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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION
 

This report presents conclusions and recommendations
 
resulting from Cotton & Company's evaluation of the
 
contract between the Unitud States Agency for Interna­
tional Development (A.I.D.) and Partners for Interna­
tional Education and Training (PIET). The contract is
 
managed by A.I.D.'s Office of International Training
 
(OIT). The services PIET provides pursuant to the con­
tract include placing, programming, managing, and provid­
ing field support services to fellows and associates
 
selected for the Thomas Jefferson Fellowship (TJF) Pro­
gram, a program to develop the human resources potential
 
of citizens of developinU countries. The evaluation
 
fz'cused on two questions:
 

" Did PIET comply with the terms of the contract?
 

" Can the contract be 	improved?
 

BACKGROUND 	 The Foreign Assistance Act (FAA) of 1961, as amended,
 
contains the basic statutory authority for A.I.D.'s
 
Participant Training Program (PTP), administered by SIT.
 
The PTP, with its U.S. training component--the TJF
 
program--is a vital element of U.S. foreign assistance
 
programs. The purpose of foreign assistance, as stated
 
by Congress, is:
 

...to assist the people of developing countries
 
in their efforts to acquire the knowledge and
 
resources essential to development and to build
 
the economic, political and social institutions
 
which will improve the quality of their lives.
 

Participant training is the human resources development
 
component of a project that may also include technical
 
assistance and commodities procurement. It may also be
 
the entire activity of a 	project that trains foreign
 
nationals outside their home country to fulfill the host
 
country's human resources development objectives.
 

A.I.D.'s participant training administrative and program
 
policies, responsibilities, procedures, and reporting
 
requirements are promulgated in its Handbook 10.
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Everyone associated with the PTP is required to
 
observe the policies, procedures, and guidance
 
established by the FAA, Policy Determination No. 8,
 
and Handbook 10, Participant Training. This in­
cludes all A.I.D. bureaus, offices, and missions;
 
other Federal agencies; A.I.D. direct and host
 
government contractors and grantees; host government
 
ministries, embassies, and other entities; and uni­
versities, organizations, and institutions responsi­
ble for selecting, placing, managing, and following
 
up on fellows and associates.
 

The majority of TJF Program participants are mid-level
 
professionals, already established in a career or occupa­
tion. The education and training they receive in the
 
United States is intended to provide them with greater
 
technical skills or a higher academic degree to better
 
meet the challenges of development in their own coun­
tries. Through their training in laboratories, offices,
 
agricultural, or industrial settings, they are expected
 
to use and become familiar with American methods, tech­

nologies, and equipment.
 

TJF Program participants can be placed in either long­
term academic programs or short-term technical training
 
programs. Long-term academic participants are now com­
monly referred to as TJF "fellows." Participants placed
 
in short-term technical programs are referred to as
 
"associates."
 

A component of the TJF Program implemented in 1987 is the
 
Entrepreneur's International (El) Project--a business
 
exchange project. Developing-world entrepreneurs are
 
selected for short-term (3 to 6 weeks) on-the-job train­
ing with U.S. businesses. EI participants are also
 
considered "associates."
 

Short-term technical training generally consists of
 
institutional or observational programs, where associates
 
have the opportunity to learn about or observe first-hand
 
the operations of their American counterparts. These
 
brief technical programs are also provided for top man­
agement, industrialists, educators, scientists, and
 
public administrators.
 

Undergraduate degree programs have been largely restrict­
ed to countries with limited numbers of college graduates
 
capable of pursuing advanced degrees and to special
 
efforts to identify and train disadvantaged segments of
 
developing country populations.
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OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, 


AND METHODOLOGY 


The PTP is largely decentralized. A.I.D. missions and
 
regional and central bureaus initiate programs and pro­
jects that involve training, determine the parameters of
 
that training in concert with host governments, arrange
 
for the selection of fellows and associates, and deter­
mine the mode of implementation. Almost two-thizds of
 
all fellows and associates are managed by entities under
 
direct contract to missions, bureaus, and host govern­
ments. In some cases, host government entities (e.g.,
 
embassies in Washington) manage fellows and associates
 
without a U.S. contractor.
 

SIT has central leadership and coordination responsi­
bility for the PTP. it develops, for A.I.D. clearance
 
and approval, policiae and pfocedures that govern the
 
program and are incorporated in Handbook 10. On request,
 
OIT assists missions and host countries in developing and
 
managing participant training and maintains various
 
related services for all fellows and associates, such as
 
health and accident insurance and orientation.
 

PIET, OIT's primary contractor for managing the TJF
 
program, was formed in 1982, and is a consortium of four
 
nonprofit organizations: the African-American Institute
 
(AAII, America-Mideast Educational and Training Services
 
(AMIDEAST), World Learning Inc. (WLI), and The Asia
 
Foundation (TAF). Under contract to A.I.D., PIET admin­
isters U.S.-based education and training programs for
 
thousands of individuals. PIET is responsible for iden­
tifying or designing training programs to meet training
 
requests proposed by A.I.D. missions and host govern­
ments, placing individuals in these programs, disbursing
 
funds to the training institutions and to the fellows and
 
associates, monitoring the program of each fellow and
 
associate, and reporting to the A.I.D. missions and
 
appropriate home government sponsors.
 

PIET has carried out these activities for A.I.D. under
 
three separate contracts since 19a2. The current con­
tract expires September 29, 1993. As of September 30,
 
1992, the cumulative obligations under the current con­
tract were $106,057,068 for PIET's adminintrative costs
 
and pass-through participant costs for academic tuition
 
and technical program costs.
 

The objectives of our evaluation were to (1) evaluate
 

and assess PIET's compliance with the contract scope of
 
work, (2) document progress to date and lessons learned,
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and (3) develop recommendations for improving TJF Program
 
management, as deemed appropriate. We evaluated the EI
 
component in the same manner as the academic and short­
term tailored aspects of the contract. A limited scope
 
financial review was also part of this evaluation.
 

To assess the extent to which PIET complied with the
 
terms of its contract with A.I.D., we reviewed the 3
 
general and 20 rpxcific scope )f work requirements. We
 
also studied the scope of work requiremento in our evalu­
ation contract with A.I.D. to relate the required cover­
age of those items to the specific areas of the PIET
 
contract. With both sets of requiremento as a basis for
 
our evaluation: we reviewed the appropriate sections of
 
A.I.D.'s Handbook 10 and developed our interview and
 
analysis approa&h to accomplish all evaluation objec­
tives.
 

To assess PIET's conformance with its contract require­
ments and document its progress and lessons learned, we
 
reviewed PIET's operations manual and other selected
 
files and records; and we interviewed PIET, AAI,
 
AMIDEAST, WLI, and TAF personnel. We interviewed A.I.D.
 
officials and staff at headquarters and selected overseas
 
missions to gain better perspectives on TJF Program
 
activities and PIET's performance.
 

We also interviewed former fellows and associates at
 
overseas locations (1) who had completed their program,
 
(2) who did not undertake their program as scheduled, or
 
(3) who terminated their program prior to completion. We
 
also interviewed a small number of fellows and associates
 
who were in the United States pursuing their studies or
 
training. Our interviews included fellows and associates
 
involved in academic, short-term, observational study
 
tour, and EI programs. These interviews were structured
 
with the use of data collection instruments to obtain the
 
perspectives on the total experience of being a TJF
 
fellow or associate, including the relationship with PIET
 
and how PIET managed individual programs.
 

To perform our limited financial review, we met with the
 
Chief Financial Officer (CFO) of AAI (AAI is the managing
 
partner of the PIET consortium and performs certain
 
services on behalf of all PIET partners); interviewed
 
members of the CFO's staff and reviewed selected finan­
cial information; interviewed the PIET deputy executive
 
director; obtained and reviewed financial information
 
from AAI, AMIDEAST, TAF, and WLI; and met with A.I.D.
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officials and A.I.D.'s Office of Financial Management
 
(FM) staff to obtain financial management information for
 
review and analysis.
 

We also reviewed an evaluation of the training support
 
services that PIET provided under its first of three
 
continuous contracts for A.I.D. for similar mervices.
 
This evaluation covered the first contract, which w&s for
 
the per!.od September 30, 1982, and, with a 3-month exten­
sion, ended December 31, 1985. An A.I.D. concractor
 
performed this evaluation and issued its report in Octo­
ber 1986.
 

Our bvaluacion was conducted from October 1992 through
 
March 1993 and was performed in accordance with generally
 
accepted Government auditing standards applicable to
 
performance evaluations.1 Our work was performed at
 
A.I.D. headquarters in Arlington, Virginia; PIET's and
 
AMIDEAST's offices in Washington, DC; AAI's headquarters
 
in New York, New York; and A.I.D. missions in the Domini­
can Republic, Indonesia, and Tanzania,
 

Our limited financial review was not intended or designed
 
to be an audit and was not performed for the purpose of
 
rendering an opinion on the fairness of presentation of
 
any financial or accounting information reported by PIET
 
or on PIET's compliance with applicable cost principles.
 
Accordingly, we exprees no opinion on the fairness of
 
presentation or compliance with applicable cost princi­
ples of any PIET financial or accounting information.
 

The evaluation was also neither intended nor designed to
 
produce "statistically valid" or "clinical" results
 
pertaining to the quality of the training programmed and
 
provided. Many aspects of programming, placing, and
 
monitoring are beyond PIET's direct control. The selec­
tion of countries to be visited by us was made by OIT,
 
and the selection of fellows and associates to be inter­
viewed, while intended to produce representative results,
 
was not random and thus not intended to yield statisti­
cally valid conclusions.
 

SCOPE LIMITATIONS 	 As part of our limited financial review, we attempted to
 
assess the reasonableness of PIET employee annual salary
 
increases by comparing actual average annual salary
 

1 U.S. General Accounting Office, Government Auditing STandards: Standards for
 

Audit of Governmental Organizations, Programs, Activities, and Functions (1988
 
Revision), Chapters 6 and 7.
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increases with PIET's proposed average annual salary
 
increases. Three of the four PIET partners cooperated
 
fully in this analysis by providing requested payroll
 
data. The fourth partner, TAF, rtfused to send us this
 
information and instead told us that we would noed to
 
travel to their San Francisco offices to review this
 
information. As a result, we could not determine if
 
TAF's annual salary increases were consistent with its
 
proposal.
 

Another planned element of our limited financial review
 
was a comparison of PIET's costs, workload, and levels of
 
effort. Although the contract requires PIET to report
 
levels of effort expended in each 6-month period by "main
 
project/contract activities," PIET's level-of-effort
 
reports did not segregate levels of effort for direct
 
employees and for "buy-ins" or "partially financed aca­
demic participants."
 

Similarly, the contract requires separate reporting of
 
costs for buy-ins and partially financed academic fel­
lows, but PIET did not accumulate these costs separately.
 
The Request for Proposals (RFP) that preceded the PIET
 
contract did not contain information regarding projected
 
placements, projected person-months of training, and
 
other workload projections that can be used as baselines
 
against which to measure cost and level-of-effort perfor­
mance. For all of these reasons, we could not perform
 
meaningful comparisons of br ']eted or projected and
 
actual costs, workload, or levels of effort.
 

As described on pages 53 through 56 of this report, PIET
 
did not retain complete records of fellows' and
 
associates' programs from time of assignment through
 
completion of training as required by the contract. As a
 
result, we could not fully evaluate some contract re­
quirements, including certain aspects of program develop­
ment and selection, monitoring and counseling, and train­
ing program evaluations.
 

The remainder of this report is organized as follows:
 

Chapter 2 is an executive overview summarizing the cont­
ractor's positive accomplishments and uur evaluation
 
conclusions regarding areas for contract improvements and
 
the contractor's compliance with contract requirements.
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Chapter 3 presents our detailed evaluation conclusions
 
and recomendations for improving the contract.
 

Chapter 4 presents our conclusions and recommendations
 
pertaining to the degree to which the contractor met
 
specific and general contract requirements.
 

Chapter 5 contains our report on internal controls and
 
compliance an required by generally accepted Government
 
auditing standards.
 

Chapter 6 summarizes the views of OIT and PIET officials
 
based on their review of a draft of this report and
 
attendance at briefings on the evaluation results.
 

Chapter 7 is a brief summary of issues that warrant
 
further study, but that were not addressed specifically
 
by our other evaluation recommendations.
 

Appendix A lists recommendations presented throughout the
 
report. We have summarized these recommendations to
 
assist SIT in studying and implomnting .
 

Appendix B contains responnes to 14 general questions
 
that OIT asked us to address during the evaluation.
 
These questions are also answered in Chapters 3 and 4.
 
We have summarized these responses for OIT's ease of
 
analysis.
 

Appendix C contains PIET's written comments on the draft
 
evaluation report.
 

Appendix D lists the major contributors to this evalua­
tion report.
 



Chapter 2
 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT CONCLUSIONS
 

Our evaluation yielded 16 conclusions and recommendations
 
related to ways in which SIT can improve the TJF Program.
 
Most of thasa recommendations focus on the contractual
 
mechanism used to overare and control the contract for
 
placing, programming, managing, and providing field
 
support services for TJF Program participants. These
 
conclusions and recommendations are not intended to
 
reflect negatively on PIET's performance.
 

The evaluation also yielded 8 conclusions and rocommenda­
tions related to PIET's compliance with the specific
 
terms of' the contract with SIT.
 

We also identified 5 issues related to potential TJF
 
Program irDrovements that we recommend SIT study further.
 

On balance, we concluded that PIET has made noteworthy
 
accomplishments, but toom for improvement exists.
 

NOTEWORTHY We generally concluded that PIET performs a difficult
 
ACCOMPLISHMENTS and complex array of services in a very competent man­

ner.2
 

Many factors make the TJF Program difficult to manage
 
effectively and efficiently. TJF Program fellows and
 
associates possess a wide variety of languages, cultures,
 
and individual and interpersonal needs.
 

The A.I.D. missions are PIET's "customers" and are pro­
vided services through OIT and in conformity with
 
A.I.D.'s Handbook 10. Each mission has been given con­
siderable autonomy under the PTP's carrent n-anagement
 
structure. PIET must not only maintain ongoing relation­
ships with mission personnel on a long-distance basis,
 
but must also adapt readily to each mission's autonomous
 
decisionmaking processes and rarying skills, experiences,
 
and abilities of key mission personnel.
 

2 All conclusions in this Chapter and in the balance of the report are qualified
 

because of the scope limitations discussed in the preceding Chapter. Had these @cope
 
limitations not existed, other matters might have come to our attention that would
 
have caused us to reach different conclusions.
 

8
 



PIET personnel must also coordinate with hundreds of
 
different training providers within the United States.
 
This coordination includes both the initial program
 
design and placement processes and the ongoing in-process
 
academic and technical monitoring needed to track indi­
vidual progress, solve problems, and keep missions and
 
OIT well-informed about the status of TJF Program fellows
 
and associates.
 

The number and types of problems that TJF Program fellows
 
and associates encounter range from routine academic or
 
scheduling complications to traumatic personal crises.
 
For many fellows and associates, the PIET educational and
 
training advisor (ETA) is the primary U.S. source for
 
assistance. Responding effectively to these needs (and,
 
in some cau-s, demands) requires interpersonal and diplo­
matic skills that are impossible to define in a contract
 
statement of work.
 

We noted several examples of PIET's positive performance.
 

The following case is illustrative of the caring and
 
concern exhibited by many PIET personnel.
 

Mrs. H. R. of the Dominican Republic came to the 
United States in January 1990 to study at the Uni­
versity Of Now Mexico and, hopefully, earn a Masters
 
degree in Education Administration and Supervision.
 
Seventeen days before she wan scheduled to complete
 
her 2-year program, she learned that her husband ind
 
infant non had been killed in an accident. Hr PIET
 
advisor gave her emotional support to help her cope
 
with this traumatic event and he7ped her conclude
 
that this personal tragedy should not keep her from
 
completing her progran. After returning home for
 
her husland's and son's funerals, she completed her
 
program as scheduled.
 

Compassion and the extra effort required to support TJF
 
program fellows and associates are not eypress contract
 
requirements, but are probably the true measures of suc­
cessful performance.
 

While we encountered some complaints about PIET's perfor­
mance in carrying out these complex and varied functionu,
 
and suggestions were offered for improving PIET's perfor­
mance, the preponderance of feedback from OIT personnel,
 
mission personnel, and TJF Program fellows and associates
 
was positive.
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AREAS FOR CONTRACT 


IMPROVEMENT 


Our evaluation's scope did not include compilation of
 
empirical or quantitative data with which to objectively
 
compare PIET's performance with that of other contractors
 
carrying out similar tasks. Qualitative and subjective
 
feedback from most interviewees, however, indicated that
 
PIET is percetved as doing a better jcb than other con­
tractors.
 

Our focus on ways to structure and manage the tasks of
 
placing, programming, managing, and providing field
 
support services more effectively disclosed several areas
 
for improvement.
 

Contractor-OIT Coordination Can Be Improved and Contract
 
cetrol Can Be Strengthened. Th. potential for contract
 

management problems is created by the combination of (1)
 
less-than-clear contractor overeight designation; (2) the
 
considerable length of time that PIET has been performing
 
its functions; and (3) the broad contract scope of ser­
vices and requests made of PIET by various A.I.D. organi­
zations and personnel.
 

We recommend that OIT more clearly define the services it
 
wants its contractor to perform, prohibit the contractor
 
from performing work outside this scope without contract­
ing officer approval, and include contract provisions for
 
performing additional tasks. Further, we recommend that
 
the new contract incorporate a designated contracting
 
officer's technical representative to provide all techni­
cal direction in writing before any work not clearly
 
within the contract's core services is started.
 

Participant. Monitoring and Feedback to Missions Can Be
 
rmproved. We noted an instance of PIET's untimely noti­
fication of a program's problem leading to the need for
 
an extension. We also noted some instances in which the
 
required Academic Enrollment and Term Report (AETR),
 
which is the primary link the missions have with a
 
fellow's academic progress, was filed late and was incom­
plete.
 

We recommend expanded contract language to place greater
 
emphasis on the importance of timely, complete, and
 
detailed monitoring feedback and timely notification of
 
the possibility of program extensions. OIT can anoist by
 
revising the AETR to make completion of all fields manda­
tory and allow more room for academic advisor and con­
tractor comments.
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The Country-Development Prugram Purose Noeeds Greater 
IhasIs. Few of the follows and associates interviewed
 
for our avaluation conveyed a clear understanding that
 
the TJF Pvogram's primary purposes relate to country
 
development rather than individual development and of how
 
their individual programs support this primary objective.
 
This apparent lack of clarity can undermine the program's
 
longer-range objectives.
 

We recommend that OIT revise the new contract and Hand­
book 10 to stress the importancP of making fellows and
 
associates aware of the TJF Program's country development
 
purposes and how each individual program supports these
 
purposes. This would enable the contractor to place
 
appropriate emphasis on the relationship between an
 
individual's program and the development of his or her
 
country.
 

OIT's Contractor Should Maintain Mozo Detailed Cost
 
Accounting Information. PIET's accounting system does
 
not accumulate separately all labor time, labor costs,
 
and other costs directly identifiable with long-term,
 
short-tei:m, and EI placement activities. This precludes
 
a detailed cost accounting allocation of total costs to
 
each of the three major basic activities. As a result,
 
OIT cannot track actual costs for particular services,
 
and OIT cannot asseas the related costs and benefits of
 
each act.vity.
 

We recommend that OIT incorporate a requirement into the
 
new contract that the contractor have in place and func­
tioning a cost accounting system that accumulates, segre­
gates, and reports the costs of long-term, short-term,
 
and EI program management and the costs of other services
 
requested through a delivery order mechanism.
 

Procurement Integrity Concerns Should Be Addressed. We
 
noted instances in which individual participants or the
 
mission preselected the schools or programs to which an
 
individual would be sent. In these cases, PIET's pro­
gramming knowledge and skills were not fully utilized.
 

We recommend that placement specialists assess alterna­
tive training providers or academic institutions even
 
when missions have preselected providers. This will
 
(1) ensure that the best and must cost-effective choices
 
are made, and (2) serve as a control to protect against
 
improper or even illegal provider selection decisions
 
made by mission personnel or in-country project person­
nel.
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We make thrae other recommendations to strengthen the
 
placement process:
 

" The contractor should completely document the basis 
for selecting and recommending every program. 

" The new contract should specify clearly and unequiv­
ocally that the contractor will not program any 
services to be performed by itself or by organiza­
tions with which Jt is affiliated. 

" Placement specialists should have and routinely use 
each country's Country Development Strategy State­
ment, Country Training Plan, and other project-spe­
cific planning papers in developing participint 
programs. 

OIT Should Consider Transferring Full Accounting for Each
 
Program to the Contractor. We found that PIET accounts
 
for program costs that it disbur2es and A.I.D.'s Office
 
of Financial Management accounts for those program costs
 
and additional costs not disbursed by PIET. As a result
 
of this plus other problems with A.I.D.'s master disburs­
ing account, it is difficult to zompare committed and
 
expended amounts.
 

We recommend that OIT require its contractor to maintain
 
an accurate, complete, and current record of each
 
fellow's or associate's actual total cost of training.
 

Participant Arrivals and Orientation Should Receive
 
Greater Emphasis. A.I.D.'s Handbook 10 states that it is
 
A.I.D.'s policy that participants be met on arrival in
 
the U.S. whenever feasible and that they attend appropri­
ate orientation programs. Some interviewees said that
 
they had not been met upon arrival in the U.S. and had
 
not participated in any type of orientation before com­
mencing their programs. We concluded that both of these
 
services are valuable and can have a significant impact
 
on the ultimate success or failure of a person's training
 
or schooling.
 

To assure that missions understand these to be mandatory
 
requirements, we recommend that OIT clarify the require­
ment for fellows and associates to be met on arrival in
 
the U.S. and the requirement to attend appropriate orien­
tation.
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The Contract's Bvaluatio" Provisions Need to be Enhanced.
 
PIET's provisions for evaluating training programs appear
 
to be unnecessarily complex and lengthy. For example,
 
the Group Technical Questionnaire used by PlET to evalu­
ate short-term technical training programs is 22 pages
 
long and contains 136 questions. The evaluation instru­
ment for long-term training is similar in length and
 
complexity. A simplified questionnaire might provide a
 
more manageable moans of assessing the quality of train­
ing and academic programs in a more timely manner.
 

