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SUBJECT: Audit  of  Lthe ASEAN Participant Training Proyram,
Audit Report No. 2-478-88-07

This report presents Lhe resclis  of audit  of L ASEAN
Participant Training Program (unduutvd in Malaysia, Thallandg
and the Philippincs. The drart report wan ,uhmlt'fﬂ try you
for comment and your comments are attached to the report,
The report contains une  recommendalion which is wuniasalved

and  will vequire vyour action. Pleace  advise this offiae
within %0 days of the actions Laben or planned e 1anlement
this recommendat ton. e apprectate  the  cooperation  and

courtesy extended our staflf during tho amdit,
Backyround

The Agricultural Development Planning  Cemter  (ADIC),  the
Scholarship Program for Applied fropical Medicine and Publice
Health (TROPMCOD), the Asian  Institute of Technology (ALIT),
all located in Thalland and the Plant Quarantine Center  and
Training Institute (PLANTI) in Malaysia provide scholarship
tralnjnq for ASEAN paviicipanie. The Lraining,  desiogned  to
increase  the  human  and Inostitutional resnurc Capacitics of
the  ASEAN  region,  ftocuses  on aqricultural  cconomics  and
planning, primary health,  aaricultaral chpineering,  rural

development and other priority  development.  areas. Fraining
first  commenced 1o 1980 at AL, 1In LS 7 a)) four projects
were combined inta o the  ASEAN Human  Wesoopreo- Development
Projeact (590-0787)  for  Cundling PUTSeS, hrough March

1987, NoLob. had cpent 48,2 million foe Lraining c.penses
while 417 <lLadents  had compaeted graduale Lraining at these
institulions,
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Audit Objectives and Scope

The Office of the Regional Inspector General for
Audit/Manila made a program results audit of the ASEAMN
participant training program. In the past, the Office of
Inspector General has reported on various aspects of
A.I.D.'s participant training program, however the ASEAN
training program has not been specifically included. The
objective of the audit was to determine how many students
could be located after completion of training and the extent
of A.I.D.'s involvement with ASCAN participants following
training. '

The audit included a review of project files and financial
records maintained at each of the participating training
facilities and at the ASEAN Regional Development Office
(RDO) located in Manila, Philippines. Numerous discussions
were conducted with project and tralning officials and
students who had completed the training program. We
attempted to locate only those students from the
Philipnines, Thailand and Malaysia who received a Masters
Degree as these students represented the most sizeable
A.1.D. 1investment, The audit was performed during the
period Scptember through November 1987, and was madz in
accordance with generally acceptled government auditing
standards.

Results of Audit

The audit determined that A.I.0. has virtually no basis for
evaluating the effectiveness of the ASEAN participant
training proqram. More toan half of Lhe 276 qgraduates from
the Philippines, Thailand ano HMalaysia could nol  be l1acated
by the audil team and a participantl training Ffollow-up
program had never been established by A.1.D.

Internal controls as prescribhed  in Handbooi 10 are in need
of improvewent, A.T.D. does not have a syslem in plane  to
monitor NSUAN participants  who  have compleled training,
This responsibilicvy, 1fF  assumed  at all, is 1eft to
nominating agencies and committecs within thie  NASCAN
countries,

To help improve the effectiveness of  Lhe  ASEAN participant
training  program, we  rvecommend  Uhe ASEAN ROD request ASEAN
countries to submit an  annual tracking report  shaowing  Uhe
current  location of  each parlicipant and how his learned
skill is being utiljzed.



Millions in Training Costs Have Been Spent for ASE AN
Students with No Assurance that Students Have Returned Hume
or Have Effectively Utilized Theilr Training - [hrough March
1987, A.1.D. had spent $8.2 millien Lo train ASEAN graduate
students at PLANTI, ADPC, TROPMED and AIT. Currently, the
location of over half of the Philippine, Thailand and
Malaysian participants who have graduated is unknown,
Further, the majority «cf students located were unaware that
A.1.D0, had financed their training.

