/mo0.
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For the other FY g2 RSSA with the Federa) Aviation Adlinistration. weekly costs

have been Projected angd these vary, depending on the natyre of training pro-
vided.

Adninistrative Cost Per
Contract Partic?pant Tra?n?n Year

Federal Aviation Agency (FAA)

(on-the-3 b training) $11,800
Censys Bureay 9,000

E Conventional Energy Progrem 8,448
Bureay of Economic Analysig 7,800
0ffice of Internationa) Visitors Program (01vp) 7,800
FAA (Valiliarization &nd observation training) 6,136
Bureay of Labor Statistics (BLS) 4,500
AMIDEAST Peace Fellowship Program 4,268
USDA 2,520
M! & 11 2,453
SECID (6 month) 1,907
SECID (12 month 1,786
RLA ( month) 1,688
RLA (12 month) 1,5%0
LASPAY 924

FY 82 for two types of training. Fop on-the-job (0JT) training, the first two
weeks are free; thoroaftor. the weekly cost 1g $236. For fcniliarization and
observation (F/0), the weekly cost 1g $118. Hultiplying these amounts out,
&nnual QUT cogts Per participant would be $11,800 while annys) F/0 costs per
participant would be $6,136. Fer the other foypr Fy 82 RSSASs with agencieg
that only provide technicae) training, ddminfstrative costs per Participant
training yeer vary from $9,000 for the Census Sureay to $4,500 for the Bureay
of Lador Statistics.

As o group, adlinistrativo Costs for thege five RSSAs are generally hgher than
those 88sociated wity the other contracts. A1) of these tgencies provige

specially teflored short-term training can be quite Complex, 1nvolv1ng muitiple
geographica) sites ang o variety of topics as wel) 48 coordinat(an of the
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By contrast, for the other RSSA with USDA, the monthly training cost for FY 82
is $210, for an average participant cost per training year of $2,520. USDA
manages a mix of academic and technical participants. According to USDA
generated statistics, in FY 81, USDA managed a total of 673 academic partic-
ipants (241 studying fu, their bachelors degrees, 330 working towards masters
degrees and 102 working towards PhDs). Of the 507 technical participants
managed by USDA in FY 81, 349 participated in USDA-developed short courses.
Such technical training streamlines USDA placement and monitoring functions.
For the remaining 158 technical partfcipants. 63 participated 1n study tours,
32 1n OJT, 29 1n acadeaic non-degree programs, 14 1n observation tours, and 20
in other special programs. It 1s this latter set of 158 participants for which
more specially taflored training of the type provided under the other five
RSSAs was necessary. This group represents 13.43 of al) participants (N =
1180) placed by USDA in FY 81,

Close to USDA's average cost per participant training year of $2520 1s AA]'s
cost of $2453. For current time periods, SECID and RLA costs are at least
$500 and $700 less per participant training year than for AAl and USDA. For
earlier one-year contract periods, SECID and RLA costs are at least $650 and
$850 less than those for AAl and USDA.

USDA, AAI, SECID and RLA have simflar scope of work responsibflities {n the
U.S. Differences 1n costs may reflect differences in how services are pro-
vided, but perhaps more significantly cost differences may reflect the quali-
fications and staffing patterns used by these contractors, as well as the way
in which overhead costs are computad and other indirect costs.

The Towest cost per participant training year of contracts included 1n Exhibit
J-1 {s for LASPAU, only $924 per year. Tis rate partly reflects LASPAU'Ss
Tong-time operation in Latin America, its training of participants from only a
selected set of Latin American universities, and the use of 1ts network of
over 100 U.S. universities who wi)) train LASPAU participants tuftion-free.

MMIDEAST's cost per participant training year of $4,268 13 substantfally
Mgher than for other contracts discussed so far (excluding the five RSSAs
besides USDA's RSSA). Start-up costs on the new contract contribute to this

Mgher rate. For exemple, early on AMIDEAST hred personne) to process the
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12rge numbers of dossiers expected to be recefved &ccording to the Egyptian
government; 1n fact, during the ensuing months, only about one-third as many
dossiers were received. While MMIDEAST did Vet Some staff go, staff were

given some notice and not fired effective 1ulodiate1y. Supporting the position
that extra costs were incurred early in the contract, AMIDEAST computed U.S.
administrative costs for calendar year 1981; with a monthly rate of $301.91,
the average yearly rate is $3,623, $645 less than the rate for the first 16

1/2 months.