We recommend that OIT analyze the conts and benefits of
 
the current evaluation proceiures and define more clearly
 
its evaluation objectives. If appropriate, SIT should
 
design a more streamlined evaluation process. We further
 
recommend that SIT specify exact evaluation results
 
distribution to include each fellow's or associate's
 
mission. Also, we recommend that SIT design a 1-page
 
questionnaire to obtain fellow and associate comments
 
regarding contractor performance.
 

CONTRACT Except as described in the following paragraph, we
 
COMPLIANCE concluded that PIET complied, in all material respects,
 

with the terms of the contract.
 

PIET Has Not Complied With the Contract's Accounting and
 
Reporting Requirements. The contract has several provi­
sions specifically stating that separate cost and level
 
of effort accounting and reporting are required for buy­
ins and managing "partially financed academic partic­
ipants." PIET apparently made no accounting system
 
provisions that would allow the accumulation of costs
 
incurred for individual buy-ins, buy-ins in total, or the
 
partially financed academic fellows. PIET's failure to
 
comply with these significant contract requirements
 
reflects a serious lack of cost control. As a result of
 
this material noncompliance, it is not possible to deter­
mine if PIET has conformed to individual buy-in budgets
 
or if its costs are in line with its non-buy-in budgets.
 
Similarly, we could not evaluate the ef'iciency of the
 
contractor's contract operatLons vis-a-vis the contract's
 
budget. The lack of strict budgetary controls over the
 
contractor creates an environment conducive to spending
 
abuse.
 

We recommend that SIT ask the contracting officer to have
 
a financial and compliance audit of the latest fiscal
 
year of the PIET contract performed and expand the audit
 
to prior years based on the initial audit results.
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In addition to the above area of material noncompliance,
 
we noted several other instances of noncompliance that
 
tarrant OIT's attention and prompt corrective action.
 
These less significant noncompliance instances follow.
 

Unauthorized Communications Recralarly Occur. PIET vio­
lates the contract's communications requirements regular­
ly and with OIT's knowledge. Both PIET and OIT agree
 
that adhering to these communicatiornd requiremento would
 
inhibit the contractor's capabilities vuo carry out its
 
required tasks.
 

We recommend that SIT define specific policies and proce­
dures differentiating official and routine communications
 
and permit the contractor to make routine mission commu­
nications without routing them through OIT, which is now
 
a contract requirement.
 

We Could Not Conclude that PIET is Complyin~q with the
 
Contract's RBCU3 Placement RequIrements. The contract
 
establishes an advance understanding that not less than
 
10 percent of the placements will be in programs offered
 
by an HBCU. PIET has not interpreted its contract to
 
require HBCU placement to be measured in person-months.
 
Hence, PIET counts a one-day HBCU campus tour by three
 
participants as three HBCU placements.
 

We recommend that SIT require its contractor to assure
 
that at least one HBCU-provided program or alternative
 
program is offered for every participant unless no HBCU
 
program exists to meet program requirements. Placement
 
specialists should clearly document instances when an
 
appropriate HBCU placement does not exil: and has not
 
been offered.
 

We also found several errors in PIET's participant data
 
base and reports on HBCU placements.
 

We recommend that SIT require PIET to establish data 
quality control procedures to correct erroneous existing
 
data and prevent future data and reporting errors.
 

Recordkeepinq Can Be Improved. PIET has not always
 
maintained complete records on each program from assign­
ment through training completion. For this reason, it is
 
not possible to fully evaluate PIET's performance in
 
important areas, such as HBCU placement and placements in
 

3 Historically Black Colleges and Universities.
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the most appropriate and cost-effective academic and
 
technical programs.
 

We recommend that OIT's new contract require the contrac­
tor to assemble and maintain an official file on each
 
lellow and associate. This file should contain a full
 
and complete record of all programming matters; communi­
cations (verbal and written); personal contacts; and
 
monitoring, counseling, and evaluation efforts and re­
sults.
 

Managemynt Infornation Ovstem Probles Exist. We noted
 
that PIET's and OIT's data bases are not entirely compat­
ible, and OIT does not have direct access to PIET's
 
system, an required in the contract. PIET's apparent
 
failure to maintain an accurate data base and transfer
 
accurate data to SIT impairs the usefulness of the Par­
ticipant Training Information System (PTIS) for program
 
management and decisionmaking.
 

We recommend that QIT require its contractor to designate
 
a management information system specialist to promptly
 
resolve data transfer and accuracy problems and design
 
and implement a data quality control process to periodi­
cally check data samples against source documents for
 
accuracy. We also recommend that the contractor be
 
required to periodically provide OIT vrith a copy of its
 
entire data base so that SIT can assess its accuracy.
 

We Could Not Conclude That PIET Complied With the Con­
tract's Personnel Compensation Requirements. To assess
 
the reasonableness of PIET's salary increases during the
 
contract, we measured individual salary increases of
 
three PIET partners (AAI, AMIDEAST, and WLI) for Septem­
ber 1989, 1990, 1991, and 1992; (the fourth partner, TAF,
 
did not provide the requested information). We noted
 
higher-than-proposed salary increases, but our analysis
 
is not conclusive proof that PIET's salary increases evi­
dence defective pricing or were "tusive in magnitude.
 

We recommend that SIT include a measurable and enforce­
able cost control provision in its new contract and
 
exercise greater ongoing contractor oversight to ensure
 
that the cost-reimbursable contract is not abused. We
 
also recommend that OIT ask the procuring contracting
 
officer to conduct a preaward audit of OIT's new con­
tractor to assure that proposed costs, including proposed
 
salary increases and other escalation factors, are sup­
ported by historical data.
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INTERNAL CONTROLS 


We also noted that PIET claimed costs in excess of the
 
contract's FS-1 salary ceiling and did not make timely
 
adjustments to correct these unallowable cost mischarges.
 
Further, when the correcting adjustments were made, they
 
did not treat these unallowable costs properly under
 
applicable cost principles.
 

We reconmend that OIT require PIET to verify that the FS­
1 salary ceiling has been complied with for all months of
 
the contract.
 

In planning and performing our evaluation of the contract
 
between A.I.D. and PIET, we assessed the contractor's
 
internal control structure to the extent deemed necossary
 
to plan and conduct the evaluation and form conclusions
 
related to the evaluation objectives and not to provide
 
assurance on the internal control structure.
 

We noted certain matters involving the internal control
 
structure and its operation that we consider to be re­
portable conditions. These reportable conditions are as
 
follows:
 

(1) 	The contractor needs to strengthen its control
 
procedures designed to ensure that no activi­
ties except those expressly called for under
 
the contract are performed without prior OIT
 
approval.
 

(2) 	The contractor needs to improve its cost ac­
counting procedures to enable it to make a more
 
precise determination oi the core services
 
costs of particular activities.
 

(3) 	The contractor needs to strengthen its control
 
procedures related to selecting and documenting
 
the selection of training providers to ensure
 
that programs recommended to missions are the
 
most appropriate and cost effective programs
 
available and that no conflicts of interest
 
affect these recommendations.
 

(4) 	The contractor needs to improve its record
 
keeping and record retention procedures for
 
documenting the programming, placement, and
 
management of fellows and associates.
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ISSUES NEEDING
 
FURTHER STUDY 


(5) 	The contractor needs to strengthen its controls
 
over the accuracy of participant data compiled
 
and transferred to OIT's PTIS.
 

(6) 	The contractor needs to strengthen its proce­
dures for obtaining an accurate status of TJF
 
Program follows' progress (particularly with
 
respect to the potential need for program ex­
tensions) and reporting this information in a
 
timely and thorough manner to missions.
 

In our opinion, the conditions described in items 1
 
through 5 above are material weaknesses.
 

The focus of our evaluation was on the contract between
 
OTT and PIET. In performing the evaluation, we noted
 
certain matters related to TJF Program improvement that
 
did not pertain specifically to the contract. We recom­
mend 	that OIT conaider performing further analysin in
 
these areas.
 

Consultation With A.I.D.'s Office of Pr curement. Chap­
ters 	3 and 4 contain numerous recommendations related to
 
adding specific provisions to future OIT contracts for
 
TJF Program support.
 

We recommend that OIT consult with A.I.D.'s Office of
 
Procurement to determine how these recommendations can be
 
incorporated into future contracts and other ways to
 
strengthen OIT's ability to manage and control the con­
tractor.
 

Handbook 10 Revisions. OIT is in the process of re-writ­
ing and updating Handbook 10.
 

To the extent OIT concurs with this report's conclusions,
 
we recommend that OIT take steps to assure that the
 
revised Handbook 10 incorporates this report's recommen­
dations wherever appropriate.
 

Evaluation of Competing Contracts. The perception exists
 
that use of the PIET contract may be more costly to
 
missions than use of other contracts.
 

We recommend that OIT conduct reviews of a sample of
 
mission-direct contracts to determine (1) how the types
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and levels of service provided under these other con­
tracts compare with the type and level of services pro­
vided by PIET, and (2) how the costs of these other
 
contracts compare with tha cost of the PIET contract. In
 
addition, a carefully designed survey questionnaire sent
 
to mission training officers will provide a means of
 
assessing the comparative benefits, costs, and quality of
 
the universe of contractors providing services directly
 
to missions.
 

The TJF Program's Stature Should Be Enhanced and The
 
Program Should Be Promoted. Several interviewees ex­
pressed the belief that the TJF Program is one of the
 
United States' moot successful and cost-effective foreign
 
aid programs. Little appears to be known, however, about
 
the program by the general population either in the U.S.
 
or abroad.
 

We recommend that OIT consider developing a public rela­
tions campaign designed to publicize and promote the TJF
 
Program and explore ways to expand its non-governmental
 
support.
 

Press Releases Will Support Several TJF Program Objec­
tives. Our recommendations regarding program promotion
 
and enhancement and assuring that participants understand
 
clearly the program's country development objectives will
 
also be supported by preparation of press releases de­
scribing each participant and his or her program. This
 
will also support OIT'a in-country follow-up objectives.
 

We recommend that OIT consider requiring its contractor
 
to draft and distribute press releases at the commence­
ment and completion of each participant's program as a
 
routine part of its management of each fellow's and asso­
ciate's program.
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Chapter 3
 

CONTRACTOR-OIT 

COORDINATION CAN 
BE IMPROVED AND 
CONTRACT CONTROL 

CAN BE STRENGTHENED 

AREAS FOR CONTRACT INPROVEMENT
 

OIT is in the process of structuring its competitive
 
procurement for the continuation of the work presently
 
being performed by PIET. As part of our evaluation
 
process, we consulted with OIT managers on our prelimi­
nary suggestions for ways to improve the contract and
 
contracting relationship. OIT anticipates awarding
 
multiple contracts with base and option periods to main­
tain program management flexibility end promote competi­
tion among contractors, thereby improving the quality of
 
services provided.
 

Our conclusions regarding and recommendations for con­
tract improvement are in this chapter.
 

The relationship between SIT and PIET is a professional 
and cordial one. PIET has been performing its functions 

for more than 10 years and has gained the respect of OIT 
personnel. PIET is often viewed as "part of the OIT 
family," rather than as a contractor that must be closely 
monLtored and controlled. 

The current contract specifies that "performance of the
 
work hereunder shall be subject to the technical direc­
tions of the cognizant A.I.D. Project Officer." The
 
contract also states, however, that "the Contractor will
 
work under the general policy direction of the Office of
 
International Training." Finally, another contract
 
provision states that "the Contractor will work... under
 
the guidance and supervision of the OIT project manager
 
and other designated OIT senior staff." Although these
 
throe provisions are not necessarily incompatible, we
 
think that the combination of (1) the less-than-clear
 
contractor oversight designation; (2) the length of time
 
that PIET has been performing its functions; and (3) the
 
broad scope of services contained in the contract and the
 
requests made of PIET by A.I.D. organizations other than
 
OIT creates the potential for contract management prob­
lems.
 

In attempting to be responsiie to OIT, PIET communicates
 
with and responds to requests for information from vari­
ous A.I.D. personnel and performs work not precisely
 
defined in its contract. For example, PIET periodically
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provides the 2%.I.D. Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC)
 
Bureau and LAC missions with reports on the Historically
 
Black Collegep and Universities (HBCU) content of pro­
grams. The3e reports--"neveral hundreds of pages long"-­
are not specified as deliverables in the contract. The
 
point is not that these reports should not have been
 
prepared and delivered, but rather that this extra work
 
should have been requested through OIT's project officer
 
or project manager either through a contract modification
 
or as a special task.
 

Under the Federal Acquisition Regulation, only a war­
ranted contracting officer has the authority to approve
 
changes to a Government contract. [FAR 1.602] Sound
 
business and contracting practices dictate that, to avoid
 
disputes or the need for frequent contract changes, tech­
nical direction over a contractor should be focused in a
 
single designated individual, and contract statements of
 
work should define clearly the work to be performed.
 

In a related way, the current contract's statement of
 
work provides the contractor with wide latitude to incur
 
costs in certain areas.
 

Three examples illustrate the coot-control concerns this
 
latitude affords. First, the contract states that "the
 
contractor will participate in .IT-supported activities
 
such as.. .meetings and conferences of training and educa­
tional organizations...." PIET's deputy executive direc­
tor recently attended such a conference in Florida.
 
Although she informed .IT's acting project officer of
 
this trip, she did not seek or obtain specific approval
 
to incur costs for this purpose. Second, PIET recently
 
decided to expand its office space. PIET did not consult
 
with QIT as to the type, location, or cost of space it
 
obtained, nor did PIET seek specific approval to incur
 
these additional costs. Third, PIET recently informed us
 
that it has hired a new management information systems
 
(MIS) specialist and is planning to hire a full time
 
financial manager for the contract. Although those two
 
positions were not included in PIET's contract budget and
 
are not specifically called for by the contract, PIET did
 
not seek or obtain .IT approval to add these new person­
nel.
 

Our point is not that the deputy executive director
 
should not have attended the conference, or that new
 
@pace should not have been obtained, or that an HIS
 
specialist and financial manager are not needed. Rather,
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theme examples point out that such non-routine or "dis­
cretionary" instances of incurring costs can circumvent
 
OIT's ability to control contract costs and should re­
quire specific, written OIT management approval. Con­
trol. over contractor personnel incurring travel and
 
conference costs should be at least as stringent as the
 
agency's controls over Government personnel incurring
 
such costs. SIT should have input into apace expansion
 
decisions that will result in substantial additional
 
contract costs. OIT should also be consulted before new
 
administrative staff are added to the contract so that
 
the cost impact and cost implications vis-a-vis the fact
 
that these now functions may conflict with the existing
 
indirect cost structure can be assessed.
 

The contract requires project officer approval to pur­
chase nonexpendable equipment with a unit price greater
 
than $500. The contract's budget for nonexpendable
 
equipment is only $118,354. In contrast, the contract
 
requires no approvals for "other direct costs." The
 
contract's budget for other direct costs is $2,978,010.
 

RECOMMENDATION 	 Better control over contractor performance and costs 
NUMBER 1 	 can be attained by (1) narrowly defining the core ser­

vices OIT wants its contractor to perform, (2) strictly 
prohibiting the contractor from performing work outside 
this basic scope without contracting officer approval, 
and (3) including contractual provisions for discrete and 
well-defined additional tanks. 

A well- and narrowly defined core scope of services will
 
focus contractor attention on essential program manage­
ment issues and prevent a contractor from performing work
 
outside OIr's management control. A delivery-ordering
 
provision will enable OIT and other A.I.D. units to
 
undertake specific scudies and program development pro-

Jects that OIT deems essential to overall TJF Program im­
provements.
 

Contractual provisions for additional tasks will enable
 
OIT to respond more quickly to program policy changes and
 
take advantage of opportunitien for program management
 
improvements. For example, many of the recommendations
 
for TJF program improvements collected during the Novem­
ber 1992 conference in Annapolis will remain unimple­
mented solely because of 	OIT's limited staff resources.
 
Many of these recommendations could be implemented as
 
tasks assigned to an OIT 	contractor.
 

21
 



RECOMMENDATION 

NUMBER 2 


Another adverse consequence of the broadly-defined scope
 
of services and relaxed control over the contractor is
 
the perception that use of the PIET contract is costly to
 
missions. The full cost of tha PIET contract is passed
 
on to missions via "administrative fees." These fees are
 
computed by periodically dividing PIET', total costs
 
incurred by the number of person-months utilized. The
 
resulting monthly fee is then added to future Project
 
Implementation Order/Participants (PIO/P) budgets based
 
on the anticipated number of person months the PIO/P will
 
cover. To the extent that the numerator used in this fee
 
calculation contains costs for other than the baseline or
 
core services, the coot of using PIET is greater than
 
what the cost of another contractor would be.
 

If OIT is to compete successfully in using its central­
ized contractor versus miseion-direct contracts, it needs
 
to limit what it charges missions for these services to
 
only the cost of the core services of programming,
 
placing, monitoring, and evaluating. Several mission
 
personnel we interviewed stated that they think PIET does
 
a better job than some of their other contractors. If
 
this perception is representative, and if OIT can demon­
strate that the cost of the centralized contractor is, in
 
reality, comparable to the cost of direct contractors,
 
then use of the centralized contractor will increase.
 

We recomnzend that OIT'n new contract incorporate a
 
designated 'contracting officer'a technical representa­
tive* (COTR). All technical direction to the contractor
 
should come from thin single individual and should be
 
conveyed in writing and prior to any work beyond tha
 
contract'a core nervicen is cowienced. The contract 
should specify that the contractor in to take b'aic
 
c'gntract technical direction only from the designated
 
COTR and only when such oirection in in writing.
 

The contract can specify that technical direction under
 
specific task orders can be delegated by the COTR to a
 
"technical monitor" or "delivery order COTR." Technical
 
monitors/delivery order COTRo for mission-requested tasks
 
can be personnel within the missions, thereby allowing
 
missions to manage closely and maintain control over the
 
work being done for them.
 

An important added benefit of restructuring the contract
 
to specify narrowly-defined core services, but with
 
provisions for OIT access to a broad range of additional
 
services, will be improved utility of the contract. OIT
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has essentially "privatized" important elements of a key
 
program's management. With the resulting reductions in
 
OIT personnel resources (reduced positions authorized),
 
prudent management dictates that SIT personnel confine
 
their activities to only those that are "inherently
 
governmental" while having its contractors perform as
 
many non-inherently governmental functions as possible.
 

By adopting this management philosophy and structuring
 
the new contract to support this concept, OIT would be
 
able 	to more effectively manage the TJF Program through
 
the concractor. For example, following are potential
 
projects (many were suggested by attendees at the Novem­
ber 11992 Annapolis training officers and contractors
 
conference) that SIT could direct its contractor to
 
propose budgets for and, upon SIT approval and under OIT
 
direct oversight, carry out.
 

" 	 Design and conduct formal training programs for
 
mission project officers or training officers.
 

" 	 Prepare a directory for mission personnel of
 
services that SIT performs or can perform.
 

" 	 Develop an orientation package, brochure, or
 
pamphlet to assist new training officers.
 

" 	 Produce a video orientation program for new
 
training officers.
 

" 	 Maintain a cleLringhouse of ideas, questions,
 
and answers that various training officers can
 
contribute to and access.
 

" 	 Publish a newsletter containing TJF Program
 
information, ideas, and success stories.
 

" 	 Perform all required tax-return preparation and
 
filing work on behalf of TJF Program fellows
 
and associates.
 

" 	 Plan and conduct regional workshops or confer­
ences for training officers or project offi­
cers.
 

" 	 Design and carry out special studies in par­
ticular initiative areas that OIT management
 
thinks are important, such as HBCU participa­
tion 	or Women in Development (WID).
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" 	 Conduct other special studies such as an analy­
sis of participant computer usage and needs
 
leading to recommendations for updating OIT's
 
computer purchase policies.
 

" 	 Devalup and implement projects to support mis­
sion fcllow-up efforts, such as the regular
 
di'itribution of "aged returned participant re­
ports" or develop guidelines for planning and
 
conducting TJF fellow and associate reunions.
 

" 	 Develop and document case studias on successful
 
programs or successful fellowe or associates to
 
be used to publicize and proLote the TJF Pro­
gran.
 

" 	 Undertake special evaluations using the PTIS to
 
compile data on successful fellows and associ­
ates, track trends by country or mission, and
 
then study the attributes of the most (or
 
least) successful missions to enable other
 
missions to emulate the successful missions and
 
avoid the mistakes of the unsuccessful mis­
sions.
 

* 	 Design and implement public relations and pro­
motional campaigns to enhance the image and
 
reputation of the TJF Program in the U.S. and
 
in foreign countries.
 

Stated differently, OIT personnel should confine their
 
efforts to only high-level program direction and mana,.­
ment and have OIT's contractors carry out both the core
 
program functions and special projects under OIT over­
sight.
 

A carefully written and closely managed contract will
 
enable this to be accomplished.
 

MONITORING AND 	 Monitoring of TJF fellows and associates by missions is
 
FEEDBACK TO 	 diffiLult for many reasons, including the long distances
 
MISSIONS CAN BE 	 and communications complexities involved. Hence,
 
IMPROVED 	 missions rely heavily on the efforts of PIET'o ETAs to
 

ensure that academic and training programs proceed
 
smoothly and as scheduled.
 

According to Handbook 10, "...the purpose of the monitor­
ing activity is to assure that.. .the program of training
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arranged meets the requirements of the A.I.D. mis­
sion, ...adequate levels of achievement are being
 
met,...(and] there are no serious personal or health
 
problums which will impair the successful completion of
 
the program."
 

The AETR is the principal means of providing feedback to
 
missions regarding each fellow's academic progress.
 

PIET's contract requires PIET to "develop mechanisms,
 
including site visits to the campus or training institu­
tion, for keeping in touch with and monitoring the prog­
ress of individual participants ...." PIET ia also re­
quired to "...insure that A.I.D. Missions and host coun­
tries, through OIT, are advised and informed of the
 
progress and performance (including grade reports) of
 
each academic and technical participant. The AETR must
 
be completed for each academic and some technical partic­
ipants at the conclusion of each semester or term and
 
forwarded to the Mission." Finally, PIET is also re­
quired to "...request approval from A.I.D. Missions and
 
host countries for any needed extensions At the earliest
 
possible date." [emphasis added]
 

This last requirement is of crucial importance. Untimely
 
requests for extensions place missions in awkward deci­
sionmaking positions and can result in significant
 
amounts of money being expended before missions have the
 
opportunity to initiate corrective actions.
 