A.I1.D.'s policy requires that all reasonable steps should be
taken to ensure that participants return to their home
countries and work in positions where their training is
utilized effectively. This policy has only been partially
followed as evidenced by the number of studeats who could
not be found. A major reason students could not be 1lacated
was that the ASEAN RDO had not implemented a system for
monitoring participants who had completed their training
requirements as recommended in A,I1.D. Handbook 10.

Discussion - Through March 1987, A.I.D0. had spent $ 8.2
million to train ASEAN students in specialized developmental
skills at PLANTI, ADPC, TROPMED and AIT and has agreed to
provide a total of over $27.9 wmillion for this purpose,

The program had trained 417 ASCAN participants in a graduate
program. With the exception of Birunei, all of the ASEAN
countrics have participated in  the training (see Exhibit 1
for a listing of graduates by project and participating
country).

We attempled to locate 276 yraduates from the countries of
Malaysia, Thailand and the Philippines who had completed the
Masters Oegree program  during the 1980 - 19KE time period.
e were only able to locale 106 or less than 40 percent of
Lthe participants., The Incation rate for Thailand and
Malaysia averaged around 40 percent, but was less than 29
percent for the Philippines.

The ftact that over 60 percent of the studenls could not be
located shows that the problem of non-returning participants
could be significant. There 1s evidence showing that some
participants have already left the counlry and others are
not employed  in a skill  related to the academic training
received. Lor example:

- flelaltives andd fricends identified three Filipino
graduates currently living and working in  the United
States. AL D had  spent approximately 324,100 to  train
Lhese ipdividuals in a health-related discipline at TROPMED,



- Two other Filipino graduales, one who had obtained a
Masters Degree in Public Health at TROPMED and another who
graduated with a Masters Degree in Agricultural and Fyod
Engineering at AIT, at a cost of approximately $8,000 and
$22,000 respectively, were idenlified as now working in
Saudi Arabia.

- An AIT graduate from Thailand was identified as
currently working in Japan. A.I.D. had spent approximately
$22,000 for him to oblain a degree in Geotechnical and
Transportation Engineering.

- Two Malaysian Army Officers received Masters Degrees in
Public Health at  TROPMED at an A.I.D. cost of about
$16,000. Both officers were on active duty at the time of
selection and returned to an active duty status on
completion of training. In our opinion, A.I.D. support of
military education 1is not consistent with Lhe ASEAM goal of
promoting regional economic productivity through rural
development,

Numerous instances exist in all Ehree countries of
participants who have resigned from thelr jnus after
graduation and leflft no forwvarding address. Because of the
lack of follow-up infourmation available, we were unable tg

determine how many of Lhesa participants had signed work
commitments as a prerequisite for being  selected  intno  the
prougram and how many  nparticipants had resiqned  before
completing the cammiluent .

Locating recent graduates wis  even  more difficult than
finding graduates from the 198:-198% ¢lasses.

NUMBLR OF PARTICIVANTS NOT LOCATED

lumber Number FPercentage
Year Graduated Hot Lucated Mot Located
1981 13 5 38
1982 68 38 56
1983 63 40 63
1984 44 25 7
1985 45 31 69
1986 _43 21 .12
TOTAL 276 170 Gl.6
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Although work commitments for continued employment were
utilized by all the countries, they were not mandatory.
Without enforceable work comnitments, it is possible that
some graduates di: not return to their home country to apply
their skills to development-related activities, For example:

- Only nine of the twenty Filipino TROPMEL  and ALT
graduates located were required to sign an  employment
commitment in return for the ecucational assistance
provided. The commitment  when signed usually specified an
employment period of two years or three years for every vyear
of study.

-- Twenty-two of thirty-five AIT studenls located had
signed an employment commitment. A1l  who did not  sign an
agreement were from the private sector.