Excluding the RSSAs with agencies besides USDA, IIf Conventiona) Energy
Training Program has the highest dverage administrative cost per participant
training year -- $8,448. as for MIDEAST, this figure reflects start-up
costs. In addition, only 50 participants, 20 of whom are to be short-term
technical, are projected for this program in 1ts f{pst year of operation.
Furthonloro. an participants are to be placed in the energy field, an area
which has received 1ittle emphasis In the past, thys requiring the development
of programming opportunities,
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CHAPTER 4
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMEMDATIONS

Details of results obtained 1n our general cost analysis of selected contractors
engaged 1n providing participant training services have been presented in Chapters
2 and 3. Chapter 2 focused on the nature of U.S. services provided while Chapter
3 concentrated on the costs associated with U.S. services. In this chapter, we
present our conclusions and recommendations based on the information collected,
our analysis of such information, and our own experience gained by conducting
similar studies.

In order to evaluate technical and cost proposals submitted to OIT's RFP to become
the major contractor, several guidelines can be provided. These guidelines are
concerned with what is proposed and how much 1t is projected to cost.

In terms of content, attention should be focused on the level and type of services
rroposed. Such services should 1nclude periodic monitoring of participants to
ensure they are on track. Such monitoring permits early identification of prob-
Tems so that prompt corrective action can be taken. Effective monitoring can
decrease the 1ikelihood that participant programs will need to be extended. Thus,
unanticipated 1ncreased costs of program extensions and consequent delayed return
by participants to their home countries to util{ize their newly acquired expertise
can be effectively controlled.

Participant services proposed by organizations should also include internal {n-
formation systems and quality control measures. Information systems may be of
several types, fncluding a data base on training institutions consisting of admis-
sion requirements, program offerings, contact persons, and even experiences of
participants placed at varfous 1nstitutions. A different type of information sys-
tem allows an organization to regularly monitor their own activities. Especially
since the major contractor will have responsibility for large numbers of partici-
pants, an information system that permits tracking of {ndividua) participants, as
well as determination of the status of all participants at particular points in
time, can serve as an important management tool.

Cach type of 1nformation system can contribute to quality control. Use of a
training Institution data base can mean effective placement of participants to
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meet program objectives. Use of a tracking system can mean mid-course adjustments
to better handle caseloads. Quality control can also be implemented through an
evaluation system which provides information that an organization can use to im-
prove participant services.

Establishing solid communication 1inks with all relevant parties involved 1n par-
ticipant training is yet another important aspect of providing appropriate ser-
vices 1n a timely fashion. Key parties fnvolved in this process should include
AID/W and USAIDs in addition to participant monitoring, which may include contact
with participants and others 11ke the academic advisor and the foreign student
advisor.

Beyond review of services offered by an organization, the level and type of staff
proposed to accomplish these services should be considered carefully. In terms
of type of staff, the background and qualifications of staff should be reviewed
relative to their proposed responsibilities. On one hand, it may be inappropriate
to assign all placement activities to a secretary. On the other hand, it may be
similarly inappropriate to assign the recording of all financial expenditures in

a ledger to a CPA. Staff background and qualifications should be commensurate
with assigned responsiblities.

Another way to view proposed staff 1s in terms of the ratio of support services to
professional personnel. Our experience indicates that the higher the ratio of
support services to professional personnel (that is, the closer that ratio is !

to 1) the less efficient the organization. This is only a general perception and
need not be descriptive of a particular organization.

Cost, of course, 1s the other major dimension to be evaluated relative to services
and quality and numbers of staff proposed. As a point of departure, it is usefil
to determine the administrative cost per participant training year, as was done
for the study contracts 1n Chapter 3. This provides oi.: summary wiy to compare
costs across organizations responding to the major contractor RFP.

Budget details can then be compared across organizations by major category. The
categories used in Chapter 3 should prove useful. Specifically, major cost cate-
gories that may be worthy of review fnclude: staff salaries, benefits, overhead,

U.S. travel, other direct costs, and fee.
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In summary, this was an interesting study, one that provided usefuyl results
despite constraints Tmposed by 0IT short-term need for resylts. Through 0IT, con-
tractor, and contracts office cooperation, we were able to obtain relevant infor-
mation about contractor services and associated costs that provided the basis for
results presented in this report. But, as noted throughout, the comprehensiveness
and equivalency of information was 1imited.

It may well be advisable to consider a full scale cost analysis and evaluation of
AID's Participant Training Program 1in order to better understand costs associated
with various contractor-provided services and to identify the nature of services
needed to effectively support participant training. Certainly, based on our gen-
eral cost analysis, 1t {s clear that services and their costs vary significantly
among contractors. A more detai]ed analysis of why costs differ and what services
should be offered can provide AID with a batter tool for issuing and managing par-
ticipant training contracts.

However, the most important decision for AID 1s to tighten up the budget and
reporting process of contractors if costs are ever going to be meaningfully
analyzed and controlled. It is essential to the understanding of participant
training costs to break down budgets and reporting by 1ine item and functional
categories. Unti) this kind of data 1s avatlable AID wil) not be able to discuss

training costs with any degree of precision or accountability.
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