The case of Mr. N. B. of Indonesia illustrates both the
 
complexities involved in the monitoring and feedback
 
process and the misunderstandings that can result from
 
untimely or incomplete feedback to the missions.
 

Mr. N. B. began his Ph.D. program in Chemistry at a
 
U.S. university in August 1991. His OProposed Aca­
demic and Professional DevelopmonL Programw (pre­
pared by the university) states that *...a thirty­
seven (37) month program is projected with the
 
degree Ph.D. in Chemistry awarded upon successful
 
completion of the program., The proposed program
 
also states that "at the present time, there is no
 
expectation that the program will need to be extend­
ed beyond thirty-seven (37) months. It is possible,
 
but unlikely, that the desired degree can be
 
achieved in less than thirty-maven (37) months, in
 
that case the program will be shortened and the bud­
get reduced to reflect the shorter time frame." The
 
proposed program says that a "...complete evaluation
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of training and skills vill be undertaken.. .prior to
 
enrollment for the Fall 1991 nemester.9 It refers 
to a requirement to take the OGR examinationo in 
the Fall of 1991, and a "disertationOand Osuccess­
ful response to comprehensive examinations" prior tc 
receiving the degroo. The pr.Jposed program also 
describes an Nevaluation of progress and academic 
developmentw to take place prior to completion of 
the first year and a... at the end of the second year 
and prior to the thirteen months of the program 
[sic]." The proposed program makes no mention of 
any requirements to take and pass ocumulative examns 
to remain in the Ph.D. program. 

PIET cabled a Training Implementation Plan (TIP) to 
the mission in July 1991 advising it of the planned
 
37-conth program and stating that "... costs for the 
thirty seven month program through September 15, 
1994 will be dols 59,510 to cover tuition, fees,
 
books, and living allovance.1 The wconfirming 
cable" from A.I.D. in October 1991 also states 
clearly that the pro'gram is expected to take 37 
months. 

Based on ali of the above information transmitted to 
the mission, we think that the mission's t-;aining 
officer had every right to expect the program to
 
take 37 months.
 

(PIET personnel indicated that it is generally known
 
that Ph.D. programs normally t '-e longer to cozr­
plete; they program fellows optimistically because
 
of Handbook 10's 3-year limit for Ph.D. programs, 
and they assumed that the mission understood this.) 

In October 1992, PIET senL the mission three AETRs. 
The first wan for the August-December 1991 academic 
term, but ans signed by the follow on June 25, 1992. 
The ARTR reports a cumulative GPA of 3.000. The 
academic advisor's commonts, dated Juno 26, 1992,
 
were: N[Mr. N. B.] has made a sucresful start on
 
his Ph.D. research. He is currently synthesizing
 
precursors for a catalytic study." The PIET ETA's
 
comments wore: f[Mr. M. B.] in settling into [the
 
univursity. He seems to fool overwhelmed at times
 
with the volume of work. lie has had a successful
 
start in his program." The block labelled "Est.
 
Date of Degree CompletionO has no entry.
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The next AETR covered the January-April 1992 term, 
was also signoO by the fellow on June 25, 1992, and 
also reports a cumulative GPA of 3.000. The academ­
ic advisor', coeents, again dated June 26, 1992, 
were, once again: "[Hr. N. B.] has made a successful 
start on his Ph.D. research. He is currently syn­
thesizing precursors for a catalytic study." The 
PIET ETA's comments were: "[Hr. H. B.] continues to 
do well in his work. [Dr. H.], his Academic Advi­
sor, has been very pleased with his lab work." The
 
block labelled "Eat. Date of Degree Completion,"
 
again, has no entry.
 

The third AETR covered the May-August 1992 term, was 
signed by the fellow on September 28, 1992, and 
reports a cunmulative GPA of 3.0075. The academic 
advisor made no comments, but signed the report on 
September 29, 1992. The PIET ETA's comments were: 
"[Mr. N. B.] continues to do very well in his stud­
ies. He is very concerned about his performance on 
his qualifying exams right now. Although, the 
[university] faculty is confident that he will 
pass.0 The block labelled "Eat. Date of Degree 
Completion," indicates "Sept 12, 1994" (still in 
line with the original 37-month plan). 

On January 4, 1993, the mission received a cable 
from PIET advising that although "subject fellow has
 
been doing well in his coursework... [and] has main­
tained a strong 3.0 GPA throughout his work...[and] 
his academic advisor, [Dr. H.], is very pleased with 
his research work" he had just failed his "cumula­
tive exams.' The cable explains that this means he 
will be unable to continue in the Ph.D. program 
unless he is "allowed to take the alternative route 
into the Ph.D. program." This alternate route would
 
require him to complete a master's degree at the
 
,Yniversity (he already had earned a master's degree
 
from an Australian university) and then "petition
 
the graduate school to re-enter the Ph.D. program."
 
The cable also says: "FYI, [Dr. H.] has informed 
PIET/TAF that [Mr. MI. B.], regardless of whether he 
passed the cumulative exams, will need an additional
 
year to complete his Ph.D. Generally, a Ph.D. in
 
the chemistry department at [the university] takes
 
four to five years."
 

We did not conclude that this cane is necessarily repre­
sentative of PIET's monitoring performance. Rather, it
 
raises several questions and illustrates several points
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about the placement and monitoring processes. If the
 
above-described record is accurate, then the mission
 
approved this fellow's program based on the false premise
 
that it could be completed in 37 months. The university
 
prepared and distributed the "Proposed Academic and
 
Professional Development Program" establishing the 37­
month plan, despite the fact that (according to PIET) it
 
knew that such a program "generally...takes four to five
 
years."
 

Handbook 10 establishes that "...contractors [i.e. PIET]
 

are responsible for obtaining [the AETR] from academic
 
institutions and providing it to A.I.D. missions." The
 
AETRs, however, must be initiated by the fellow and the
 
university. More troubling than the untimely receipt of
 
the AETRs by the mission is the brevity of meaningful
 
information the AETRe rontained. One cause of this
 
brevity is obviously the form itself, which provides
 
space for only a sentence or two at moot for the academic
 
advisor and PIET to insert comments. Two of the three
 
AETRs contained no estimated date of degree completion
 
and the third contained a date indicating that the
 
fellow's program was still on the original 37-month
 
schedule. The academic advisor reported this estimated
 
degree completion date despite his knowledge that such a
 
program "generally...takes four to five years."
 

Notwithstanding PIET's belief that it is generally under­
stood that a Ph.D. program usually takes longer than 37
 
months to complete, our interviews of mission personnel
 
indicated that they were surprised to learn of this
 
fellow's need for an extension, particularly after re­
ceiving no negative feedback about his progress during
 
the initial 17 months of the program. Mission personnel
 
were also concerned about the perfunctory manner in which
 
the need for an extension had been communicated to them.
 
Mo:e frequent and more detailed feedback on this fellow's
 
progress and a more detailed explanation of the circum­
stances surrounding his need for an extension would have
 
aided the mission in understanding and dealing with the
 
overall situation.
 

The adverse effects of untimely, incomplete monitoring
 
feedback--especially in cases where program extensions
 
result--can be substantial. A.I.D.'s Regional Inspector
 
General issued a report recently on Indonesia's partici­
pant training program which stated:
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RECOMMENDATION 


NUMBER 3 


From January 1989 through April 1992, 58 per­
cent of the participants completing academic
 
training exceeded the time limitations speci­
fied in the original training plans. Furthar­
more, since 1989, the frequency of these exten­
sions has steadily risen, ab have the ascociat­
ed training costs--an additional $5 million to
 
pay for participants' extended stays in the
 
United States.
 

From a mission management perspective, untimely notifica­
tions of problem programs leading to the need for exten­
sions places training officers in an awkward decision­
makiing position: either obligate more money or end the
 
program, recall the fellow, and consider funds spent to
 
date to be "sunk costs." Earlier notification of prob­
lems gives missions some degree of control and flexibili­
ty in selecting possible courses of action.
 

As stated above, we did not conclude that the example
 
described in detail was representative of PIET's monitor­
ing and feedback performance. We concluded, however,
 
that PIET's performance in this regard can be improved.
 
We reviwed a sample of 22 long-term participant files
 
containing 83 AETRs. Following is a summary of Lhe days
 
elapsing from the end of the academic term until the
 
AETRs were transmitted to the missions.
 

Days following the
 
End of Academic Term Number Percentage 

1-30 10 12% 
31-60 28 34 
61-90 23 28 
91-120 5 6 

121-150 2 2 
More than 150 7 8 

Unable to Determine 8 10 

The 7 AETRs in the "more than 150" G.Layury were sent
 
154, 163, 174, 178, 188, 265, and 322 days following the
 
ends of the academic terms.
 

We recommend that OIT's new contract include language
 
placing greater emphasis on the importance of timely,
 
complete, and detailed monitoring feedback to the mis­
siona and the paramount importance of tImely notification
 
of the possible need for program extensions. We also 
recomend that OXT reassess the usefulness of the AETR 
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THE COUNTRY-


DEVELOPMENT 


PROGRAM PURPOSE 


NEEDS GREATER 


EMPHASIS 


RECOMMENDATION 
NUMBER 4 

forn and revise the form to (1) make it clear that com­
pletion of all fields Is mandatory and (2) allow more 
roi= for academic advisor and contractor coo ntu. 

Few of the fellows and associates interviewed conveyed
 
a clear understanding (1) that the TJF Program's
 
primary purposes relate to country development rather 
than individual development or (2) of how their indivi­
dual programs support this primary objective. The appar­
ent failure of all involved in the proaram--mission, OIT,
 
and PIET personnel--to continually emphasize the primary
 
program purpose appears to be an oversight, but may de­
tract from the achievement of this primary program objec­
tive and may contribute to the number of non-returnees.
 

According to Handbook 10, participant training has three
 
purposes:
 

" Developing staff for A.I.D.-assisted projects.
 

" Strengthening key development institutions.
 

* Establishing local training capacities.
 

Of 19 returned fellows and associates with whom we dis­
cussed their understanding of the TJF Program, only 4
 
expressed an answer related to country development. The
 
balance either said they did not know or said that the
 
program's purpose was to enable them to get a degree or
 
attend a training rrogram. None of the interviewees
 
indicated that the program's purpose had ever been ex­
plained to them.
 

The apparent failure to emphasize the relationship be­
tween an individual's program and the development of his
 
or her country can undermine the achievement of the
 
program's longer-range objectives. Further, the number
 
of extension requests and non-returnees may be higher as
 
a result of the apparent failure to continually emphasize
 
the importance of completing programs expeditiously and
 
returning home to begin transferring knowledge.
 

Ve recommend that OIT strens, both in its now contract 
and in Ito revised Handbook 10, the importance of making 
each fellow and associate aware of (1) the TJF Program's 
country development purposes and (2) how each individual 
program supports these purposes. 
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RECOMMENDATION 


NUMBER 5 


OIT'S CONTRACTOR 

SHOULD MAINTAIN 

MORE DETAILED 

COST ACCOUNTING 

INFORMATION 


The U.S. Government spends tens of thousands of dollars
 
on most long-term fellows. Master's degree programs can
 
cost more than $60,000, and doctoral program costs can
 
exceed $100,000. If OIT will stress in its new contract
 
and in Handbook 10 the importance of making follows and
 
associates aware of how their programs relate to their
 
country's development, it may help lower the rate of non­
returnees. Under current procedures, long-term fellows
 
are required to sign the same "Conditions of Training"
 
form signed by an associate programmed for a 3-week
 
observational study tour. In effect, both are asked to
 
make the same 2-year commitment to work in their home
 
countries upon training completion.
 

A non-PIET case illustrates our concerns.
 

Mr. R. T. of the Dominican Republic came to the
 
United Staten in April 1987 to obtain a Ph.D. His
 
original 36-month program wan extended to 44 months,
 
and then to 52 months. A total of $104,458 of
 
A.r.D. funds wan obligated for thin Follow's pro­
gram. When this funding man exhausted, Hr. R. T.
 
moved to Canada.
 

We did not conclude that ouch cases are common, but
 
greater reinforcement of the TJF Program's country devel­
opment objectives may help to reduce the number of these
 
instances.
 

We recommend that OIT redesign its "Conditions of
 
Training" form to place greater emphasis on the program
 
development commitment to which fellows and associates
 
agree. Missions should be allowed and encouraged to vary
 
the duration of the in-country service commitment re­
quired based on the type and coot of a program an well an
 
other country-specific characteristics.
 

SIT recovers the coot of its centralized contract
 
through "administrative" or "programming agent foes"
 

charged to missions via A.I.D.'s master disbursing
 

account (MDA). These fees are computed by periodically
 

dividing PIET's total cost incurred by the number of
 
training-months utilized. To approximate the cost dif­
ferences associated with the different levels of program­
ming and monitoring efforts required, the monthly fee is
 
set higher for EI associates than for long-term academic
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RECOMMENDATION 


NUMBER 6 


fellows and short-term technical associates. The result­
ing monthly fees are then added to the budget worksheets
 
based on the anticipated number of person months the
 
PIO/P will cover. At present, the foe is $310 per month
 
for academic and short-term technical programs and $410
 
per month for EI programs.
 

As described on pages 19 to 22, to the extent that PIET's 
costs include more than the core costs of programming,
 
placing, monitoring, and evaluating, these monthly fees
 
result in higher costs to the missions than those of
 
other contractors.
 

PIET personnel informed us that they are convinced that
 
the true cost of El auosociate management is significantly
 
higher than the $410-per-month fee being charged. They
 
cited as an example an analysis they made that indicated
 
that the actual average cost of recent EI programs was
 
approximately $5,000. It is also likely that the actual
 
coat of a short-term technical training program is more
 
than the $310-per-month fee being charged. If thene cost
 
disparities are true, then the cost of short-term and El
 
programs is being subsidized by the fees missions pay for
 
long-term programs.
 

If these two anomalies--fees for PIET services include
 
more then the cost of core services and missions are
 
being undercharged for shorter programs and overcharged
 
for longer programs--are occurring, then two economic
 
results can be predicted: (1) misuions may be inclined
 
to use direct contracts rather than the PIET contract,
 
and (2) missions may use PIET for short-term, labor­
intensive programs, but not for long-term programs.
 

These anomalies can be discerned and corrected by care­
fully and precisely defining the core services that OIT's
 
contractor must perform (see Recommendation Number 1 on
 
page 21) and requiring the contractor to maintain accii­
rate cost accounting records that separately accumula:e
 
the coat of core services and additional services.
 

We recommond that OIT incorporate i,jto its now contract
 

a requirement that the contractor hove in place arid
 
functioning a coat accounting system that !ccuaulaten,
 
segregates, and reports the costa of long-term, short­
term, and HI program management.
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The contract should define the following as "cost objec­
tives" reqxiring separate recordkeeping and accounting:
 

" 	 Programming, placing, and monitoring long-term
 
academic fellows.
 

" 	 Programming, placing, and monitoring short-term
 
technical associates.
 

* 	 Prcgr&1rin3, rlacing, and monitoring EI
 
associates.
 

" 	 Each individual delivery order that may be requested
 
in addition to the core services.
 

The contractor's accounting system should be required to
 
accumulate all labor time, labor costs, and other costa
 
directly identifiable with these activities.
 

The resulting coat accounting system will allow a precise
 
cost accounting allocation of the contractor's total
 
costs to the three major basic contract activities (long­
term, short-term, and EI training) and to each individual
 
delivery order.
 

The contract's costs associbted with long-term, short­
term, or El training can then be allocated to benefiting
 
programs on either a "participant-month" basis (which is
 
presently done but is not presently based on accurate
 
zronthly costs) or on a "percentage-of-direct-program­
cost" basis.
 

The implementation of more rigorous cost accounting and
 
reporting will yield two important management-strength­
ening capabilities. First, the contractor's coats versus
 
performance can be monitored more closely. OIT will be
 
able to track the contractor's precise costs for particu­
lar types of services and compare these against the coots
 
of other contractors. Adverse cost trends can be studied
 
in more detail to permit implementation of early correc­
tive cost-control measures.
 

Second, SIT will be able to evaluate more accurately the
 
costs and benefits of long-term, short-term, and EI
 
programs. For exanple, if accounting data reveal that
 
the actual long-term programming and monitoring costs are
 
5 percent of the program's coots, while the actual EI
 
programming and monitoring costs are 30 percent of the
 
program's costs, then OIT managers may decide that the EI
 
program is not cost effective when considered against the
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PROCUREMENT 


INTEGRITY CONCERNS 


SHOULD BE ADDRESSED 


benefits received. Such analyses will enable OIT manag­
ers to better control increasingly scarce resources and
 
make better program management decisions.
 

The selection of academic and technical training pro­
videre is a significant procurement function resulting
 
in the obligation of millions of dollars annually.
 
Although these procurement decisions are technically made
 
by authorized Government personnel, the reality of how
 
the PTP operates is that mission officials rely heavily
 
on PIET input in the selection process. Further, the
 
selection decision at the mission level in often delegat­
ed to training officers oz local grantee organizations
 
and, in some cases, to the individual fellow or associ­
ate.
 

Our procurement integrity concerns are focused at two
 
levels: the role of the PIET placement specialists and
 
the role of mission ana crantee personnel.
 

The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) recently pub­
lished guidance on "Inherently Governmental FunctionB."
 
This Office of Federal Procurement Policy (OFPP) "policy
 
letter" defines an inherently Governmental function as
 
one "that is so intimately related to the public interest
 
as to mandate performance bj Government employees." It
 
states that Governmental functionu fall into two cateqo­
ries: "(I) The act of governing, i.e., the discretionary
 
exercise of Government authority, and (2) monetary trans­
actions and entitlements." Included on the policy
 
letter's "illustrative list of functions considered to be
 
inherently governmental functions" is "determining what
 
supplies or services are to be acquired by the Govern­
ment."
 

We did not conclude that PIET in performing an inherently
 
governmental function, because the policy letter also
 
states that "inherently governmental functions do not
 
normally include gathering information for or providing
 
advice, opinions, recommendations, or ideas to Government
 
officials." Rather, we concluded that PIET's role in
 
provider selection could be deemed inherently governmen­
tal if not properly controlled and carefully monitored.
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We concluded that PIET's role in this process falls
 
within the cktegory of functions that the policy letter
 
specifies as requiring "additional management attention
 
to the terms of the contract and the manner of perfor­
mance...."
 

During our interviews and file reviews at the three
 
missions we visited, we noted instances in which both
 
individual fellows and associates and local grantees had
 
"pre-selected" the schools to which the individuals would
 
be sent. In these instances, PIET apparently took the
 
view that this was the mission's prerogative and did not
 
assess the quality and cost effectiveness of the prese­
lectped programs. For example: 

Pontifica Univernidad Catolica Madre y Maestra
 
(UCMh') is an A.I.D. project grantee in Santo
 
Domingo, Dominican Republic. UCAM selected five
 
candidates to be sent to the University of Nevada-

Las Vegas (UNLV) for mayter's degreen in hotel
 
administration. we interviewed two fellows who had
 
completed the program. One fellow criticized the
 
program. She did not think it mot her objectives,
 
because it focused on general hotel management,
 
whereas her interest was in food and beverage ser­
vices. She said she thought she should have gone to
 
a culinary school rather than UNLV.
 

We understand that mission personnel are involved direct­
ly in project design and exercise final approval authori­
ty over individual programs. We think, however, that
 
PIET's programming knowledge and skills are being under­
utilized in cases where training providers arc
 
preselected.
 

A.I.D. should also recognize that added controls in the
 
provider selection process are needed for reasons beyond
 
assuring that the best, most cost-effective programs are
 
selected. Although we saw no evidence of irregularities
 
during our evalurtion, we noted no controln to prevent
 
mission personnel, mrssion grantees, or PIET placement
 
specialists frnm accepting illegal gratuities or bribes
 
in connection with the selection of providers.
 

Sound management practices as well as U.S. Government
 
procurement policies dictate that SIT exercise greater
 
control and oversight in connection with the provider
 
selection process.
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RECOMMENDATION 
NUMBER 7 

RECOMMENDATION 

NUMBER 9 

RECOMMENDATION 

NUMBER 9 


We recommend that placement specialists be required to
 
assess alternative training providers even when missions 
have preaelected the training providers. This will 
enaure that the best and moast cost-effective providers 
are selected, and it will aerve as a control to protect 
against improper (or even illegal) provider aelection
 
decisions by mission personnel or in-country project
 
personnel. The bases for contractor recommendations and
 
mission selections should be documented in the official
 
files and retained for periodic 0IT review.
 

We recommend that 0IT require its contractor to document 
the basis for selecting and recommending every program. 
The official file [nee alao Recomzendation Number 22 on
 
page 58] should indicate mhother or not the proposed
 
program's coat is based upon the academic or training
 
institution's published prices. in every instance in
 
which the program coat in not based on an institution's
 
published prices, the file should contain a full and
 
complete record of how the institution was selected,
 
including (1) the extent of competition sought, (2)
 
copies o all proposals received, (3) a record of all
 
negotiations, and (4) the selection rationale used.
 

We recommend that OIT's new contract specify clearly
 
and unequivocally that the contractor will not program
 
any services to be performed by itself or by organiza­
tions with which it in affiliated. We further recommend
 
that OIT ask the A.I.D. procuring contracting officer to
 
(1) include appropriate conflict-of-interest avoidance
 
clauses in the solicitation and contract and (2) specify
 
that offerors responding to the solicitation must submit
 
detailed conflict-of-interest avoidance plans.
 

(In the event that OIT does not accept the above recom­
mendation prohibiting contractors from programming train­
ing to their affiliatoo or associates, we recommend that
 
the contract state that any programming to an affiliated
 
organization can only be done with prior written con­
tracting officer approval.)
 

We also think that the centralized programming function
 
offers a valuable program management and control opportu­
nity not being utilized fully by OIT. Sound program
 
management principles dictate that scarce resources be
 
allocated carefully and only to those objectives that
 
best meet overall program objectives. A.I.D. missions
 
are required to prepare Country Development Strategy
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Statements (CDSS) and Country Training Plans (CTP). The
 
former document sets forth the mission's institutional
 
prior4uies for training, and the latter provides infor­
mation about training needs and resources in priority
 
development areas and presents a 5-year projvction of the
 
mission's training activities. Missions also prepare
 
project-specific planning papers containing more detailed
 
descriptions of training objectives.
 