R.I.D. does not monitor the ASEAN participant training
program. Not one of the 106 yraduates lucated said they had
ever been contacted by A.[.0. before or after completion of
their training. The ASEAN RDO believed the responsibility
for follow-up practices and procedures should be with the
nominating agencics and committees within the ASEAN
countries.

One obvious disadvantage of not having interaction between
sponsor and student is the apparent unhawareness af who
actually financed the scholarsiiy,., Fifty-four or over bhalf
of the graduates centacted were not aware that A.1.0, had
financed their scholarship., The majority uf the
participants hatl alternded TROMMED  and  were under the
impression that sclolarships woee provided by the Southeast
Asian Miristers of Cducalio Organization (SEAMLO) - an
organization responssible fol promoling educatinnal
opportunities in Asian wember States.

It is A.I.D. policy that 511 feasible sieps should be taken
Lo ensure that A.1.0. sponsored trainees return to work in
their home countries and  in pusitions where their training
is utilized effectively. Handbook 10, Chapter 29
specifically addressces Lhe necessity for follow-up
activities and Lhe need to assist participants in
reinforcing the technical and managerial knowledge acquired
during their training. These  procedures  were  not always
followed as  demonstrated by  the large number of graduates
not located and the lack of a follow-up program,

Some of the institutions maintain student directories in an
effort to  evaluate the qualily of educalion provided and tn
maintaion  continuous  contact  with the pacrticipant, For
example, the AL directory contains the name of the student,
year of graduabion, an office and home address and telephone



number, In Februacy 1984, ALT attempted to locate graduated
ASEAN students. They were only able to locate 36 percent af
93 graduates, a percentage comparable to what we founa.
TROPMED performed a Follow-up study on ASEAN  participants
and concluded that 90 percent of the particinants remained
within the ASEAN region after graduation. They provided
some questionnaires to support this position, but the
statistical information summarizing the conclusion was not
available and appeared not to exist., Information from these
studies was uscd by A.I1.U. te justiry continuing support to
projects under the ASECLN Human Resources Development
Project. These surveys formed the basis for the assumption
that ASEAN students usually returned Lo their native

countries and continued their professional carcers. The
surveys were also used to convince Congress that A, 1.D.'s
developmental objectives were being attained. In our

opinion, the surveys were ton incomplete for evaluation
purposes, especially when less ‘*‘han half of the qraduated
students souught could be located by the institutions.

A.1.D. should require more data Lo determine whether project

developmental objectives are being attained through the
ASEAN participant training prograim, Not  knowing the

location of over 60 percent. af the graduated students and
having virtually no contact with the participant before,
curing and after training tllusirate the need for such
action.

Recommendation No. i

We recommend that the ASCAN DG reguest  that participating
ASEAM  countries  submit  an annual  report  depickting, as 4
minimum, the present locatiovin of  each participant, how  his
learned  skill was utilised and how the it contributed to the
overall objeclive of  the project. Handbook 10 should be
used  to  identify  those participant training attributes most
useful to mansgement.

Management Comment s

The ALEAN KOO did not specifically comment on  the fact that

more  than  half  of  the 276 NASEAN graduates sought in the
Philippines, Thailand and Malaysia could not  be  lorcated,

The ROo acknovledged  Lhat AT DL does not have a system for
evaluatiog the effectivencess of the NSEAN participant
Lratoing  program, but  there i a system in place which
essentially  entails  follow-up practices and procedures
inplemented by Lhe  training institutions and the nominating
agencicea committees within the NSEAN countries.

Further, the  RDD cxpressed  the belief Lhat Handbonk 10 was
not intended to apply to Lhe ASEAN regional  training program
because o significant part ol the project entalls in-country
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training. The RLO commented CLha! wnile meny ol the
participant follow-up activities covisioned in tapdboor 10
appear desirable and meritorjous, il would be quite costiv
and staff-intensive for A.I.D. or the training instituticn
to pursue them.