At this time, PIET placement specialists are not required
 
to maintain current copies of these important documents.
 
We think tha.t understanding &nd using these planning
 
documents will enable placement specialists to improve
 
the support they provide to missions. At a minimum, they
 
will be bettq able to anticipate training needs of
 
particular countries and focus attention on the identifi­
cation of potential providers earlier than is now the
 
case.
 

On a program-specific basis, familiarity with the CDSS,
 
CTP, and project plans will enable a placement specialist
 
to better understand the underlying PIO/P objective and
 
optimize the selection of a provider. Such familiarity
 
will also enable the placement specialist to recognize
 
mission-proposed programs that may be inconsistent with
 
the CDSS, CTP, or a specific project.
 

In an interview, one of PIET's EI ETAs described one of
 
her most successful cases, the program of Mrs. A. F. of
 
The Gamt..
 

Mrs. A. r. is the manager/health consult&nt for 
[A.'B] Health and Fitness company established in 
1986. She was on associate in the Entrepreneurs
 
International program OTraining in Health and Fit­
neB Center Managementm from Harch 18 to April 21,
 
1992. Her specific objectives were to learn all
 
aspects of phyzical fitness programming including
 
basic nutritional information, physiological and
 
psychological effects of fitness training, sales
 
techniques, equipment maintenance, and marketing and
 
management techniques.
 

We asked the advisor icw this particular program support­
ed The Gambia's development, and she said she did not
 
know. We obtained a copy of the CDSS for The Gambia, FY
 
1991-1995 and could find no clear relationship between
 
The Gambia's needs and this particular program. In fact,
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RECOMMENDATION 
NUKi3ER 10 

OI SHOULD 


COIUSIDER 

TRANSFERRING FULL 


ACCOUNTING FOR 
EACH PROGRAM TO THE 

CONTRACTOR 


the CDSS, under "Strategies Not Chosen," states "...other
 
donors are providing si,:,ificant support for health,
 
population, and education programs. Given this fact and
 
OAR/Banjul staff and funding constraints, no significant
 
increase is proposed in AID assistance levels to those
 
sectors during the CDSS period."
 

We understand that the mission has decisionmaking auto­
nomy and authority to approve a program even if it is not
 
entirely consistent with its development strategy.
 
Handbook 10 states, however, that A.I.D. policy "does not
 
encourageo...oneral participant training which is not
 
linked to specific development objectives identified in
 
CDSS...[and) training of teaching faculty in technical
 
fields or disciplines not judged by CDSS or sector strat­
egy to be of developmental priority." We think that
 
OIT's contractor can perform a valuable control function
 
in relation to this requirement and also make more in­
formed placement decisions if placement specialists have
 
more knowledge about specific country development strate­
gies and training plans.
 

We recommend that placement specialists be required to 
have (and use in planning placementn) each country's
 
CDSS, CTP, and any other trainingplans. 

This will enable them to (1) design programs better
 
suited to each country's needs and (2) notify OIT and the
 
mission when a proposed training program appears incon­
sistent with a country's stated needs and priorities.
 

Although responsibility for determining the appropriate­
ness of training rests with missions, we think that OIT
 
can assist missions in complying with A.I.D. policy by
 
alerting missions of programs that may be inconsistent
 
with country development strategies.
 

PIET currently accounts for program costs that it dis­
burses. An audit of the accounting process used by 
PIET wan o.iutiide our evaluation's scope. We did compare 
PIET's program accounting reports with FM reports and 
mission reports and noted differences that we did not 
attempt to reconcile. Those differences were due (at 
least in part) to the fact that PIET only accounts for 
costs that it disburses, whereas FM and minsion cost 
accounting includes additional costs. 

38
 



The A.I.D. Office of Inspector General recently audited
 
A.I.D.'u HDA and reported several recommendations for
 
improving its operation. One of the Office of Inspector
 
General's (OIG) recommendations was that FM:
 

...in conjunction with the Office of International
 

Training, design and implement a system to ensure
 
that no funds are spent in excess of the amounts
 
committed and that commitment amounts are reduced
 

whenever it becomes evident that fewer funds than
 

anticipatd will be needed.
 

Our evaluation indicated that PIET has an understanding
 

with FM that allows PIET to expend up to $1,000 in excess
 
of a PIO/P's approved level of spending without obtaining
 

mission approval. We also noted inconsistencies in
 
procedures and understandings among missions as to com­
mitment reductions when programs are completed. We did
 
not find procedures in place for providing reports to
 
missions that allow them to reduce comnitment amounts
 

routinely as programs are finished. Apparently the
 
unexpended funds in most individual PIO/P accounts simply
 

remain in the MDA for use to cover the up-to-S1,000
 

commitment overruns.
 

The practice of spending in excess of the commitment
 
amounts may violate the Antideficiency Act. The apparent
 

failure of missions to reduce commitment amounts as
 
programs are completed results in mission loss of these
 
funds--funds that could be used for other purposeo.
 

FM does not perceive the need for more precise accounting
 
and, A.I.D.'s general counsel does not interpret these
 
practices to be funds control violations. The original
 
design of the MDA anticipated these practices. FM thinks
 
that a cost savings results, because "final" budgets and
 
PIO/Ps do not need to be prepared and processed.
 

We think that sound management of scarce fiscal resources
 
dictates that a more precise accounting for those fundr
 
be performed. In kooping with our recommendation that
 
OIT's contractor be required to perform as many routine
 
functions as possible on OIT's behalf, we think that the!
 
accounting function the contractor already performs
 
should be expanded slightly to include all costs of each
 
PIET-managed program. The contractor can also be direct­
ed to send a monthly or quarterly report to each mission
 
showing the unexpended balances of each mission's com­
pleted programs, so that misnionu can recover the use of
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RECOMMENDATION 


NUMBER 11 

ARRIVALS AND 


ORIENTATION 


SHOULD RECEIVE 


GREATER EMPHASIS 


these funds through a single transaction document reduc­
ing completed program commitment amounts to the amounts
 
actually spent.
 

We recomend that OIT require its contractor to maintain
 
An accurate and current record of each fellow's or asno­
ciate's actual total cost of training to ensure that
 
budgeted and obligated amounts are not exceeded. The
 
contractor should be required to report each PIO/P'a
 
budgeted and actual coot to date and itemized expendi­
tures for any particular PIO/P as requested.
 

TJF Program fellows and associates have varied back­
grounds and experiences, including different levels of
 
predeparture orientation. Some participarns need
 
relatively little U.S. crientation. while others benefit
 
greatly from more extensive U.S. orientation.
 

According to .Andbuok 10, "...it is A.I.D. policy that
 
participants are met whenever feasible at the United
 
States airports of entry in Honolulu, Miami, New York as
 
well as at Washington, D.C./Baltimore."
 

Regarding orientation, Handbook 10 states that "it is
 
A.I.D. policy that all participants training in the
 
United States are required to attend appropriate orienta­
tion programs in tho United States which focus on both
 
the practical aspects of living in this country and on
 
the custom3, values and institutions of Americans. The
 
orientation programs must be tailored to the different
 
needs of short-term trainees and long-term or academic
 
students and researchers."
 

During interviews of returned TJF Program fellowe and
 
associates, we anked 31 if they had been met upon arrival
 
in the U.S. Of the 31 interviewed, 16 told us that they
 
had not been met on arrival. Of these 16, 7 indicated to
 
us that the lack of assistance on arrival caused them
 
problems. Similarly, fellows and associates reported
 
differing degrees of U.S. orientation.
 

Based on our interviews, we concluded that the value of
 
both the arrival greeting service and the U.S. orienta­
tion should be given greater recognition. Both of these
 
functions can have a uignificant impact on the ultimate
 
success or failure of an individual's training experi­
ence.
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RBCOKKNDATION 
JNMBER 12 

RECOMMENDATION 
NUMBER 13 

Discussions with PIT personnel indicated that they try 
to have fellows and aseociae;s met on arrival, but are 
not always able to do so in cases in which missions
 
Lnetruct them not to have this service performed or when
 
itineraries are received too late to allow the service to 
be scheduled. Moat fellows and associates received some 
level of orientation except in cans in which their
 
schedules would not accoemodate the orientation program
 
schedules.
 

We rec=nd that OIT clarify the zrqufremet for 
fellows and associato to ho mt on arrival In the U.S. 
to (1) assure that ncaalona rndaratandIt to be sandatory 
and (2) allow flexibility in detemining the optimum 
point for the arrival greeting to take place. 

OIT's contractor should be required to determine on a
 
case-by-cae bacim the optimum point nt which the initial 
meeting will take place. In some cases, the appropriate 
point will be the initial point of entry in the U.S. In
 
most cases, it will be the final destination airport,
 
where assistance in retrieving luggage, arranging for
 
ground transportation, and assuring that temporary living
 
accommodation needs are met or can be provided. In the
 
event that a fellow or associate I met on arrival in
 
the United State., the contractor should be required to
 
document cltcrly in the official PIO/P file the reasons
 
that this meeting did not take place.
 

We reco=nd that OIT clarify the reguixrwont for U.S. 
orientation to (1) assure that aiasions understand it to 
be mandatory and (2) define the minimum orientation needs 
for fellows and associates possessing varying back­
grounds, capabilities, and experiences. 

When these minimum requirements are established, the
 

programming and placement upecialist should be required
 
to provide or program these minimum orientation sarvices
 

as well as any additional orientation procedures that
 

particular PIO/Ps specify.
 

A major goal of the U.S. orientation program should be to
 
emphasize the country development objectives of the TJF
 
program and how individual programs will support these
 
objectives.
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THE CONTRACT'S 

EVALUATION 

PROVISIONS NEED 

TO BE ENHANCED
 

RECOMMENDATION 

NUMBER 14 


We concluded that the contract's provisions for
 
training program evaluations should be simplified
 
and clarified.
 

The contract specifies that the contractor must establish
 
evaluation criteria and mechanisms to permit review of
 
individual U.S. academic and technical training programs.
 
It does not state specifically how these evaluations
 
should be used or distributed and does not specify how
 
the completed evaluationa should be consolidated and
 
reported or followed up.
 

A "Group Technical Questionnaire" used fo : evaluating
 
short-term technical training programs is 22 pages long
 
and contains 136 questions. The "Academic Exit Question­
naire" used to evaluate long term academic programs is 29
 
pages long and contains 203 questions. Both question­
naires cover every aspect of the programs including the
 
fellow's or associate's parmonal thoughts about such
 
thingc as feeling homesick or lonely. All appear to be
 
relevant questions. We think, however, that the ques­
tionnaires may try to cover too much rather than focusing
 
primarily on the quality of the training provided. We
 
think simplified questionnaires may provide a more man­
ageable means of assessing the quality of training re­
ceived by the fellow or associate.
 

PIET produces evaluation reports summarizing the results
 
of short-term programs with eight or more associates.
 
One recent report on a short-term program with 8 associ­
ates was 36 pages long. It summarizes the nature of the
 
program, characteristics of the individuals, and consol­
idated results of the individual 7uestionnaires. It does
 
not contain recommendations for program improvement or
 
actions needed for follow-up.
 

It is not clear to us how either PIET or OIT uses this
 
type of evaluation. Clearly, if an evaluation revealed
 
extremely negative information about a particular provid­
er, PIET could use it in future placement decisions. We
 
think, however, that such clearly negative program infor­
mation can be gleaned through a much simpler evaluation
 
mechanism and process.
 

We recomnd that OIT analyze the costs and benefits
 
of the current evaluation process and define more clearly
 
its evaluation objectives. If the primary evaluation
 
objective is to naess the quality of the training pro­
vided, then a more streamlined process can be used. We
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RECOM)MENDATION 
NUMBER 15 

also recomnd that SIT define more clearly bow the 
evaluations aLre to be used to suppot the program. At a 
&inium, th. evaluationm sbould produce specific reco­
uendationa for follow-up actions or indicate that none 
ame needed. 

The contract doac not specify how evaluation reports are
 
to be diitributed. PIET's "Operating Procedures" may 
that the short-term technical evaluation summary report
 
should be distributed "...to SIT, the Bureau, the Region­
al Office, the Mission, and the training institution."
 
Individual academic and technical evaluations are dis­
tributed internally within PIET but not to OIT or the
 
mimsuons. PIET's subcontractor, Creative Associates,
 
enters data from individual evaluation forms into a data
 
base, which provides it with the capability to produce
 
"annual reports" by country or rogion. PIET would then
 
send these annual reports to OIT, bureaus, and missions.
 
We were informed that the subcontractor has not had
 
sufficient volume to prepare annual reports by region or
 
country.
 

Our visits to three missions confirmed that missions do
 
not receive individual evaluations, and training officers
 
at all three missions stated that they would like to
 
receive them. Also, mission personnel did not recall
 
receiving summary technical evaluation reports and annual
 
reports.
 

We recommend that OZT define the distribution of all 
evaluation reports and include distribution to each 
mission as well as other appropriateA.X.D. organizations 
such an the Research & Development Bureau, Center for
 
Development Information and Evaluation, and other central
 
and regional bureaus.
 

The current evaluation instruments contain some questions
 
about satiefaction with PIET's assistance, but the forms
 
are not designed to obtain detailed feedback about PIET's
 
performance. The academic questionnaire contains 11 (out
 
of 203) questions that focus on the fellow's relationship
 
with PIET. Likewise, the short term program question­
naire contains 11 (out of 136) questions that focus on
 
the associate's relationship with PIET. OIT and the
 
missions do not mee individual evaluations as a result of
 
PIET's distribution process. Consequently, if a fellow
 
or associate conveys negative criticism about her or his
 
experience with PIET, there is the opportunity that only
 
PIET and Creative Associates see it.
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We think there in great value in obtaining from every 
fellow and associate specific feedback about the 
contractor's performance. Such feedback sent directly to 
OIT will enable OIT to identify and consult iimediately
 
with PINT about personnel or programs reported a. not
 
meting OIT's contract performance standards. Similarly,
 
it will enable outstanding contractor or employee perfor­
mances to receive positive recognition.
 

This ongoing feedback will enable OIT to evaluate its
 
contrac,or's performance on an ongoing basis rather than
 
every fe% years as is done now. In turn, the existence
 
of a direct feedback process will encourage the contrac­
tor and its employees to provide higher-quality services
 
and allow them to (1) take immodiate corrective action to
 
resolve problems or (2) provide immodiate positive feed­
back to employees identified as havirg performed particu­
larly well.
 

RECOMMENDATION 	 Ve recomend that OIT design a 1-page questionnaire to 
NUMBER 16 	 obtain individual fellow and associate evaluations of 

contractorporformance in programming, placing, moni­
toring, and counseling. These should be given to every 
fellow or associate along with a prc-stampod envelope ad­
dresBed to O1T. 

A simple and short questionnaire should ensure that a
 
maximum number of responses are received. Further,
 
indicating that this feedback will go directly to OIT
 
should ensure that responses convey candid information.
 
This simplified process should require minimal time for
 
OIT to administer while allowing easy identification of
 
instance@ of good or poor performance.
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Chapter 4 

PIET KA3 NOT 


COMPLILD WITH THE 


CONTRACT'S ACCOUNT-


ING AND REPORTING 


REQUIREMENTrS 

CONTRACT COMPLIANCE
 

Section C, Article IV, Scope of Work, of the contract
 
between A.I.D. and PINT contains 20 specific provisions
 
for placing, programming, managing, and providing field
 
support services related to the A.I.D. training program.
 
Other contract sections contain additional compliance
 
requirements. An part of our evaluation, we performed
 
limited tets to determine the degree to which PIET
 
complied with these requirements. This chapter presents
 
the results of this tooting.
 

Except for our conclusions ralated to complianco with the
 
contract's accounting and reporting requiromenta, we
 
concluded that PIET complied, in all material respects,
 
with the terms of the contract. We also noted several
 
other less significant instances of noncompliance that
 
warrant OIT'a attention and prompt corrective action.
 

The contract's itemized budget (Section B, III) speci­
fies 13 separate line items, including Field Services,
 

(buy-ins), Programmning Buy-Ins, and 400 Partially
 

Financed Academic Participants.
 

Contract Section C, Article IV, B.10, Alternative Funding
 
Mechanisms, describes procedures required for buy-ins and
 
states that "...separate financial accounting and report­
ing must be completed for these types of special place­
ments."
 

Contract Section C, Article V,B, Level of Effort Reports,
 
requires the contractor to prepare semi-annual reports:
 

...indicating the number of person-months of
 
effort which wore separately expended by the
 
Contractor, each subcontractor, and consult­
ants, delineated by project/contract activity
 
during the reporting period. The number of
 
person-months shall be delineated by the main
 
project/contract activities.
 

Contract Section C, Article V.B, Level of Effort Reports,
 
also states:
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Also on a semi-annual basli the contractor will
 
report the status of buy-ins. This report will
 
contain as a minimum, a listing of all buy-ins,
 
their original level of effort and dollar value
 
and the actual level of effort and funds ex­
pended against the work of that buy-in.
 

PIET apparently made no accounting system provisions that
 
would allow the accumulation of costs incuxred for indi­
vidual buy-ins, buy-ins in total, or tho 400 Partially
 
Financed Academic Participant..
 

PIET's seami-annual Level of Effort Reports show no per­
son-months for Field Services buy-ins, Programing Buy-

Ins, and Partially Financed Academic Participants. The
 
reports instead state that "Buy-ins person months (are]
 
included in Direct Employeea."
 

On December 22, 1992, PIET's deputy executive director 
told us that the "level of effort for buy-ins and subcon­
tracts is not segregated but included in LOE of direct 
employees. This is done because buy-in. were charged at 
$310 per training month rate and no staff expense time ts 
directly attributed to any one buy-in." 

Following our identification to PIET of this accounting
 
and reporting deficiency as a material noncompliance
 
matter, PIET clarified its position. On March 18, 1993,
 
PIET personnel stated that "actual costs for field ser­
vice buy-ins are recorded and reported separately." They
 
stated that "assigned administrative costs" are recorded
 
separately for programming buy-ins. "Assigned adminis­
trative costs" were defined as $310 or $410 per training
 
month.
 

From contract inception through the semi-annual period
 
ended September 30, 1992, PIET did not report any field
 
services oi programming buy-in levels of effort as re­
quired by Contract Section C, Article V.B. Similarly,
 
from contract inception through the semi-annual period
 
ended September 30, 1992, PIET did not report funds
 
expended against the work of individual buy-ins as re­
quired by Contract Section C, Article V.D. and Contract
 
Section C, Article IV, B.10.
 

rrom August 23, 1990, through November 2, 1992, PIET
 
contract modifications for buy-ins had obligated
 
$2,128,207 for PIET administrative services (i.e. not
 
includ~ng pass-through participant costs).
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Amenduent 
or 

Order No. Description 

Amend 5 Haiti 

Amend 6 Kenya 

Amend 12 Nicaragua 

Order 1 Nicaragua 

Order 2 Panama 

Order 3 Mauritius 

Amend 17 WID/MIA 

Amend 18 Africa OYR 

Amend 18 Eur/DR 

Amend 19 Albania 

Amend 19 Near East 

Amend 19 Barbados 

Amend 20 Rite 

Am.nend 20 Arts/Fara 

Amend 21 Eur/Dr 


Totals 


PIET's Consolidated Report, Financial Reportt October 1,
 

1989-September 30, 1992, reports $15,394 expended for
 

Field Services Buy-ins, 24,990 expended for Programming
 
Buy-ins, and $0 expended for 400 Partially Financed
 

Academic Participknts through September 30, 1992.
 

On April 13, 1993, PIET sent us a report titled =Consoli­
dation of PIET (J.V.) Expenditures 10-01-82 to 12/31/92."
 
This report shows field service. buy-ins expendituros for
 
the period October 1, 1992, through December 31, 1992, of
 
$148,545.02. Programming buy-ins costs for this same
 
period are reported to be $-0-. PIET's chief financial
 
officer told us that some of these field services buy-in
 
costs had actually been incurred prior to October 1,
 
1992, and that PIET was in the process of correcting its
 
records.
 

Also on April 13, 1993, PIET sent us a printout titled
 
"Project Report 3/31/93." This printout shows both
 
administrative and participant costs for several buy-ins.
 
A sumnary of this printout's contents and the correspond­
ing buy-in start and end dates is ao follows:
 

Adminimtrptive Ex onsU.
 
Field
 

Start Progrmming _uyZiM Service Buy-Ins
 
Date End Date_ Budgeted Reported Bvdqetod Reported 

08/23/90 Not stated $ 61,785 $0
 
09/24/90 09/29/93 5,400 0
 
09/11/91 10/31/92 $ 10,830 $ 0
 
10/31/91 09/30/92 10,125 0
 
04/23/92 02/28/93 285,210 230,980
 
08/26/92 09/29/93 8,713 0
 
07/01/92 08/31/93 201,140 77,582
 
09/11/92 Not stated 380,000 3,289
 
09/11/92 09/29/93 1,000,000 358,599
 
09/23/92 Not stated 2,460 0 1,686 0
 
09/23/92 Not stated 4,510 0
 
09/23/92 Not stated 51,250 0
 
09/29/92 09/29/93 28,700 35,338 0
 
09/29/92 09/28/93 6,650 0
 
11/02/92 09/29/93 34,410 AU
 

S2 S14201 S670,45
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RECOKKENDATION 
NUMBER 17 


UNAUTHORIZED 


COM(UNICATIONG 
REGULARLY OCCUR
 

The conflicting explanations regarding whether or not
 
PINT has been accounting for buy-in costs as the cvntract
 
requires and the sudden appearance of the above account­
ing information in the 42nd month of the 48 month con­
tract have troublesome implications. We think that
 
further investigation of these issues is warranted. In
 
any event, ic in clear that PIET has not complied with
 
the contract's accounting and reporting requirements.
 

PIET's failure to comply with theme significant contract
 
requirements reflects a serious lack of cost control by
 
(and over) the contractor. It is not possible to deter­
mine if PIET has conformed to individual buy-in budgets
 
or if its costs are in line with its non-buy-in budgets.
 
Similarly, we could not evaluate the efficiency of the
 
contractor's operations vis-a-vis the contract's budget.
 

Contract Section G.II, Funding Sources, states that
 
'...[Bilateral] funds obligated under a discrete order
 
may be used only for allowable costs weich are properly
 
allocable to the performance of that order." It also
 
states that "...[Non-bilateral] funds obligatid in the
 
basic contract may M be used for costs associated with
 
an order...."
 

The lack of strict budgetary constraints and controls
 
over the contractor creates an environment conducive to
 
spending abuses. For this reason and because of other
 
internal control and contract compliance problems noted,
 
we think that OIT should request that the contracting
 
officer have a financial and compliance audit performed
 
of the most recently completed fiscal year of the con­
tract. If material cost mischarges or coot cortrol
 
problem@ are noted in that preliminary audit, tha audit
 
should be expanded to prior years accordinly.
 

Ve recommond that SIT amk the contracting officer to
 

have a financiAl and compliance iudit performed of the
 
latest fiscal year of the PIE? contract and expand the
 
audit to prior years bamed on the Initial audit results.
 

Contract Section C, Article IV, B. 4, Comunications, 

states that : 

All communications with A.I.D. Hissions and
 
host countries necessary to carry out the pro­
visions of the contract must be through OIT,
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RECOMMENDATION 

NUMBER 18 


WE COULD NOT 
CONCLUDE THAT 


PINT IS COWPLYING 

WITH THE CONTRACT'S 

KBCU PLACEMENT 


REQUIREMENTS 


using the communications facilities and proce­
dures of the U.S. Department of State/A.I.D.
 
The routing of such communications through OIT
 
will be mandatory.
 

PINT violates this requiremnt regularly and with OIT's
 
knowledge by using telephone and telecopier oommunica­
tions with missions.
 

PINT and OIT personnel agree that the contract's commu­
nications requirements would, if adhered to, inhibit the
 
contractor's capabilities to carry out its required
 
tasks. Many occasions arise in which rapid comnmunica­
tLo. with missions are essential, and routing these
 
time-crucial communications through OIT would have an
 
adverse effect on actions planned or in progress.
 

We understand that the reasons for the communications
 
restriction clause are to assure that all communications
 
with missions are consistent with OIT policies and to
 
allow 0i to maintain appropriate oversight and awareness
 
of the contractor's actions. We did not identify any
 
instances in which noncompliance with the communications
 
restriction clause created problems. PIET provide copies
 
to SIT of draft cables and other written communications.
 

We recomnond that OIT define speciffic policie. and 
procedures difforentiating official and routine comu­
nicatLions and permit the contractor to make routine 
mission communications without routing then through OIT. 
These policies and proceduren should define the purpose, 
nature, and methods allowed for routine communications 
that the contractor will be permitted to use in program­
ming, placIng, monitoring, and evaluating. 

Contract Section C, Article IV, D.2, Development of U.S.
 

Training Programs, requires PIET to pay "particular
 

attention.. .to (HBCUs). Where possible, an HBCU should
 

be included as one of the suggested institutions for
 

academic an well as technical placements." Contract
 

Section H.VII also establishes as an advance understand­
ing that:
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The contractor agrees that not less than ten 
percent (10%) of the foreign nationals selected 
for placement on or after January 1, 1987 at 
U.S. educational institutions shall be in pro­
grams offered by the (HBCUs].
 

Our evaluation disclosed that (1) PIET's participant data
 

base contains inaccurate data related to HBCU placements,
 
and (2) PINT and the missions may not always be complying
 
with the spirit and intent of A.I.D.'s policy on HBCU
 
placements. These observations are based on a review of
 
several different printouts of PIET's "Participant Train­
se Listings--HBCU Institutions Only" for TY 1992 (11BCU
 
Report for FY 1992) and a review of the "shadow files"4
 

for 23 of the 175 fellows and associates reflected in
 
PIET's HBCU Report for FY 1992, dated November 24, 1992.
 
Based on our initial observations, we expanded our ini­
tial coverage in an attempt to further define the cause
 
of the problems we identified.
 

During our review, we noted errors related to participant
 
attendance at the institutions stated and for the dates
 
stated. For example:
 

" 	 One of the 23 participants in our initial sample was
 
shown in P!=!z HBCU Report for FY 1992 as having
 
attended an HBCU institution, but her file indicated
 
that she had actually attended a non-HBCU institu­
tion.
 

* 	 Twelve short-term training associates are reflected
 
on PIET's HBCU Report for FY 1992, dated November
 
24, 1992, as having attended an HBCU for their
 
entire programs from August 26, 1992, to December
 
20, 1992. On another HBCU Report for FY 1992, dated
 
January 11, 1993, these same associates are reflect­
ed as having attended a non-HBCU for the first 7
 
weeks of their programs, and the previously-reported
 

HBCU for the remaining 9 weeks of their programs.
 

Upon further review, we were informed by a PIET
 

staff member that the 12 associates actually spent
 

only I week at the HBCU and returned to the non-HBCU
 
for the remaining 8 weeks of their programs.
 

PIET's Operations Manual defines a "shadow file" as a file in the Central 
Office for each participant whose file is transferred to a regional office. This 

file is to be kept up to date #and is to contain copies of major documents su:h as 

project implementation orders "or participants, bio data, training implementation 

plans, participant data forms, and other program documents. 
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" 	 After reviewing our initial bample of the 175 fel­
lows and associates refloctu4 as now starts on
 
PIT'N November 24, 1992, HJIU Report for FY 1992,
 
we obtained another HBCU Raort for FY 1992 on
 
January 11, 1993. This newei hiLtting reflected an
 
increase of 10 now stsrts for FY 1992. Because of 
this disparity, we reiriewed ha two reports in 
total. We oboe:ead that of the 10 additional new FY 
1992 1IBCU starts reflected in the January 11, 1993, 
listing, PIET's files revealed that only one actual­
ly started in an HBCU in FY 1992. The renaining 9 
new starts "id not enter an HBCU until January 1993. 

" We also noted that two associates in a short-term
 
training program were reflected as entering an HBCU
 
on the same day their program terminated: August 9,
 
1992. A review of the -shadow filea" for these two
 
associates only revealed that they were to leave
 
their non-HDCU institution and arrive at the HBCU on
 
the date reflected in the PIET listing, August 9,
 
1992. We could not discern their termination dates.
 
Another HBCU Report for FY 1992 prepared on March 8,
 
1993, shown these two associates entering the HBCU
 
on August 9, 1992, and terminating on August 11,
 
1992. (Thin report was prepared by OIT and Is based
 
on input from PIET.) A PIET representative re­
searched these cases at our request and informed us
 
that the two participants terminated their programs
 
at the completion of the portion conducted at the
 
non-HBCU institution, returned to their home coun­
try, and never entered the HBCIJ institution.
 

These disparities and inaccuracies in PIET's participant
 
data base as it relates to follows and associates attend­

ing HBCU. cause us to conclude that PIET is not fully
 

complying w4*h A.I.D.'a contract requirements for track­

ing participants from the time of assignment through
 
completion of training. As a result, any 1IBCU and other
 
type reporting that PIET produces from the participant
 
data base has a high probability of containing signifi­
cant crrors. In addition, if the error rate in our
 
nonrandom sample is, in fact, representative of the
 
universe of HBCU placements in FY 1992, it would mean
 
that PIET has not met its contractual requirement that
 
not less than 10 percent of its placements at U.S. educa­
tional institutions be at HBCU@.
 

51
 



RECOMMENDATION We rocoind that or require PIE? to establish 
NUMBER 19 Internal quality ooatrol prooedures in which PUZT ' re­

glacial maagors (1) approve (in writing) all data entry 
for=a that initiate and change such significant data 
fields as institutions attanded and daten participants 
enter and terminvte their programs, and (2) periodically 
eview participant listing reports for accuracy. ge alao 
rciomend that PIET review Ita data base for FYz 1992 and 
1993 HDC pu-ticipantn to enturo that all follows and 
asociates on theme roports actually attended HDCUs. 

Executive order 12877, aignod by President fush on April
 
28, 1989, ordered that each executive department estab­
lish an annual plan to increace the ability of HBCU, to
 
participate in Federally sponsored programs. In March
 
1990, A.I.D. established a 10-percent HBCU placement
 
goal. In April 1991, A.I.D.'s acsistant administrator
 
for science and technology stated:
 

One of the most promising areas for many
 
HBCUs in which to expand their levels of
 

International involvement im A.I.D.'s
 
Participant Training Program.
 

On April 24, 2991, A.I.D.'s administrator stated:
 

Expanding the international development
 
potential of HBCUs continuas to be a major
 
interest to the Agency. Howover, we have
 
not made substantial progress in increas­
ing the number of participants in training
 
at the 1lD-Us.
 

In our analysis of PIET's IIBCU Report for FY 1992, we
 
observed that six associates participated in a 6-week
 
technical training program. PIET's HBCU Report for FY
 
1992, which wan prepared on November 24, 1992, showed
 
that these associates attended an IIBCU for 3 days in
 
January 1992. A review of the "shadow files" disclosed
 
that this 3-day program consisted of 2 days of travel (to
 
and from the HOCU) and 1 day touring the HICU institution
 
and attending a presentation on hDCUs. The trip wa
 
budgeted at % cost of $2,703. The mission approved this
 
trip as being appropriate a. an additional component of
 
the program. This type of HBCU involvement does not
 
appear to comply with the spirit of A.I.D.'a desLres to
 
expand the HBCU level of international involvement in
 
A.I.D.'s participant training program.
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RECOMMENDATION 
NUMBER 20 

PARTICIPANT AND 


PROGRAM RECORD-


KEEPING CAN BE
 
IMPROVED 


In his April 24, 1991, memorandum, the A.I.D. Adminis­

trator clarified the intent of the 10-percent HBCU place­

ment policy an follows:
 

HBCU participant placements should be no less
 

than 10 percent of all new ILJ fzf-mfnth0 of
 

training. (Emphasis added]
 

PIET has not interpreted its contrart to require HBCU
 
placements to be measured in person-months. Hence, PIET
 
counts a one-day HBCU cnmpus tour by three participant3
 

as thr~e HBCU placmaenta.
 

Ultimately, the responsibility for complying with
 

A.I.D.'s HBCU policy should reside with those responsible
 

for making the final placement docisions--the missions.
 

OIT's contractor can support this mission responsibility
 

by identifying HBCU programs in as many cases as possible
 
and working with HBCUa to improve their programs to
 
better match mission requirements.
 

PIET personnel stated on several occasions that they
 

always includo at least one HBCU program if ouch a pro­

gram exists. We could not verify this assertion. In our
 

review of 22 long term ac&Jemic program fileu, we noted
 

only one file in which evidence existed that an HBCb
 

program was suggested.
 

Vo recommond that OIT require its contractor to assure 

that at least one ICU-provided progr&m or alternative 
program in offered for every participant unles oo UBCU 

programs exist that mcet the proposed program's requirm­
menta. In every case In which the contractor determines 
that no acceptable HICU program exists, th, placement 
specialist should be required to document clearly the 
reason that an HICU program wea not offered. This docu­

mentation should become a permanent part of the official 

file for the P1O/P.
 

Contract Section C, Article IV, 17, Record Keeping,
 

requires PIET tot
 

...maintain and retrieve information as needed 

to track each participant from the time of 

assignment through completion of training. The 

contractor's record keeping syttem must conform 

to OIT's requirements for standariized data on 
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individual participants.
 

We asked OIT to provide us with it. "requirmeent. for 
standardized data." OIT provided a copy of its Quarterly
 
On-Site Monitoring and Evaluation Report (Contractor
 
Monitoring Checklist) that lists records that the con­
tractor should retain in each individual's file. We ob­
tained from OIT and PIET the files for 59 individuals
 
that PIET had Lanagod. Of these, 12 were "shadow files"
 
and were excluded frown our test for file completeness.
 

Not all of the elemento listed on OIT'o contractor moni­
toring checklist will necessarily oxist for every partic­
ipant. Certain key elements, however, should be in each
 
file in order to allow analysis of the participant's
 
program and the contractor's perfcinnce.
 

Following in a summary of the fiAe -nalysis:
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FILX aNALYBIS
 

Short-Term 
Madenc and 91_ 

Total Files Raviewed U 

Files with 
Individual File Roauiroeont MD 

1. Master Record File 
a. Cable Nomination from Mission: 16 8 
b. Outgoing Cable to Mission Acknowledging Nomination 16 10 
c. Outgoing Cable Recooamsnding U.S. Academic Instit. 18 12 
d. PIO/P Received 0 0 
e. Mission Approval Cable Received 14 9 
f. TIP 5ont to Missiorv 15 3 
g. Call Forward Provided to Mission 11 7 
h. Budget Worksheet Prepared 0 0 
i. PDF Prepared 7 6 
J. Short-Term Training: Itinerary N/A 15 
k. Visas and Medcert Approved 0 6 
1. Academic: AETRa to Mission (22 possible) 3 N/A 
M. EI: Completed Application (6 possible) N/A 3 

Copies of Proposal N/A 5 

2. Budget Worksheete 
a. BWS Submitted for 01T Approval 2 3 
b. Mission Notified of Program Changes 8 19 
c. Mission's Cable Approving Program Changes 11 23 
d. Allowance Requests for OIT Approval 22 13 
e. Amended PIO/P or Cable With Fiscal D~ta 11 13 

3. Monitoring 
a. Visits with Aijscciate/Yellow 19 25 
b. Records of Phone Conversations w/Associate/Fellow 12 25 
c. Tracking of Academic Program (22 possible) 0 N/A 
d. Current Internal Computer Data on Associate/Fellow 12 22 
e. 
f. 

Timely Receipt of AETRo (22 pousible) 
Record of Payments to Associate/Fellow 

4 
2 

N/A 
3 

g. Documentation of Responsas to Asuoc/Follow Requests 5 25 
h. Initial Arrival Orientation (Areas Briefed): 

" Perscnal Counseling 19 25 
" Health 15 22 
" Housing 1. 25 
" Travel 19 25 
" Allowance. 13 21 

Visa Requirements 18 25 
* Responsibilities While in U.S. 18 25 

i. Reporting of Potential "No-Gos" to OIT 22 25 

4. Evaluations
 
a. Evidence of Program Evaluation 8 iB
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RECOMMENDATION 
NUMBER 21 

MAMAGEMENfT 


INFORMATION SYSTEMS 


Section C, Article IV.B.12, Participant Monitoring and
 
Counseling, of PIXT's contract states t~tat monitoring and
 
counseling "...contacts must be documented in the parti­
cipants' files." As the above file review disclosed,
 
this documentation was prepared and maintained in only 45
 
percent of the academic program files we reviewed and wan
 
not prepared and maintained for any of the short-term and
 
NI program files we reviewed.
 

The failure to maintain complete records on each program
 
from assignment to PIET through training completion also
 
preventn a complete 2valuation of PIET's performance in
 
several important areas. For example, Section C, Article
 
IV.B.2, Development of U.S. Training Program, requires
 
that "...in all cases placement will be sought in the
 
most appropriate and cost effective academic or technical
 
program...." Similarly, as noted previously, PIET is
 
required to give particular attention to HSCUs and in­
clude an HBCU as one of the suggested training providers
 
whenever possible. Because PIET does not retain records
 
of its programing efforts, we could not evaluate its
 
performance in these two important areas. (As described
 
on pages 34 through 38, we are particularly concerned
 
about procurement integrity issues; the lack of review­
able records documenting the provider selection process
 
exacerbates these concerns.)
 

We think that OIT's record keeping requirements should be
 
clarified and emphasized.
 

We recommend that OIT's new contract require the 

contractor to assemble and maintain an "official fileo on 
every fellow and associate. It should contain a full and 
complete record of all programing matters; comunica­
tions; contacts; and monitoring, counneling, and evalua­
tion efforts and results. [Bee also Recommendatiun 
Number 8 on page 36.]
 

Official file maintenance will serve an a basic but
 
important control mechanism to ensure that th& contractor
 
performs consistently. It will also provide the essen­
tial data needed to test contractor compliance with
 
procurement integrity requirements and periodically
 

monitor its performance.
 

Contract Section C, Article IV.B.16, Computer Capacity
 

for Management Information System and Resource Center,
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PROBLZKB ZIST 
 statest 

The contractor's computer system must enable 
OIT to have on line access to the contractor's 
data base, the system must have a data base 
compatible with OIT's PTIS, and the system must 
be able t-) provide data in media and format 
acceptable for direct tiansfor to the PTIS 
computer data bane. 

PIET's deputy executive director indicated to us that she
 
believes that PIET's data base in compatible with PTIS
 
and that, although the system is capable of allowing on­
line accoeo by SIT, CIT has nevwr requested uuch access.
 

PIET's system has been providing data to the PTIS via
 
direct transfers for more thiAn a year. We could not
 
conclude, however, that the PIET daza base is entirely
 
compatible with PTIS or that the data being transferred
 
are accurate.
 

In early December 1992, the Chief of OIT'a SMIS provided
 
us with a PTIS listing of 56a PIET-managed fellows and
 
associates whose "Estimated Completion Dates" had passed
 
or whose "Visa End Dates" had passed, but whose data
 
records contained no "Termination Dates," thus indicating
 
that they were still in the U.S.
 

We asked PIET's regional manager who currently oversees
 
PIET's data operations to review a sample of entries from
 
the list and explain the discrepancies. He noted that
 
PIET was aware of the problem and was convinced that the
 
"errors" werp occurring within OIT's system, not PIET's.
 
He provi'~ed copies of data records from PIET's system
 
indicating termination dates for all entries in the
 
sample.
 

In late December 1992, PIET personnel informed us that
 
they had discovered that the termination date discrepancy
 
wao the result of a "program error" in PIET's system.
 
Although PIET and CIT have been working on this problem,
 
it had not been resolved and corrected as of the March
 
1993 completion of our fieldwork.
 

As described on pages 49 through 51, our analysis of
 
records and reports on HBCU placements disclosed a number
 
of errors in the data base and several inconsistencies
 
among different reports covering the same time period
 
that should have contained the same data.
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RECOMMENDATION 
NUMBER 22 


WE COULD NOT 


CONCLUDE THAT 

PIET COMPLIED WITH
 
THE CONTRACT'S 

PERSONNEL 

COMPENSATION 

REQUIREMENTS 


The apparent failure of the contractor to maintain an 
accurate data base and transfer accurate data to OIT 
impairs the usefulness of PTIS for program management and 
docisionmaking purposes. For example, OIT periodically 
needs to asseans the average Health and Accident Coverage 
(HAC) cost incurred per training month to accurately 
estimate the "premiums" to be charged against each pro­
gram. Inaccurate data, ouch as persons reported as still 
in the U.S. when they are not, can result in such calcu­
lations being materially incorrect. 

No focal point has boon designatod within PIET for re­
solving data inaccuracy problems much as these, and no
 
formal procedure exists between CIT and PIET for initiat­
ing corrective action. Also, neither PIET nor OIT have a
 
quality control process in place to periodically test the
 
accuracy of records in PIET's system against source
 
documents.
 

We recomend that O1T require its contractor to:
 

(1) designate a management information system specialist
 
responsible for prompt resolution of data transfer and
 
accuracy problems and (2) design and implement a data 
quality control process that periodically checks data 
samples against source documents for accuracy. We also 
recommend that 0IT establish formal procedures for coinu­
nicating data transfer or accuracy problems to the con­
tractor and requiring the contractor to initiate prompt 
corrective action. We also recommend that the contractor
 
be required to periodically provide GIT with a copy of
 
its entire data base no that OIT can assess its accurAcy.
 

At an exit briefing on April 7, 1993, PIET representa­
tives stated that they have hired an MIS specialist.
 
While we commend PIET for acting so quickly to correct
 
this situation, we also note that PIET took this action
 
without consulting the OIT project manager. (See pages
 
19 to 24 for a discussion of our concerns in this re­
gard.)
 

Contract Section H.III, Personnel Compensation, A.4,
 
Annual Salary Increases, utipulates that:
 

Annual salary increases may not exceed those
 
provided by the Contractor's established
 
policy and practice. Annual salary increases
 
of any kind exceeding these limitations or
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exceeding the axu"mm salary of FS-1 may be 
granted only with the advance written approval
 
of the Contracting Officer.
 

PIET is a joint venture of four independent organiza­
tions. Each PINT partner has its own personnel compensa­
tion policies and procedures. We reviewed each partner's
 
policies and procedures, but none contained objective
 
criteria that support salary increase ceilings.
 

To assess the reasonableness of PIET's salary increases
 
during tha contract, we attemptod to compare average
 
annual salary increases of each partner's PIET staff with
 
(1) the average annual calry increase that och partner
 
had proposed in PIET's beot-and-final coot proposal and
 
(2) the average annual salvry increase of the partner's
 
non-PIET staff.
 

Three of the four PIT partner. cooperated fully in this
 
analysis by providing .-equested payroll data. (The
 
fourth partner, TAF, refused to send us this information
 
and instead told us that we would need to travel to its
 
San Francisco offices t: review this information. As a
 
result, we could not dutermine if TAF's rnnual valary
 
increases were consistent .-ith what it had proposed or if
 
its PIET staff salary increases were consistent with its
 
non-PIET staff salary increases.) Although WLI provided
 
the payroll information we requested, we did not receive
 
it in time to allow an analysis cf WLI'a non-PIET staff
 
salary increases.
 

To determine average salary increases, we measuroe indi­
vidual salary increases of perronnel on each organiza­
tion's payroll register from one year to the next. We
 
reviewed payroll registers for the months of September
 
1989, 1990, 1991, and 1992. The results of this analysis
 
follow:
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Per Cost Actual 

P sal 9189-990 990-9/91 191-192 

AA 

PIET Sttff 3.00% 9.72% 4.42% 7.43%
 

Non-PINT Staff N/A 4.87% 0.46% 5.77%
 

AKIDAAST
 

PIET Staff 4.00% 10.48% 9.63% 6.67%
 
Non-PIET Staff N/A 10.79% 7.30% 7.21%
 

WLi
 
I 

PI!T Staff 4.00% 12.32% 5.83% 9.44%
 

The above analysis is not conclusive proof that PIET's
 
salary increases evidence defective pricing or were
 
abusive in magnitude. The above analysis only focused on
 
employees who remained on each partner's payroll from one
 
year to the next. The effect of staff turnover at dif­

ferent salary rates could impact these results in one
 
direction or the other.
 