Office of the lnspector Genera! Cowmments

OQur audit has clearliy demenstrated tha® thr  corvenc  lecation
of over half the ASEAN wsarticipancs souurs 5 unknewn and
there are no procedures in place tu traces ann  aeniter  these
individuals. One of the key requirements of any A,L.D.
participant training program is that narticipants are
obligated to return to theilr home countries upua completion
of the planned training programs to apply Ltheivr skills in
development related activities for wnich the training was
authorized. This element cannot be evaluated because of the
large number of participants not located.

A.I1.D. nparticipants are defined in Handbook 10 as forelgn
nationals sponsored by A.I.D. to receive training outside
their home countries. Over three-fourths of the ASEAN
participants receive training outside their home countries.

We believe Lhe ASEAN traininy prograws  Jerg  intended to be
covered by A.I.D. Handbook 10 and, because they have not
been, tne program cannnt be e fectively wssessed

Other Matﬁggg

Students from the developes owed,ies of Zrunel, Singapore
and Malaysia, which ¢o no oualaty  totr biitateral AL1.0.
programs, are included in b ALEAN participant craining
program because A.I.G. participant fundiag nas been egually
allocated on a regional vasis. To date, “alaysia has hacot 308
araduates while Singapore 11. We esiimate that ALL1.D. has
paid about $55G,000 to finunce LIanning for these
participants. We believe financing of developed country
participant training should be recensiderec in view of the
developed countries' ability to pay the cost of the training.
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EXHIBIT I

SEAN Development Program
Degree Graduates by Country
20 thru 1986
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The four regional training institutions covered by this audit sre:

(1) Agricultural Deve lopment Planning Centey (ADPC), Kasetsar:
University, Bangkok, Thailand;
(i1) Asian Institute ¢f Technology (AIT), Bamgkok, Thailand:
(1ii) Plant Quarantine Centre and Training Institute (PLANTT Y, Serdang,
Selanyor, Malaysia; and
(iv) University Network for Applied Tropical Medicine amd Puilic HraTth
(TROPMED), headquarters at Mahidol University, Bangkok, Thailandg,

ALD support for training at these centers s provided through the ASEAN timman
Resources Development (HRD) project. As can be seen by the existence of
multiple implementing agencies in the project, this Six-country HRD effort
operates at decentralized, institutional lovels. The purpose of this HRD
assistance is "To expand HRD and training opportunities in priorsty sectors;
and to strengthen institutional Cdpacity in the ASEAN region for HRD
activities,"

AUDIT FINDINGS

Page 4 of the draft report states:

“The audit determined that AID has no system for evaluating
the eftectiveness of the ASEAN participant training program,"

This statement is imccurate and should be corrected.  We do Yave a system for
evalucting the effectivencss of the ASEAN participant trarning program, The
system entails periodic general avaluat jcas ¢f progress at, implement ing
institutions. These evaiuations, arc dore by oniside Us and ASEAN

consultants.  The latest ovaluations of rrlicipeting sqencics under i
project were don: in 1985 with folleweuy yoviews in Tate 1986-carly 1987 . A
stimary of recommendations Jrom theso rvatuations is included in the ASFAN HED
Project Paper (PP) dated March 1987, Pleace qee the "Lessons Learnet” section
unopp. -8 as well as PP Annex b which details in five pages how the project
ts designed in accord with evaluation recomnendations,

the staterent on page 4 of the draft which states: "o x than 60 percent of
che participants ceuld not bo 1acated atter graduation. .. ", watld bo more
accurste if Gt read. .. "More thap 60 percent of the participants selected for
veview could not be Tocated by the audit team dqriqg the period of audit... "
Por the sake of clarity, the draft shouTd “describe TnTiore dotail the steps
Laken by the auditors to locate the gradirates.  For example, no mention is
made whether discussions were held with the Country Scholarship Coordinators
or the rosults of such interviews if they were hold.  (Without knowing more
about audit methodoiogy, we are unable Lo corroborate various assertioas in
the draft report.)