To estimate the potential effect of these higher-than­
proposed salary increases, we performed a pro forma
 
computation to determine their impact on salary and
 
salary-related coats (fringe benefits and indirect costs)
 

through the first three contract years. Total proposed
 
core support (i.e. not counting salary costs for buy-ins
 
and partially financed fellows and associates) salary and
 

salary-related costs for AAI, Amideast, and WLI for the
 

first three contract years was $11,063,643. Our pro
 

forma analysis indicates that, holding all other aspects
 

of PIET's cost proposal constant and calculating only the
 

effect of these higher salary increase percentages, total
 

core support salary and salary-related costs would be
 

$12,227,656. This represents a probable cost over-run of
 

$1,164,013 or 10.52 percent for these throe partners, and
 

only through the third contract year.
 

Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-122
 

(Cost Principles for Nonprofit Organizations), Attachment
 

B.6.d (Compensation for Personal Services) states:
 

Certain conditions require special consideration and
 

possible limitations in determining costs under
 

Federal awards where amounts or types of compensa­
tion appear unreasonable. Among such conditions
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RECOMMENDATION 


NUMBER 23 

are.. .any change in an organization's compensa­
tion policy resulting in a substantial increase
 
in the organization'a level of compensation,
 
particularly when it was concurrent with an
 
increase in the ratio of Government awards to
 
other activities of the organization....
 

To the extent that PIET can be considered a separate
 
entity, the award of this 4-year contract resulted in a
 
drastic "increase in the rctio of Government awards to
 
other activities," because without the award, PIET's
 
Government activity would have been zero. During the 4­
year contract poriod, PIET was not burdened by competi­
tive pressures to control costs.
 

Ve recomnd that OIT include a moazurable and 

enforceable coat control provision in its now contract; 
and exercise greater ongoing oversight over the contrac­
tor to ensure that the coat reiuburaablecontract is not 
abused. We also recommend that OZT ask the A.I.D. pro­

curing contracting officer to have a pro-award audit of
 
the new contract performed in order to assure that pro­
posed costs, including proposed salary increases and
 
other escalation factors, are supported by historical
 
data. (We have also recommended that OIT ask the con­
tracting officer to have a financial and compliance audit
 

of the current PIET contract performed [see Recommenda­
tion Number 171. OIT should ask the contracting officer
 
to assess whether any evidence of defective pricing 
exists.)
 

PIET officials represented to us that "no salary costs in
 
excess of the FS-1 ceiling are charged to the contract."
 
Our analysis indicated that this assertion is not totally
 

accurate.
 

PIET has had two employees whose salaries exceed the FS-i
 
salary ceiling. The portions of these employees' sala­
rLes that exceed the FS-I limit are charged against the
 
PIET contract and (according to PIET officials) later
 
reversed out of contract costs via quarterly journal
 
entries.
 

On December 17, 1992, we requested copies of the journal
 

entry documentation of these transactions for the quar­
ters ended December 30, 1991, and Harch 31, June 30, and
 

September 30, 1992. Following is a summary of the time
 
elapsing from when these unallowable charges were made
 
against the contract to when the adjusting entries were
 

reportedly made.
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Weeks 
Following 

Month Date of Adiustina Entry Payroll Month 

Oct 1991 February 20, 1992 
 16.0
 
Nov 1991 February 20, 1992 11.5
 
Dec 1991 February 20, 1992 7.0
 
Jan 1992 May 13, 1992 15.0
 
Feb 1992 May 13, 1992 11.5
 
Mar 1992 May 13, 1992 7.0
 
Apr 1992 Deceter 28, 1992 35.0
 
Hay 1992 December 28, 1992 30.0
 
Jun 1992 December 28, 1992 26.0
 
Jul 1992 December 28, 1992 21.5
 
Aug 1992 December 28, 1992 17.0
 
Swp 1992 De ember 28, 1992 13.0
 

Average 	 17.5
 

The amount of each quarterly adjustment ranges from
 
$8,943 to $10,976 for the quarters we reviewed. Although
 
these amounts are not large in relation to the total size
 
of the contract, charging these unallowable costs to the
 
contract--even temporarily--is improper.
 

We also noted that the effect of the adjusting entries
 
being made is to move t)-dse costs from a direct coLt
 
account to an "unallocable overhead" account. This is an
 
incorrect treatment and results in an overstatement of
 
AAI's indirect cost rate.
 

OMB Circular A-122, Attachment A, paragraph B.3. states:
 

The costs of certain activitioa arc not allow­
able as rharges to Fear&i awards ....However, 
even though th..-n ccsts are unallowable tor 
purposes of computing charges to Federal 
awards, they nonetheless must be treated as 
direct costs for purposes of determining indi­
rect cost rates and be allocated th.ir share of 
the organization's indirect costs if they rep­
resent activities which (1) include the sala­
ries of personnel, (2) occupy space, and (3) 
benefit from the organization's indirect costs. 

RSCOMMNDATION 	 We recommend that OT require PIET to ubmlit supporting 
NUMBER 24 	 documentation to show that amounts in excem of the 

78-1 limit have been removed from contract costs for all 
monthe of the contract. We also recommend that OIT 
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advJAe (JA annoctlwo with Zoindatlon Number 17) the 
aontractingoficer to evaluate the impact of the incor­
r ot treatment of those umlalovabl. dr.lct voata oJ LAI'a 
.Landiroct coat ratea. 

64
 



Chapter 5
 

REPORT ON INTERNAL CONTROLS AD COMPLIANCE
 

Our evaluation was performed in accordance with generally
 
accepted Government &uditing standards applicable to
 
performance evaluations. Those standards require that we
 
(1) assess and report on tire evaluated entity's internal
 
control structure as it relates to the evaluation objec­
tives; and (2) assess and report on compliance with
 
applicable requirarwnts of laws, regulations, and con­
tract terms when necessary to satisfy the evaluation
 
objectives. This chapter suxmnarizes the results of out
 
evaluation in these regards.
 

INTERNAL In planning and performing our evaluation of the contract
 

CONTROLS between A.I.D. and PIET, we assessed the contractor's
 
internal control structure to the extent deemed necessary
 
to plan and conduct the evaluation and form conclusions
 
related to the evaluation objectives and not to provide
 
assurance on the internal control structure.
 

PIET's management is responsible for establishing and
 
maintaining an internal control structure. In fulfilling
 
this responsi'ility, estimates and juaments by manage­
ment are required to assess the expected benefits and
 

related costu of internal control structure policies and
 
procedures. The objectives of an internal control struc­

ture are to provide management with reasonable, but not
 
absolute, assurance that assets are safeguarded against
 

loss from unauthorized use or disposition, and that
 
transactions are executed in accordance oith management's
 
authorization and recorded properly to poimti* the
 
preparation of financial statements and reports and other
 
required documentation under the contract. Because of
 
inherent limitations in any internal control structure,
 
errors or irregularities may nevertheless occur and not
 
be detected. Also, projection of any evaluation of the
 
structure to future periods is subject to the risk that
 
procedures may become inadequate because of changes in
 
conditions or that the effectiveness of the design and
 
operation of policier and procedures may deteriorate.
 

For the purposes of this r port, wu classified the sig­
nificant control structure policies ai,: procedures as
 
those relating to ensuring compliance with laws, regula­
tions, and contract terms that have a significant impact
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on the contractor's performance, These are control
 
procedures related to Government procurement regulations
 
(Federal Acquisition Regulation and OMB Circular*) and
 
the specific performance areas delineated in the con­
tract.
 

For these internal control categories, we obtained an
 
underatQnding of the design of relevant policies and
 
procedures, deter-mined if they have beon placed in opera­
tion and we assessed control risk.
 

We noted certsin matters involving the internal !ontrol 

structure and its operation that we consider to bi re­
portable conditions. Raportable conditions are matterm 
coming to our attention relating to aignificant deficien­
cies in the intarnal control structure design or
 
operation that, in our Judgment, could adversely affect
 
an organization's ability to record, process, summarize,
 
and report financial and other data consistent with
 
management's assertions in the financial statements and
 
other reports. These reportable conditions are as fol­
lowt:
 

I. 	 As discussed on pages 19 through 22, we concluded
 

that the contractor needs to strengthen its control
 
proce-lures designed to ensure that no activities
 
except those expressly called for under the contract
 
are performed without prior OIT approval.
 

2. 	 As discussed on pages 31 through 34, we concluded
 
that the contractor needs to improve its cost ac­
counting procedures to enable a more precise deter­
mination to be made of the core services costs of
 
particular activities.
 

3. 	 As discussed on pages 34 through 38, we concluded
 
that the contractor needs to strengthen its control
 
procedures related to selecting and documenting the
 
selection of training providers to ensure that
 
programs reconmended to missions are the most appro­
priate and cost effective programs available and
 
that no conflicts of interest affect theme recomen­
dations.
 

4. 	 As discussed on pages 53 through 56, we concluded
 
that the contractor needs to improve its record 
keeping and record retention procedures for docu­
menting the programming, placement, and management 

of follows and ammociates.
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5. 	 As eiscumsvd on pages 56 through 58, we concluded
 
th&t the contractor needs to strengthen its controls
 
over the accuracy of participant data compiled and
 

transferred to OIT'n PTIS.
 

6. 	 As discussed on pages 24 through 30, we concluded
 

that the contractor needs to strengthen its proce­
durps for obtaining an accurate status of TJF Pro­
gram follows' progress (particularly with respect to
 
the potential nved for program extensions) and
 

reporting this information in a timely and thorough
 
manner to missionn.
 

A maierial weakness is a reportt'l' condition in uvYch 
the design or operation of the specific internal coh'trol 
structure elements does not reduce to a relatively lo%. 

level the risk that errors or irregularities in amounts 
that would be material In relation to the program being 
evaluated may occur and not be detected within a timely 
period by employees in the normal course of performing 
their assigned functions. ,ur consideration of the 

internal control structu e would not necessarily disclose 

all reportable conditionu and, accordingly, would not 
necessarily disclose all reportable conditiona also con­

sidered to be material weaknesses ac defined above. In 
our opinion, the conditions described in prregr'phs 1 

through 5 above are material weaknesses.
 

COMPLIANCE 	 Compliance with applicable laws and regulations related
 

to the contract is the responsibility of PIET management.
 

As part of our evaluation, we evaluated compliance with
 

certain provisions of laws, regulations, and the con­

tract. Our objective 'as not, however, to provide an
 

opinion on overall com,lance with all laws and regula­

tions.
 

Chapter 4 of this report identifies and describes all
 

areas of noncompliance noted during our evaluation.
 

Material instances of noncompliaiice are fiilures to fol­

low requirements, or violations of pzohibit;ono, con­

tained in sitatutes, regulations, or tsie contract that
 

cause us to conclude that the aggrogatioi" of the mis­

statements resulting irom thoso failu-eas or violations 

could be material to the 	financial stotements or other
 

products of the contract. The results u,: ur evaluation
 

of compliance disclosed the following material instance
 

of noncompliances
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a As discussed on pages 45 through 48, PIET has
 
not complied with some of the contract's ac­

counting and reporting requirements.
 

We cor sidered this material instance of noncompjiance in 
forminV our evaluation results, conclusions, and recom­
iendations. Because of this mmterial instance of noncom­
pliance, we were unable to evaluate certain aupects of 
the contractor's performance. Our evaluation report iu 
qualified due to this scope limitation. 

Except as described above, the results of our evaluation
 
indicate that, for the matters and documentation evaluat­
ad, PIET complied in all material respects with the
 
provisions of applicable lawn, regulations, and contract
 
terms. For the matters and documentation not evaluated,
 
nothing came to our attention that caused us to believe
 
that PIET did not comply, in all material respects, with
 
those provisions.
 

This report is intended for the information and use of
 
the Agency for International Development, Office of
 
International Training, and should not be used for other
 
purposes.
 

COTTON & COMPANY
 
Certified Public Accountants
 

March 18, 1993 By:
 

David L. Cotton, CPA, CFE
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Chapter 6
 

VIEWS OF A.I.D. %ND PIET OFFICLS0
 

We had several mc-Angs with various OIT and PIUT person­
nel throughout ov-. evaluation during which we diocussed 
preliminary conclusions and recoemendations. An we 
neared the completion of our fialdwork and the initial
 
draft of our report, we mat with OIT and PIET officials
 
to discuss the report's contents.
 

On March 26, 1993, we mat with the following OIT parson­
nel to discuss their reaction to and questtons about the
 
initial draft report:
 

* 	 James Washington, Acting Director
 
* 	 Carolyn Coleman, A sistant Director, Participant
 

Programming Division (PP)
 
* 	 Rita Evans, Acting Project Officer
 
* 	 'fhomaL Donnelly, Assistant Director, Policy, Evalua­

tion & Technical Assistance (PETA)
 
" Alan Kreger, Chief, Statistical Information Manage­

ment Staff (SIMS)
 
" 	 Judy McKeever, Assistant Director, Resources and
 

Support Division (RS)
 

On April 7, 1993, we met with the following A.I.D. and
 
PIET personnel to discuss the draft report's conclusions
 
and recommendations:
 

a 	 James Washington, Acting Director, OIT 
* 	 Carolyn Coleman, Assistant Director, PP, OIT
 
* 	 Rita Evans, Acting Projict Officer, OIT
 
* 	 Thomas Donnelly, Assistant Director, PETA, OIT
 
* 	 Peter Hartjens, Chief Financial Technical Advisor,
 

PETA, OIT
 
* 	 Alan Kreger, Chief, SIMS
 
* 	 Judy McKeever, Assistant Director, RS, OIT
 
* 	 Robert Schmeiding, Evaluator from A.I.D.'s Center
 

for Development Information and Evaluation
 
" Laurance Bond, PIET Executive Director
 
" Pamela McCloud, PIET Deputy Executive Director
 
" Warren Ruppel, PIET Chief Financial Officer
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PIET provided us with both oral and written comments on
 
the draft report at the April 7, 1993, meeting. A.I.D.
 
personnel provided oral comments at both of the aforemen­
tioned meetings. PIET's written comments are contained
 
in Appendix C.
 

We carefully considered all of these comments on the
 
draft report and have revised the report as appropriate.
 

3VALUAIORS' RSMP BETO SPSCIFIC PIET COMMMT5 

As noted above, PIET's written coments on the draft 
report are in Appendix C. Below are the 10 major PIET 
comments (in italics) followed by our rosponowev. 

1. PIET reguosts that the terms "reportable conditions," 
amaterial weaknesses," and "omterial instances of noncom­
pliance" be removed from all applicable sections of the 
report because, am defined by the American Institute of 
Certified Public Accountants, they apply only to audits 
of financial statements, not to program performance 
audits. 

After careful consideration of this request, we conclude
 
that these terms are appropriate in the context of this
 
report. We think the terms used in this report are
 
easily understood and adequately convey our intended
 
meaning. Nothing in SAS 60 2rohibito the use of the
 
generic terms "reportable condition," "material weak­
nv'ss," and "material instance of noncompliance" in per­
fo.-mance evaluations. Rather, SAS 60 states that these
 
teros must be used in financial statement audits. Simi­
larly, SAS 68 contains no prohibition. As PIET notes,
 
neither SAS 60 nor SAS 68 vere applicable to the work we
 
performed. Our report no longer indicateb that these
 
terms an we use them were defined by the American Insti­
tute of Certified Public Accountants.
 

The six internal control weaknesses listed in Chapter 5 
are "conditions" that we deem to be "reportable," because 
we think they need to be corrected to ensure that Federal 
funds are adequately safeguarded and expended only for 
necessary purposm and in reasonable amounts. We think 
the first 5 conditions are "material," because they are 
condition& "having real importance or great conuequen­
css"5 related to our evaluation. The term "material 

5 Webster'. defines material as "having real importence or great consequences
 

(e.g.) factors material to the investigation."
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weaknesses" is also consistenL with the guidelines issued
 
by the Office of Management and Budget (OB)for report­
ing management control weaknesses under the Federal
 
Managers' Financial Integrity Act.
 

Chapter 4 of our report Identifies six matters that we
 
think are significant instances of noncompliance. We
 
conclude that the first matter discussed (PINT has not
 
complied with the contract's accounting and reporting
 
reoquirmentu) is more significant than the others and
 
identified it as "material" to make this distinction
 
clear.
 

PIUT notes that the terms we use have a "significant and
 
well-recognLzed meaning in formal audit circles." We
 
agree. This is precisely why we used these terms. As
 
PIET notes, we did not use the exact reporting language
 
contained in either SAS 60 or SAS 68 but, instead, modi­
fied that language to indicate clearly our intended
 
meaning of these terms as they relate to this performanca
 
evaluation. Although we did not perform a financial
 
statement or incurred cost audit, those control weak­
nesses and noncomp)liance matters are such that they can
 
materially affect tne reporting of coats under the con­
tract.
 

2. PIET requests that Cotton & Company reconsider Recom­
mendation [#17].
 

We carefully reconsidered our recommendation number 17
 
and continue to think that a financial and compliance
 
audit of the contract is needed.
 

An audit of this contract is warranted because of PIET's
 
failure to account for and report buy-in coats and_ be­
cause Government and contractor controls over the expen­
ditures of large amounts of Federal funds were lacking.
 
PIET's failure to adhere to the contract's cost account­
ing requirements exacerbates these basic concerns and
 
creates additional opportunities for spending abuse under
 
the contract. In a meeting on December 14, 1992, PIET's
 
CFO stated that he does not review the costs claimed by
 
the other three partners; he merely compiles them to
 
ratermine the letter-of-credit drawdown amount needed.
 
He also stated that no one in A.I.D. has ever raised any
 
questions about his expenditure reports. We specifically
 
asked for an explanation of the amounts being reported as
 
buy-in expenditures as of September 30, 1992, and PIET
 
did not respond directly or in detail. PIET's ability
 
under this contract to spend Government funds with little
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or no Government scrutiny or internal budgeting con­
straints results in a situation highly vulnerable to 
waste and abuse.
 

We agree that the four PINT organizations each undergo
 
independent auditu annually. We disagree that this
 
"single audit" coverage is adequate to protect the 

Government's interest. Theme "single audits" require 
only limited testing of compliance and result in no 
financial statement opinions on a contract-by-contract 
basis. For example, the independent audit report of The 
Asia Foundation (TAP) for one year states: "Our teitwork 
included a sample of over 150 direct and indirect costs 
charged to federal programs.n In that year, PINT con­
tract costs were 15.3 percent of TAF', tctal Federal 
program expenses. If the 150 sample itcms wore distrib­
uted evenly among Federal programs, then the auditors 
tested only about 23 PIET contract transactions. (Even 
if all sample items had boon PIET contract transactions, 
we do not think the audit coverage would have been ade­
quate to address the internal control and compliance 
concerns we identified.) 

The "single audit" reports contain conclusions based on
 
limited testing of certain aspects of compliance for
 
certain Federal programs. None of the "single audit"
 
reports that we reviewed for the four PIET partners
 
identified as an instance of noncompliance PIET's failure
 
to account for and report buy-in costs and levels of
 
effort. They also did not note the other instances of
 
significant noncompliance disclosed during our evalua­
tion. The auditors either failed to test for these
 
significant contract requirements or concluded that the
 
noncompliance with these roquirements was not reportable.
 
As noted in this evaluation report, based on our more
 
focused evaluation of contract compliance, we identify
 
six significant areas of noncompliance.
 

One of the principles of the single audit concept is that
 
Federal agencies may still audit specific contracts and 
grants, but should avoid duplicating work done by other 
auditors. Implicit in our recommendation is that a 
review of the independent auditors' workpapers should be 
a starting point for the recomended audit. After assur­
ing that no audit steps are duplicated, we think the 
Federal auditors should focus additional testing on the 
vulnerabilities and weaknesses described in this evalua­
tion report. 

72
 



PIET has misinterpreted our oments regarding its ac­
counting system. DeteraLnLng the adequacy of PIET's 
accounting system was not within this evaluation's scope. 
Nothing, however, came to our attention to indicate that 
the system is inadequate. In fact, we think that the 
mystem is capable of the required cost accounting and 
reporting, but that PIET has not implemented the account­
ing Procedures for such accounting and reporting. All 
that PINT should have to do to enable its system to 
account for and report costs as required by the contract 
is (1) assign specific job cost codes for individual buy­
ins, and (2) instruct employees to record time and ex­
pense. allocable to these job cost codas. Following our 
fieldwork, PIET provided information indicating that one 
of the four PIET partners (WLI) has such a system. PIET 
did not explain fully why this partner's buy-in costs had 
not been reported and did not indicate that the other 
three partner had adequate buy-in cost accounting proce­
dures.
 

PIET states that no partially financGd participants were
 
ever assigned to PIET. OIT provided us with data that
 
shows that partially financed participants warn assigned
 
to PIET.
 

3. PIET requests that all references to non-PiET-pro­
grammed participants be removed from the report.
 

Our evaluation had two basic goals: (1) to evaluate
 
PIET's performance and compliance and (2) to identify
 
ways in which the contract (and the TJF Program) can be
 
improved. In view of the fact that PIET is in the final
 
six months of its current contract, we think that OIT's
 
primary interest relates to the latter goal. In our
 
report, we clearly identify situations related to non­
PIET-managed participants. We include those situations
 
in our report because they illustrate and support specif­
ic recommendations for contract and program improvement.
 

We agree that it is worth determining the extent to which
 
PIET-managed participants were included in the audit of
 
the Indonesian participant training program by the A.I.D.
 
IG, and we encourage OIT to ask the IG for this informa­
tion.
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4. PUT requests that Cotton & Company clarify the page 
(53) reference to PINT's nterprotation of Its contractu­
al requirement regarding HBCu participation.
 

No do not think our report needs to be changed. It is
 
clear by the A.I.D. administrator's April 24, 1991,
 
memorandum, that A.I.D. wants t)- w10 percent placement"
 
requirement to be measured in participant-months. We
 
think that, to the extent PIET became aware of this
 
desire on A.I.D.'s part, it should have conferred with
 
OIT to assure that it's reporting reflected A.I.D.'s
 
objectives. he do not think that N.I.D.'s participant­
month measuremant basis is necessarily "inconsistent with
 

the specific language of the contract." Rather, we think
 
that PIET chose to adhere to its narrower interpretation
 
despite its awareness that A.I.D.'s intent was otherwise.
 