Ihe otatement, on page 4 of the draf t--that “ooo A participant training

Lol Tow-up progran had mver boon established, . "--i< not correct. There are
selection anl follow-up practices amn procedures in place anl operating at the
training institutions ol nominating agencies and committices within the six
ASEAN countries.  The extont of follow-up varies from country to country and
among the nominating agencies within a given ASEAN country,
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this context, we believe chat individual country monitoring has a nmatural time
Timit correlating with expectations about the employment responsibilities of
returning students. This time period is typically on the order of 2-3 years.
Attempts to force country monitoring beyond & timeframe conside ed appropii ate
in the local setting would be inappropriate and unproductive.

KECOMMENDATION 1

Recommendation 1 (p. 12 of draft report) is:

d. An agreement with ASEAN countries to monitor returning
students;

b. Require that letters of commitment be signed for all
participant trainees prior to receiving actual training;

C. The issuance of Bills of Collection to ASEAN govermments or
individual participants for the cost of training in the
event individuals do not return to their agreed assigmments
or resign prematurely before fulfilling dovelopment
commitments, "

It is our opinion that AID Handbook 10 does not apply to regijonal training
programs such as this ane. For instarce, Handbook 10 does not covey
in-country training (see Ch. 3, B2). 2 siqnificant part of this ASEAN project
entails in-country training, e.q. Thaic training at AT or at the other two
institutions in Thailand, Maiaysians training in Malaysia at PLANTI, etc. A7
training is in-region at ihe four tratning institutions, While many of the
participant follTow-up activities envisianed in Handbook 10 appear desirable
and meritoriods, in a six country setting it would be quite costly and
staff-intensive for AID or the training institutions to pursue them.

We believe it - unltikely, in those times of tight budgets, that resources
could be available to fund the Lype of Hardbook 10 activities mentioned in the
RAF (pp 8-9). These includoe: "arrangement of conferences, workshops, and
seminars; publication of newsletters; creation and support of alumni
associations; organization of technical lTiterature services; encouragement of
membership in American societies; organization of English language refresher
courses; and supplementary training through correspomdence course.™
Nevertheless, our intention is to be responsive to the policy concerns of the
Handbooks and other lgency guidance--within the context of resource
availability.

Hith respect to Recommendation 1, we note that ary ncw procedures relative to
ASEAN graduates must be agreed to and accepted by the training institutions
and the participating countries. Our experience is that these entities are
responsive to reasonable recomme ndations that are consistent with the program
purpose and with commonly held deve Topment objectives (including growth in
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productivity, cost effective tse of resources an! so fortn}. A recen. (1537)
example of this responsivenress was the accrptance--by ASEAN vl i As.

Institute of Technology--of a :cduction in sohetarsaip aliowane o, end cos
under the Phase 11 HRD Agreciicnt with AiT,

New procedures relative to AS: Al graduates would need o juneified on tha
basis of problem resolution and/or improvenent in the progran, AL poted
above, we do not believe it has been shown that there is a probier @n the
training program with either "brain drain" or gradustes warking ia b: that
don't use their training skills. What's more, the training instituzions and
participating countries do not perceive these areas %o Lo prilems.

Taken together, these considerations mean the recommendation as stated is not
vorkable. This is because the recommendation aims to sclve -+ proSlem not
perceived to be real. Therc is no "felt need" for propossc acticns a, b or
c. In particular:

a. ASEAN Monitoring Agreement. ASEAN countries are already monitoring
returning students, albeit with varied policies and practices. To be
acceptable and meaningful, an overall (jreement would nced to express
inter-country variance. But this would serve no apparent purpose,
Project agreements with the training institutions are already in place.

b. Letters of Comnitment. Page 8 of the draft report states that
“comnitments for continued employment verre utilized by ail the
countries.” Tt also notes the commiticnts "did .l 1npear to be
maitatory.” From the information proscnted, this area does not oppear to
be a problem within ASEAN. Private socter participants and sponsors are
of ten opposed Lo suchi commitwents. Yoo was acknowledyged on page 8 of the
draft audit report ahich states: "oeally, o who did not wign o

(commitment ) agrecment woto From oo o Taale sooter.™ e e e bion
encouraging the nowinalion and Loaini=e of privale participants oo this
program, we arc reluctint to force svoiies that conld drscrin nete

against them in favor of public sestor participants.

c. Bills or Collection. We belicve ihe ecision 45 Lo whelicr bilis of
collection should be issul to participents who da aot coagly with their
commitments is properly o matter foc ASCAN govermients Uo decide at
national and loc.l levels., 17 ALY o 2ay other doaor crloasorad to lforce
a billing procedure upor ASTAL, 1 would in Lovn o foreed Lo apealy
recognize and accept the fact of diverse natiomt prastices and theicby
Tose the ground of consistent, sound policy (and be apen to charges of
arbitrarines, in enforcement). Qurs is not appropriately a collection
agency role, particularly with a training program that was recently
evaluated as working cost effectively and well.  Should participant
non-compliance or some other dysfunction become a gencralized problem, the
ASEAN countries' reactions would probably not be to issue bills of
collection. Countries would more likely stop participating in the program.

Finally--with veference to parts a, b and ¢ of Recomne rdation--uther donors
have not taken such actions and, to the best of our knowlredge, are not
planning to do so. This does not mean we cannot take the lead anong donors
where appropriate. But in the absence of 4 problem--or without consensus
agreement about a problem--ve jnoceed with care as a manber of good standing
in the donor community.
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RECOMMENDATI0N 2

Recomendation 2 reads:

“We recommend that the developed countries of Malaysia and
Singapore pay the cost of their student's training so that wmore
ALD ASEAN tumnding is available for less deve lopod count<ies
within ASEAN."

This recomienlation is not feasible for several reasons. First, ASEAN policy
is that all mamber countries have equal opportunity to pairticivate in projects
agreed to and undertaken by the Asscciation. This policy of egual access
applies to assistance not only from the US but from ail donor countries--
Austratia, Canada, EEC, Japan, New Zealand, UNDP and others.

second, the ASEAN HRD project was initiated in 19487 and will net pa completed
until 1992, Our training assistance, like that provided by other donors,
provides for equal opportunity to all menbor countrics--in keeping with
Association policy. We do not believe that ASCAN or an ASCAN-backed
institution weuld sign an agreement requiring allocation and delivery of
aisprovortionate shares of benefits to member countries--nor an agreement
denying participation to one or more ASCAN mambers.

de note that equal opportunity does not translate into eqal participation in
this training program. This is attested by Appentic A Lo the draft report
which shows Malwsia and Singapore as heving relatavely small nunbers of
proqdov graduates betwen 1980 and 1987 (i.e. 38 Malaysian and N Singaporean
aradiuates out of the 413 total for ASIANY.  The ASEAN training proqgram tends
Lo B 00 Indonesia, Philippines and o land more than other mombaer
LRHRLE e Do of LAt g priovities (especialiy agriculture) and
dalunigr connt g oparticipation for 1ad L7 it) in the priority aveas. (For
turther detaiin an the relatively large suabers of program qgraduates from
Indonesia, Phiotinpines and Thailand, sieae soo Annexns D-1-a, £-2 and F-1-c
in the HRD 2P

Inocon ieaon e bedieve the method of fuplenentation currently being

fol Towed iy training priocitics tend to favor participation by the
pourettamong ASEM conntries - s olearly preferable Lo trying to exclude
some pivher countrien agatnst the policy ot ASFANL The United States
ASSTStance gorogram with ASEAN o wodent (bess than 4.0 million in FY 1968),
Shyowithin that program, we sought, to implonent the exclusion expressed in
Kecommendation 2 - it would appear that reqgional cooperation was not important
to us.
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