5. PZET requests that Cotton & Company remove the words
 
"high probability" on page [51].
 

We reviewed several PIET reports on HBCU placements and
 
noted numerous instances in which data were either erro­
neous or were inconsistent with other HBCU reports cover­
ing the same time period. We v1 ao reviewed two reports
 
prepared by OIT that listed 723 discrepancies between
 
PIET's data bane and OIT's data base. (The first report
 
contained 568 discrepancies, and the second report,
 
prepared after corrective actions by PIET, contained 155
 
discrepancies.) The fact that OIT's data base consists
 
of data transmitted to OIT from PIET indicates that these
 
discrepancies should not exist. After initially assert­
ing that the errors were caused by SIT, PIET later agreed
 
that they were caused by its own p.'-gram.
 

We think thut our conclusion regarding the likelihood of
 
reporting errors iv justified.
 

6. PZET requests removal of the File Analysis on page
 
[55) because it is not based on standardized data ze­
quiremonts. 

OIT's representative stated that the Contractor Monitor­
ing Checklist I# intended to indicate the -equired con­
tents of participant files. We agree .hat certain ele­
ments on the checklist may not be applicable in all 
cases. Others, however, are applicable, and we think OIT 
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can discern the differences and impacts. The file analy­
sis demonstrate@ the need for "ctandardized data require­
ments." Accordingly, we have not removed the file analy­

sis from the report.
 

7. PIET requests that Cotton & Company amend its discus­
alon of PIET's evaluation program.
 

We revised our report slightly to clarify our point that
 
the i evaluation instruments are not provided to
 
OIT and the missions. Consequently, the pousibility
 
exists that negative criticism of PIET's perfornance by a
 
fellow or aesociate will not be eeon by OIT or the mis­

sion. Further, even if PIET includes negative criticism
 
in the suimary reports, this information is not received
 
by OIT until well after the progr& has been ccompleted
 
and the summary report has boon prepared. PIET's Opera­
tiones Manual and other internal procedures provide only
 
for summati reports to be provided 0IT, bureaus, and
 
missions. Under PIET's current procedures, the opportu­
nity exists for PIET to filter negative criticisms out of
 

its reports.
 

PIET's Operations Manual, Procedures for Individual
 

Evaluations (Academic and Technical), provides for its
 
subcontractor, Creative Associaton, to produce annual
 

reports by region or country. PIET's deputy dirertor
 

informed us that the fellows' evaluations are provided to
 
Creative Associates, but the subcontrector has not had
 

sufficient volume to prepare annual reports by region or
 

country. In December 1992, the PIET deputy executive
 
director informed us that individual evaluations are not
 

sent to missions. In addition, the PIET deputy executive
 
director provided us with a list of the evaluations that
 

Creative Associates was requested to perform for the
 
period February 1989 to JAnuary 1993. This listing does
 

not indicate tnat the PIET subcontractor was to perform
 

any synopses of academic fellows programmed ,nd placed by
 

PIET. PIET's subcontractor did, however, prepare a
 

comprehensive report: Assessment of Academic Training
 

Programs Funded by U.S. A.I.D., 1988-1991. The report is
 

dated October 1992. Also, as stated on page 43 of this
 

report, our visits to three missions confirm2d that
 
missions do not receive individual evaluations.
 

PIET's coanents are based on the premise that all partic­
ipant comments are included in the summary reportr. Our
 

view remains that sound quality management practices
 
dictate the need for direct feedback on contractor per­
formance to OIT from every fellow and associate.
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PIRT's cments improperly state that our repoit suggest­
ed that the evaluation instruments should Io liniLtod to
 
"focusing primarily on the quality of training nr'ovided."
 
PIT'. use of Olimitedn takes our comment out of context.
 
We suggest that, while the current evaluation oationm
u
 

are relevant, w- think simplified and shortened question­
naires focusing primarily (but not necessarily only) on
 
OIT's primary evaluation objectives may be more benefi­
cial. We do not state that the questionnaire be directed
 
2all at obtaining comments on the quality of training
 
received by the follows or associates.
 

PINT states that our characterization of the content of
 
technical evaluation reports wan incorrect, because
 
[a]ll ouch reports contain roc andations or sugges­

tions for improvement when warranted by the data." We
 
have revised our report to indicate that the reports we
 
reviewed did not contain reccomondations for program
 
improvement or actions needed for follw-up.
 

8. PIET requests that Cotton & Company amend its esti­
mate of the level of effort associated with contractor
 

implementation of the proe release program.
 

We think the time required to prepare and issuie press
 
releases as recommrended will, in relation to other work
 
being performed, be minimal. We are confident that OIT
 

can make an accurate cost-benefit assessment before
 
implementing this recommendation.
 

9. PIET xvquesta that Cotton & Company reconsider the
 
relative emphasis placed on a single participant case in 
Its discussion of monitoring and feedback to missions. 

To clarify our concerns regarding monitoring and feedback
 
as they relate to PIET, we added statistics pertaining to
 
the timeliness of AETR reports based on a review of a
 
sample of PIET participant files. Our primary focus on
 
this issue, however, was related to program improvement
 

opportunities. The Indonesian case illustrates several
 

troublesome aspects of this complex issue and highlights
 

the fact that communications problems among PIET, academ­
ic advisors, participants, and mission" can preclude
 

optimum program management and result in increased costa.
 

As PIET notes, we were careful to point out that we did
 
not conclude that this case was necessarily representa­

tive of PIET's performance in other cases. This came 

clearly illustrates, however, a significant area for 

program and contract improvement. 
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10. PIET requests that Cotton & Comptny reconsider the
 
relative emphasis placed on PZET's noteworthy accomplish­
ments.
 

As requested, we reconsidered the roative emphasis
 
placed on PItT's noteworthy accomplishments. We think
 
the relativa emphauis in correct.
 

As we stated in our acope limitation section, wo could
 

not "document progress to date," bacaune there i.er* no
 
quantitative =asures in the contract against which
 

progress can be easured. We wera able to 'evaluate"
 
PIET's "conformance" with some aspect. of its contractual
 
requirements, and our conclusions regarding that part of
 

the evaluation are presented in Chapter 4 of this report.
 

We think the relative emphasis in the report reflects
 

correctly our evaluation results and conclusions. We
 

included the case description in the report, because it
 
clearly conveys an area in which we concluded that PIET
 

performs particularly well. We do not think that the
 

report can be interpretad as moaning that this wan the
 

only example we noted of PIET's ponitive performance.
 
Indeed, we think the overall conclusion stated in the
 

report conveys clearly that we viewed PIET's overall
 

performance positively.
 

In terms of overall report "balance," we think it is
 
important to keep in mind that the report presents bLh
 

conclusions and rocommendationa related to cantract and
 

program improvemant areas (Chapters 3 a.nd 7) as well as
 

conclusions and recomandations related to PIET's perfor­

mance and compliance with the contract (Chapter 4). In
 

this regard, tho report presents 21 reconimendations
 

related to areas in which we think the contract or the
 

TJF Program can be improved and 8 recommendations related
 

to PIET's conpliance or performance.
 

As noted proviounly, we think OIT's primary interest at
 
this point in time is on ways to improve its contract and
 

the TJ? Program. Accordingly, we think it is reasonable
 

and necessary to devote more space to detailing areas for
 

improvement than to describing specific exanrples of
 

positive performance.
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Cha, ter 7
 

CONSULTATION 

WITH A.I.D.'S 


OFFICE OF 

PROCUREMENT 


HANDBOOK 10 

REVISIONS 


EVALUATIONS OF 

COMPETING 


CONTUCT/6 


ISSUZG EDNQ FuRTER STUDY
 

Our evaluation disclosed numerous issues that we recom­
mend OIT evaluate "irther. Most of these issues are
 
addressed directly by the recocraendations contained in
 
Chapters 3 and 4 and sum-arized in Appendin A. Rather
 
than ropeat any of thes recomendations again in this
 
chapter, we present issues nere that are not specifically
 
addressed by other recoamandations in the report.
 

Both Chapter 3 and 4 contain numerous recommwndatione
 

relatod to adding specific provisions to future OIT
 

contracts for TJF Program support. We raccxmend that OIT 
consult with A.I.D.'a Office of Procurement to determine 
how these recommandations can be incorporatzd into futuce 
contracts and other ways to strengthen OTT's ability to
 
manage and controll the contractor.
 

We understand that OIT is in the process of ro-writing
 

and updating Handbook 10. To the extent OIT concurs with
 
this report's conclusions, we racontnond that OIT take
 
steps to assure that the revised Handbook 10 incorporates
 
this report's recommvndation. wherever appropriate.
 

As ncted on page 22 of this report, the porciption exists 

that use of the PIUT contract may be ,nore costly to 

missions than use of other contracts. We recomond that 
0TT conduct review. of a sample of mission-direct con­
tracts to determine (1) how the types and levels of 
service provided under these other contracts compare with 
the type and level of mervic.e provided by PirT, and (2) 
how the costs of then* othar contracts compare with the 
cost of the PIET contract. In addition, & carefully 
designed survey queutionn&ire sent to mission training 
officers will provide a amans of assessing the compara­
tive benefits, costs, and quality of the universe of
 

contractors providing services dirwctly to missions.
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THE TJ7 PROGRAM'S 


STATURE SHOULD BE 

=RANCED AND THE 

PROGRAM SHOULD 
BE PROMOTED 

Several Lnterview... expressed the belief that the TJF
 

Program iu one of the United States' most 3uccessful and 

cadt-offective foreign aid prograu. Little appears to 

be known, however, about the program by the general 
population either in the U.S. or abroad. 

We think that the TJF Program should (and can if promoted
 
properly) possess the stature and prestige of other
 
similar educational programs ouch a0 the Rhodes Scholar­
ship and the FulbrLght Fellowship programs.
 

Ilevatinq the reputation and stature of the TJF Program
 
will yield at least two major positive outcomes. First,
 
it will enable missions to do a batter job of identifying
 
and recruiting the best and brightest applicant. for the
 
program. Thin will elevate the program's status even
 
higher over tiie as these individuals rise to prominence
 

in their countries.
 

Second, fron a program management viewpoint, program
 

promotion will allow OIT to attract and take advantage of
 

opportunities for ion-government participation in and
 

support of the program. For example, airlines may be
 

willing (and anxious if the program is well enough known)
 

to contribute travel for follows and associatei. Simi­

larly, large computer manufacturers may be willing to
 

loan or contribute computers for use by fellows and
 

associates. Ultimately, if prominence and reputation
 

reach high enough levels, OIT may be able to place per­

sons in institutions offering reduced fees and tuition.
 

These types of cost-saving opportunities could be signif­

icant and prove vital to program continuation.
 

We recommend that OIT consider dev loping a public rela­

tions campaign designed to publicize and promote the TJF
 

Program and explore ways to expand its non-government
 

support.
 

Risks are associated with this recorynondation. The
 

general public's initial perception of the program may be
 

that it is not cost effective and that the program's
 

funding should be cut or eliminated. Thus, we think that
 

program promotion should b- coordinated c&rufully with
 

OIT's present efforts to (1) £mprnvo post-program follow­
up of participants, and (2) document the program's suc­

cesses.
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PRESS RELEABES WILL 
SUPPORT SEVERAL 
TJ PROfA.M 

OBJECTIVES 

Other recomendations in this report focus on two issues
 

that &lso can be supported if OIT's contractor prepares
 
and issues press releases describing the programs of
 

fellows and associates.
 

We have recommendod that OIT take steps to assure that 
fellows and associates are aware of the TJF Program's
 

country dov~lopmunt objectives and how their individual
 

programs support those objectivae. No also recommend
 

that OIT take stops to enhance the IJF Program's stature
 

and reputation (see page 31). OIT has already been
 

stressing the importance of follow-up programs designed
 
to keep track of follows and aasociates and keep them
 
dedicated to the program's purposes.
 

We think that all three of those objectives can be sup­

ported very cost *!factivoly by inouing press releases in
 

connection with placement and program completion activi­

ties.
 

We recommend that OIT consider requiring its contractor
 

to draft and distribute pres releasua at the start and
 

end of each program as a routine part of its management
 

of each fellow's and associate's program.
 

A press relese should be prepared at tho start of each
 

program for distribution (I) to media in the U.S. loca­
tion where the participant will etLdy and (2) to the
 

mission for review and distribution to the media in the
 

participant's country. This prasa release should de­

scribe briefly the participant and his or her background,
 

the participant's planned area of study and training
 

institution in the U.S., and the pvrposa and objectives
 

of the TJF Program.
 

A press release should Flso be prepared at the successful 

conclusion of each participant's ;rcgram. Thi; press 

release should &lso be wsnt to media in U.S. locations 
where ,he training occurred and to the mission for review
 

and distribution uJpon the pP.LLcipant's return. It
 

should describe briefly tho participant and his or her
 
background, educational or training accomplishments in
 
the U.S., planned employment upon return to country,
 
purpose and objectives of the TJF Program, the specific
 

project that supported the participant, and how the
 
participant will support these objectives.
 

so 



These preev release@ should take minimal time to prepare 
and would be a cost-effective mans of promoting the 
program, enhancing the program'. stature, building the 
eeteam of individual participants, and impressing upon 
the participant the country development piogram purpose. 
Periodic in-country publication of articles about the TJF 
Program and specific fellows and asoociates will also 
support the mission's follow-up effoxtm. 
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Appendix A
 

Recommendation Report 
Number -gg.. 

21 

2 22 

3 29 

4 30 

SUXARY OF R.CONXI DATIONS
 

To facilitate OIT's review, discussion and implmnta­
tion, this appendix reprints in eunary form the recom-

Nendations contained in Chapters 3, 4, and 7 of this
 
report.
 

lecomeendation 

Recotendatito Contract.. mproveyont. 

Better control over contractor performance and costs can
 
be attained by (1) narrowly defining the core services
 
OIT %#ants its contractor to perform, (2) strictly prohib­
iting tho contractor from performing work Gutmide this
 
bacic scope without contracting offtcar approval, and (3)
 
including contractual provisions for discrete and well­
defined additional tasku.
 

We rac.maond thett SIT's new contract incorporate a desig­
nated "contracting officer's technical representative" 
(COTP). All technical direction to the contractor should
 
come from this single individual and ahoul' be conveyed
 
in writing and prior to any work beyond the contrac' a
 
core services is comimenced. The contract should specify
 
that the contractor is to take basic contract technical
 
direction only from tho designnted COTR and only when
 
such direction is ir writing.
 

We recomend that OIT's new contract include language
 
placing g9eater emphasi, on the importance of timely,
 
complete, and detailed rmnitoring feedback to the mis­
sions and the paramount importance of timely notification
 

of the possible need for prograt extensions. We also 
recommend that OIT reassess the usefulness of the AZTR 
form and revise the form to (1) w&,r, it cloar that com­
pletion of all fields is mandatory and (2) allow more 
room for academic advicor and contrtctor comments. 

We recocmmend that OIT stress, both in its new contract
 
and in its revised Handbook 10, the importance oZ making
 
each fellow and associate aware of (1) the TJF Program's
 
country development purposes and (2) how each individual
 
program supports these purposes.
 

82
 



Recoimw4ation 
•uimber 

5 

6 

7 


8 


Report 
PLge_ 	 Raca ndation
 

31 	 We recoamend that OIT redesign its "Conditions of Train­
ing" form to place greater emphasis on the program devel­
opment commitment to which fellows and associates agree.
 
Missions should be allowed and encouraged to vary the 
duration of the in-country service comitment rwquired 
based on the type and cost of a program as w ll as other 
country-specific characteristics. 

32 	 We recommend that OIT incorporate into its new contract a 
requirement that the contracLur have in place and func.­
tioning a cost accounting system that accumulatea, segre­
gates, and reports the costs of long-term, short-tem, 
and ZI program management. 

36 	 We recommend that placement apecialicts be reouired to
 
assess alternative training providers even when missions
 
have preselected the training providers. ThJs will
 
ensure that the best and most cost-effective providers
 
are selected, And it will serve as a control to protect
 
against improper (or even illegal) provider selection
 
decisions by mission personnel or in-country project
 
personnel. The bases for contractor recommendations and
 
mission selections should be documentad in the official
 
files and retained for periodic OIT review.
 

36 	 We recommend that OIT require its contractor to document
 
the basis for selecting and recommending every program.
 
The official file (see also Recommendation Number 22 on
 
page 58] should indicate whether or not the proposed
 
program'3 cost is based upon the academic or training
 
institution's published prices. In every instance in
 
which the program cost is not based on an inatitution't
 
published prices, the file should contain a full and
 
complete record of how the institut'on was selected,
 
including (1) the extent of competition sought, (2)
 
copies of all proposals received, (3) a record of all
 
negotiations, and (4) the selection rationali used.
 

36 	 We recommend that OIT's new contract specify clearly and
 

unequivocally that the contractor will not program any
 
services to be -erformed by itself or by organization.
 
with which it is affiliated. We further recomnend hat
 

OIT ask the A.I.D. procuring contracting officer to (1)
 

include appopriate conflict-of-interest avoidance claus­
es in the sol .citation and contract and (2) specify that
 

offerorr responling to the solicitation must submit
 

detailed conflict-of-interest avoidance plans.
 

83
 



Recamudation Report
 
lu er Pag 

10 38 


11 40 

12 41 


13 41 


14 42 


15 43 


16 44 


Xa ndation
 

We recocmend that placement specialists be required to 

have (and use in planning placements) each country's
 
CDSS, CTP, and any other training plans.
 

We recommend that OIT require its contractor to maintain 
an accurate and current record of each follow'e or asso­
ciate's actual total cost of tralning to ensure that
 
budgeted and obligated amounts are not exceeded. The
 
contractor should be required to report each PIO/P's
 
budgeted and actual coot to date and itemized expendi­

tures for any particular PIO/P as requested.
I
 

We recommend that OIT clarify the requirement for fellows
 
and associates to be met on arrival in the U.S. to (1)
 
assure that missions understand it to be mandatory and
 
(2) allow flexibility in determining the optimum point
 
for the arrival greeting to take plbce.
 

We recommend that OIT clarify the requirement for U.S.
 
orientation to (1) assure that mission. understand it to
 
be mandatory and (2) define the minLmum orientation needs
 
for fellows and associetes possessing varying back­
grounds, capabilities, and exrperiences.
 

We recommend that OIT analyze the costs and benefits of
 
the current evaluation process and define more clearly
 
its evaluation objectives. If the primary evaloation
 
objective is to assess the quality of the training pro­
vided, then a more streamlined process can be uLec. We
 
also rec tnend that OIT define more clearly how the
 
evaluations are to be used to support the program. At a
 
minimum, the evaluations should produce specific recom­
mendations for follow-up actions or indicate that none
 
are needed.
 

We recgmmend that SIT define the distribution of all
 

evaluation reports and include distribution to each
 

mission as well as other appropriate A.I.D. organizations
 
such as the Research & Development Bureau, Center for
 

Development Information and Evaluation, and other central
 

and regional bureaus.
 

We recommend that SIT design a 1-page questionnaire to
 

obtain individual fellow and associate evaluations of
 

contractor performance in programming, placing, moni­

toring, and counseling. Thso should be given to every
 

fellow or associate rlong with a pro-stamped envelope ad­

dressed to CIT.
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Recommendat on Report 

Number Page 

17 48 


18 49 

19 52 


20 53 


21 56 


zmendat on 

Rscomendations Related to Contractor ComlLance 

We recomand that SIT ask the contracting officer to have
 
a financial anid compliance audit performad of the latest
 
fiscal year of the PIET contract and expand the audit to
 
prior years based on the initial audit results.
 

We recomend that 017 define specific policies and proce­
dures differentiating official rnd routine communications 
and permit the contractor to rake routine mission comu­

nications without routing them through OIT. These poli­
cLeam and procedures should define the purpose, nature,
 
and methods alloved for routine communications that the
 
contractor will be permitted to use tn programming,
 

placing, monitoring, and evaluating.
 

We recommend that OIT require PIET to establirh internal
 
quality control procedures in which PIET's regional
 
managers (1) approve (in writing) all data entry form.
 
that initiate and change such significant data fields as
 

institutions attended and dates participants enter and
 
terminate their programs, and (2) periodically review
 
participant listing reports for accuracy. We also recom­
mend that PIET review its data base for FYs 1992 and 1993
 

HBCU participants to ensure that all fellows and ansoci­
ates on these reports actually attended HBCUa.
 

We recommend that OIT require its contractor to assure
 

that at least one HBCU-provided program or alternative
 
program is offered for every participant unlesr no HBCU
 

progrums exist that meet the proposed program's require­
ments. In every case in which the contractor deter-mines
 

that no acceptable 1IBCU program exists, the placement
 
specialist should be requ'rad to document clearly the
 

reason that an HBCU program was not offered. This docu­
mentation should become a permanent part of tne official
 

file for the PIO/P.
 

We recommend that OIT's new contract require the contrac­

tor to assemble and maintain an "official file" on eve.y
 
fellow and associate. It should contain a full and
 
complete record of all programming matterul communica­
tions; contacts; and monitoring, counseling, and evalua­
tion efforts and results. (See also Recommendaticn
 

Number 8 on page 36.)
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R4coinendation Report 
Number Pageomendation 

22 58 We recommend that OIT require its contractor tot (1) 
designate a management information system specialist 
responsible for prompt resolution of 'ata transfer and 
accuracy problems and (2) design and implement a data 
quality control process that periodically checks data 
samples againrt source documents for P#curacy. We also 
recommend that SIT establish formal procedures for commu­
nicating data transfer or accuracy problems to the con­
tractor and requiring t he contractor to initiate prompt 
corrective action. 

23 61 We recommend that OIT include a measurable and enforce­
able cost control provision in its new contract; and 
exercise greater ongoing oversight over the contractor to 
ensure that the cost raimbursable contract it not abused. 
We also recommend that OIT ask the A.I.D. procuring 
contracting officer t- have a pro-award audit of the new 
contract performed in order to assure that proposed 
costs, including proposed salary increases and other 
escalation factors, are supported by hintor' al data. 
(We have also recommended that OIT ask the contracting 
officer have a financial and compliance audit of the 
current PIET contract performed [see Recommendation 
Number 17]. OIT should ask the contracting officer to 
assess whether any evidence of defective pricing exists.) 

24 62 We recoamond that OST require PIET to submit supporting 
documentation to show that amounts in excess of the 
FS-1 limit have been romovad from contract costs for all 
months of the contract. We also recomnend that SIT 
advise (in connection vith Recommendation Number 17) the 
contracting officer to evaluate the impact of the incor­
rect treatment of thean unallowable direct costs on AAI's 
indirect cost rates. 

agomendations Related to Issues Meedinq Furth*rjLLM4
 

25 77 	 We recommend that OIT consult with A.I.D.'s Office of
 
Procurement to determine how the recommendations in this
 
report can be incorporated into future contracts and
 
other ways to strengthen 01"o ability to manage and
 

control the contractor.
 

26 77 	 We recommend that OIT take stips to assure that OIT's
 
revised Handbook 10 incorporates this report's reconmen­
dations wherever appropriate.
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Recoemendation 
Nuaber 

Repoet 
Pao 2 mendation 

27 77 We recommend that OIT conduct reviews of a sample of 
mission-diroct contracts to determine (1) how the types 
and levels of service pzovided under these other con­
tracts compare with the type and level of services pro­
vi ed by PIAT, and (2) how the costs of theme other 
contracts compare with the cost of the PIZT contract. 

28 78 We recommend that OIT consider dovoloping a public rela­
tions campaign designed to publicize and promote the TJF 
Program and explore ways to expar;J its non-government 
support. 

29 79 We recommend that OIT require its contractor to draft and 
distribute press releases at the start and end of each 
program as a routine part of its management of each 
fellow's and associate.e program. 
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Appendix a 

RESPONSES TO OIT'S 8PICIFIC QUESTIONB
 

OIT asked us to addreis 14 specific questions as part of 
the evaluation. Our conclusions and recomandations 
contained in Chapters 3 and 4 of this report address, 
either expressly or implicitly, our conclusions with 
regard to OIT's questions. For came of analysis, this 
appendix restates OIT's specific questions and presents a 
brJef cynopsis of our cr,nclusions with regard to each of 
these luostiona. 

Are the l2gnajgnnd obigct ivrs of theil 
relevant and siauificant to answering developing country 
training needs? Yen. We concluded, however, that OIT 
will be better able to respond to developing country 

training needs (as mssiono interpret those needs) if the
 

contract is revised to (1) define precisely and narrowly
 

the core serv. zeo noded to progrr.:i, place, and monitor
 

TJF Program fellows an,! ascociatou, and (2) strictly
 

prohibit the contractor from performinq work outside this
 

basic scope without contracting officer approval, and (3)
 

include provisions for discrete and well-defined addi­

tional tasks in a broad range of program support areas.
 

Are the ussumptiono on whigh the cvntroct ist JP|iL2si 

relevant? We concluded that the contract's fundtnental 

program support requirements assumptions are still rele­

vant. Certain other more specific assumptions such an 

the projected levels of effort need to be updated. As we 

discuss in our report, certain other assumptions related 

to contractor accounting and reporting have not been 
fulfilled.
 

Il there sotilfactory ymireny? The conLractor has
 
complied with most of the key contra&L, requiraemonts, and
 
progress has been satisfactory in these areas. To the
 

extent that the contract's accounting and reporting
 

requirements were designed to afford better control over
 

costs and provide information for OIT docisionmaking, we
 

concluded that progress has not been satisfactory. Room
 

for greater progress also exists with respect to data
 
management and participant recordkeeping.
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Is it likely that the prescrihad contract outputs will bs 
fomleted on-tLne and within th contract'j --

As described in Chapter 2 of this report, one of the 
factors limiting the scope of our evaluation was that the 
PIRT contract contains no measurable output expectations. 
Hence, we could not determine if PIRT completed "pre­
scribed" outputs on time. ,XIT mair-ained a qualified 
staff and responded to awm cd. for its vorvices. 

Are chanae. neded in the contract? Yea. Our report
 
containr numerous reccomendations for specific changes to
 
the contrect.
 

JLre trainets returning to their home countriLos andusing 
their skills in maninufil ways? Yes. We interviewed 44 
returned fellows and associates in throe countries and, 
in our opinion, all were using their skills acquired
 

under the program in meaningful ways. In discussions
 
with mission and other personn.i, ho-.e,;er, we noted
 

instances in which TJF participants had either failed to
 

return to their home countries or returned for a tinme and
 
then relocated to other cointrLes. We think theme "non­

returnee" camen could underviino t'ie program's reputation.
 
Accordingly, we think greater efforts are needed to
 

reduce the number of nonreturneeo, track nonreturnece,
 

and seek restitution a&tinat nonreturnees.
 

blkagk eLnjv_ kg .i? As dscribed on pages 
49 through 153 of this report, we could not conclude that
 

the contract's requirement to place at least 10 percent
 

of TJF Program fellows and associates in HLMCU institu­
tions has ben mat. We concluded that this requirernent
 
is one that is fundamentally out of PIZT's direct con­
trol. Furthermore, the '10 percent placei'nt- require­
ment is being interpreted. by PI1T iii a manner contrary to 

Current A.I.D. policy which is that "placerfant" should bu 
seasured in terms of "participant-montho," rather than 

simply numbers of students placed (regardless of dura­

tion) in 11BCU Institutions. In addition, as described on 
p4ges 50 to 51 of this report, our analysis of records 

and raports on 11BCU place.nts disclosod a number of 
errors in the reports and data base. The error tate in 
our sam 'e analysis and the typ. of activities being 

counted s 11BCU placements caused us to question (1) the 

acctiracy of the 1IUCU piacement data, and (2) whether 
A.I.D.'s policy intent is being addressed.
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Are thero i;fomacd 	 9"aaama~.a4support or 

Asiues %hat affect ths efficiengy and mactgf the
 
traiina moLrts? We concluded that thu efficiency and
 
Lupact of the training programs are affected significant­
ly by the following key program performance olments:
 

" 	 Careful analysis by PINT plac -ent specialists
 
of TJf Program fellows' and associates' program
 
objectives and careful matching of these objec­
tives with known provider capabilities a'.c
 
crucial to program success. (We notvd irstanc­
*s where programG were =preselocted" by mis­
sions and this analysis was not done by PIET.)
 
We also think OIT'a contractor can improve
 

£ 	specific placement efforts by obtaining and
 
studying each country's CDSS and CTP.
 

" 	 Pro-departure orientation appears to play a 
significant role in program success for indi­
vidual participants. Mission efforts in this 
important area are inconsistent. OIT may be 
able to assist missions in this area by having 
its c( ntractor design technical assistance 
packa ¢-j and videos for use by missions. 

s 	 The U.S. arrival groetirig (soatimes re­
ferred to as the "meet and gret" func­
tion) was mentioned by a number of part~c­
ipants as important. Missions may not
 
understand the importance of thiw rela­
tively inexpensive program element. OIT
 
can strengthen the pvogram by making this
 
function mandatory.
 

" 	 Monitoring of TJF Program follows and associ­
ates and providing timely feedback to missions
 
are extrenmely Lmortant issues that we think
 
should be stresed more emphatically by OIT and
 
its contractor. The timeliness and detail of
 
feedback to missions can be improved. Greater
 

emphasis in this area of contractor performance
 

can save large amounts of program funds in
 

cases where program extensions may be needed.
 

" 	 lgEphasis of the TJF Program's country develop­

ment 	objectives and improved follow-up progitms
 

may, 	we believe, be the key to the TJF
 

Program's future success. OIT should continue
 

to stress these key areas and look for tasks
 
that 	its contractor can perform in support of
 

both.
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In torme of managmeont support issues, we think greater
 
attention is needed in two areas.
 

" 	 As described on pages 49 to 53 and pages 56 to
 
58 of this report, PIRT'a participant data base
 
contains erroneous data and its data bass is
 

not conveying accurate and compatible data to
 
OIT's PTIS. The availability of accurate data
 
with which to carry out program managemant
 
analyses and make management decisions impacts
 
directly on the quality of these a alyees and
 

decisions.
 

" 	 As described on pcges 45 to 48 of this report,
 
PIZT has not complied with the contract's cost
 
accounting and reporting requirements. Addi­

tionally, as described on pags 31 to 34, we
 
think that even more precise cost accounting
 

neede to be done to support OIT's ability to
 

manage the program and make correct decisions.
 

Is there a rogular. established pechanisa used by PIET to 
alert OIT of any potential yrobleng mnd is it working 
effectively? The only established mechanism that we ob­
served for alerting PIET of potential problems is PIET's 
policy of providing copies to SIT of all communications 
with the missions. This mechanism appears to be effec­
tive and we are not aware of any failures of PIET to
 

bring appropriate matters to OIT's attention.
 

Are PINT staff meabers effective? Based on our review of
 

a sample of PIET files and records, interviews with a
 
sample of TJF Program fellows and associates, interviews
 
with key A.I.D. personnel in OIT and at three missiona,
 

and interviews with many PIET employge, we concluded
 
that PIET staff members, in general, are effective. As
 
discussed on pages 19 to 24 of this report, we think this
 

effectiveness can be improved by implamenting a mechanism
 
for obtaining direct feedback from fellows and associates
 

regarding PIET's performance.
 

AM the staffing e-e and skill nix sufficient and ady­
guate to 2trfora aUjtrlict Batte 0 A tiaplY aD 
fiienJlto1a Because of PIET's failure to maintain
 

required cost and le',el of effort accounting records and
 
reports, we could not assess the efficiency of PIET's
 

performance in these recjards. PIET appears to have
 
sufficient personnel to meets damands for its services;
 
but we c ould not assess whether the contract's require­
ments c&,; 1e accomplished as effectively with fewer
 

personnel.
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An Iandbook 10 trelinnao2nalicv, intent beinq. and 
.% jk. LUcept for the inutances of Handbook 10 depar­
t.ras noted in this report, we concluded that PINT is in 
general conp~iance with Handbook 10's regulations, poli­
cy, and intent. 

tLw effective are the infornational network and outreach
 
actiities? The PINT deputy executive director and other
 
key PIET staff appear to have established an effective
 
network among organizations active in the international
 
education and training cocmmunity.
 

AJre coeynanAps being uod effectively to jomtS at~hn 
rmtrooreneurs intirnational Droorac? Based on our inter­
views with a sample of CI associates, and our observa­
tions of an 91 proentation to the business co-unity, we 
think that the El Program is making effective use of the 
companies with which it has been working. For the moot
 
part, we found that associates were very pleased with the
 
ZI program in general and with the U.S. companies with
 
which they trained.
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under overnment Auditif Sudlri as ow 

For purpose of thi StStement, "rmaetriaa Ln-es of onompl e" are defined 
as failures to follow '-quirements, or violatos of prohibitions, contained instatutes, 
regulations, contracts, or grants that cause the auditor to oondude that the 
aggregation of misstatements (that Is, the auditor's best estimate of the total 
misstatement) resulting from those failures or violations is material to the financial 
s. (emphasis added by PIET) 

(Cotton & Company has added the words 'or other products of the contract" to this satement.) 

Footnote I to paragraph 1(b) of SAS 68 states: 

The references to Government AudJitin! Standards in this Statement encompass only 
the standards for financial audits, not the performance audit standards. 

The performance audit standards referenced in footnote 1 are contained in Chapters 6 and 7 of 

Government Auditing Standards issued by the Comptroller General of the United States (1988 
Revision). 

Cotton & Company did not conduct a formal audit of financial statements. The -bove 
.-JCPA definition of "reportable condition" relates solely to audits of financial statements. Since a 
"material weakness' must by definition be a *reportable condition, there can be no reportable 
conditions' or "material weaknesses' in the absence of an audit of financial statements. The term 
'material instances of noncompliance' inaudits performed inaccordance with Conm ntA i ing 
StanarlS is also limited by the AICPA to audits of financial statements. Cotton & Cpmpany has 
significantly modified the AICPA definitions in its report. Therefore. PIET believes that all three 
terms, which have a significant and well-recognized m:aning informal audit circles, are inappropriate 
in the context of the contract evaluation conducted and requests that they be removed. 

2. PIET requests that Cotton & Company recon'ijer !!,ommemdaton #18. 

In Recommendation #18 on page 47, Cotton &Company r-commends that "...OIT ask the 
ccatracting officer to have a financial and compliance audit performed of the latest fiscal year of the 
PIET contract and expand the audit to prior years based on the initial audit results.' 

PIET requests reconsideration for four reasons. First, as indicated above, the terms used to 

describe compliance-related findings throughout this report are inappropriate. Second, each of the 
four PIET organizations undergoes an OMB A433 audit annially. Third, non-participant costs for 
programming buy-ins under the current contract totaled $181,279 through September 30, 1992. 
Amendments 019 and o2O, signed in Septembe" 1992, comprised $95,2M6 of that total. Given the 
dates of these amendments, no significant activity would have resulted by September 30, 1992 from 
this funding. Moreover, PIE1s cumulative contract cost through September 30,1992, was over $96 
million, which makes the amount of buy-in activity relatively Inconsequential. Fourth. Cotton & 
Company's assessment of the accounting system on page 46 is not entirely accurate. It states: 
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PIET apparently made no accounting uysem proviSIoM that would allow 
total or the 400aocumulation of cots incurred for individual buy-ins, buy-Ins 

Pirtirlly Financed Academic Pardpants. 

This concept is reintroduced on page 62, which sates: *...we conduded that the contractor needs to 

improve its cot accounting procedures to enable a more precise determinadoi to be made of the 

core services costs of particular activides." PIET does have, and has always had. a fully developed 
fund (and subfund) accoundng Through staffcost accounting system that permits standard 

ystena, PIET iscommitted to improvingenhancements and the development of new management 
the admilatratv. pn ures aisociated with Is accounting system but does not believe the system 
itself is faulty. Also, it isworth noting that, though the RFP did contemplate 400 Partially Financed 
Academic Participants, none were ever tsigned to PIET. 

3. PIET requesti th*t all /eferencesto non-PIET-proegrammed participants be removed 

from the report. 

Page 30 descdbez a problem with a non.PIET.programmed AID participant from the 

Dominican R,.public. Page 28 refers to an AID Regional Inrpector Ceneral report on Indonesia's 

participant training program. Many of the participants in this program were administered by 
While the report does dearly state that the Dominican Republicorganizations other than PIET. 

does not indicate how many of the Indonesianparticipant was not programmed by PIET, it 
participants (if any) were programmed by PIET, nor does it indicate what percentage (if any) of 

those whose programs cxc,:eded the original estimates wcre programmed by PIET. While 

information about AID's general participant population isof interest to OIT. the title of the Cotton 

& Company report is *Contract Evaluation Report: Placing, Programming. Managing, and Providing 

Field Support Services for the Thomas Jefferson Fellowship Program.* Therefore, the report should 

be limited to the PIET contract under review and the participants it serves. 

4. PIET requests that Cotton & Company clarify the page 50 reference to PIETs 

Interpretatknof Its contractual requIrement regarding IIBCU partIcIpation. 

Page 48 of the report cites the following language in PIETIs contract: 

...Contract Section I! VII also eitablishes as an advance understanding that: 

The contractor agrees that not less than ten percent (10%) of the 

foreign natio.Als selected for placement on or after January 1, 1987 
at U.S. educational Institutions shall be in programs offered by the 
RpD's]. 

Page 50 of the report states: 
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I his April 24,1991, memorandum, the AID. Adminiurtor darified the intent of 
the 10-percent HDCU placement polcy w Wow 

HBC3 partiripant placements thould be no leu than 10 percent of 
all new ;;Kr1Qf.11so.q of training. [Emphaii added by Cotton & 
Company] 

PIET has not interpreted iucontract to require HRP'U placements to be measured 
In person-months. 

PIET does not believe ithis the freedom to interpret its contract In a manner that is inconsistent 
with the specific ianguage of the contract. In the context of pages 48 through 51, it:ippears that 
Cottor & Company is suggesting that PIET is free to do so and sthould have done to. 

S. PIET requests that Cotton & Company rv=ro the worda hteh probablllty" on page
1

50. 

PIEI recognizcs the importance of datab,,' accuracy and has recently established an MIS 
Manager position. PIET has long had a semi-monthly data vvrification report that identifies several 
dozen possible errors. An enhancement of this report accounts for participtnts who transfer into 
HBCUs after beginning their programs at other institutions. Thus, perceived dis.crepancies really 
reflect accurate updating of data. 

ports, none of which were 
apparently reviewed in detail by Cotton & Company, yet Cotton & Company's conclusion based on 
its HBCU report rc-iew is: 

Mor' imporiant. PIET produces ma.y othcr partw6ipant datab. ;,. 

These disparities and inaccuracies in PIL'Us parupipant data bas .:4 it relates to 
fellows and assiatcs attending 1t3CUs cause us to conclude that PILT isnor fully 
complying with /J.D.'scontract requirements for tracing parkiciparts from the time 
of assignment through completion of training. As a result, any Ht3CU A[nAjjhj 
ang.£lJ that PIET produces from the participant dita base has , hjugI _1r1jY 
of containing significant errors. (Emphasis added ty PIET) 

PIET does not believe that the review of one reoxrt or the citing of one trulancc of data error 
permits ruch a conclusion about all other reports, nor does it support an aikessment that there is a 
high probability of significant errors in PIETs reports in general. 

6. PIET rtquests rtmoval of the File Analysis on page 53 baxtuse It Isnot based on 
standardized data requIrements. 

There are 35 'Irdividual File Requirements' listed. How-ver, this list is tased on 017's 
Quarterly On-tite Monitoring and Evaluation Rcport (Contractor Monitoring Checldst). Thus, this 
checklist may be used to monitor contractors (which could be done through Interview, ob,,ervtion, 
and general record review, not just Individual flle revicw), but ItItnot intended to ind cAte the 
required contents of a participant file. 'ndeed, many Items relate to spedal situations and would be 
required only if the tituatlon occurred. For cxamplc, the only time A "potential rk,-go" (item 3.i) 
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would be necessary Isin the event of a "no-go' program. This Item IsIrrelevant to a 'go' program.
Similarly, cables documenting notification to Missions of program changes would appear only in 
those cases where program changes occurred. Further, Mission nominations do not occur separately
in all cases, but are often incorporated In the PIO/P. 

PIET understands that Cotton &Company asked OIT for its 'requirements for standardized 
data," and that OIT responded with the Contractor Monitoring Checklist. However, the checklist 
isclearly not a basic file requirement checklist and therefore cannot be used as a basis for assessing
the quality and completeness of PIErs participant files. PIET has never received instructions from 
OIf regarding basic participant file contents. 

7. PIET requests that Cotton & Company a-_iend Its discussion of PIET's evaluation 
prograu. 

The report states on pare 42 that "...ifa fellow or azsoiate conveys negative criticism about 
her or his experience with PIET, only PIET and Creative Associates see it.' The distribution list for 
academic and technical program evaluations includes PIET staff,OIT. appropriate Regional Bureaus 
and Offices, Missions whose participants were enrolled in the evaluated program, and training
providers. These reports contain the aggregated responses of participants to all questions in the 
evaluation instrument, as well as individual written comments. 

The report "iggests on page 41 that PIET's evaluation instruments be limited to '...focusing
primarily on the quality of training provided.' PIET's findings indicate that there are many non­
training factors that influence the training experience. For example, PIET has found a high degree
of correlation between satisfactioa with PIET-participant communications and overall satisfaction 
with the program, as well as a strong correlation between participant involvement in pre-arrival 
program planning and satisfaction with the academic program. Failure to identify such factors would 
inhibit attempts by PIET, OIT, sponsoring Missions, and other players to engage in continual 
improvement of program quality. 

The report states on page 41 that the technical evaluation report '...does not contain 
recommendations for program improvement or actions needed for follow-up." All such reports
contain recommendations or suggestions for improvement when warranted by the data. They contain 
a short administrative narr ve and data summary as well as back up data fow the more serious 
reviewer and to support the conclusions drawn. When sending reports to providers, PIET attaches 
a letter emphasizing areas of success as well as opportunities for improvement. AWIDE cables 
announcing short courses to Missions advise Missions if an evaluation of the provider institution is 
available for review. 

& PIET requests that Cotton & Company amend Its estimate of the level of effort 
associated with contractor Implementation of th. press release program. 

On page 44, Cotton &Company recommends that '...OIT require its contractor to draft and 
distribute press releases at the start and end of each program...." The same page states "These press
releases should take minimum time to prepare....' PIET currently makes about 2500 to 3,000
individual and group placements per year. The vast mnjority of these are in short-term programs, 
so that participants enter and leave In the same year. Thus, PIET would be required to issue about 

96
 



5,000 to 6,000 releases per year. Cumulatively, the press release program would require more than
"minimum time." In addition, PIET would have to establIsh and maintain a press database for the 
numerous cities and towns in which participants are placed This, too, would require considerable 
time and effort. 

9. PIET requests that Cotton & Company reconsider the relative emphasis placed on 
a single participant case In Its discussion of monitoring and feedback to Missions. 

Cotton & Company correctly docuqents on pages 25 to 27 a case of an Indonesian 
participant whose Ph.D. program, for a variety of reasons, exceeded its estimated length. The long 
and detailed case description is immediately followed by: "We did not conaude that this case is 
nec>ssarily representative of PIET's monitoring performance.' PIET agrees in full with Cotton & 
Company's emphasis on the importance of monitoring and of timely notification to Missions. 
How ever, PIET believes that the relative amount of space given to this case, without reference to 
the ',ggregate percentage of timely completed programs or some other relevant statistic, tejds to put 
PAYET's monitoring services in a dimmer light than they deserve. 

10. PIET requests that Cotton & Company reconsider the relative emphasis placed on 
PIET's noteworthy accomplishments. 

"NoteworthyAccomplishments' are summarized on pages 8 and 9 and consist mainly of one 
case showing PIET's success inhandling a difficult participant situation. Cotton &Company's Work 
Statemenz indicated that two of the primary evaluation objectives were to *...document progress to 
date...* and "...evaluate and assess the conformance of PIET with the scope of work as enumerated 
in their contract....* PIET is not persuaded that pages 8 and 9 accurately reflect the noteworthy 
aspects of its progress to date or of its conformance with the contract scope of work. Additional 
examples would support the report's statement that PIET "...performs a difficult and complex array 
of services in a competent manner..." and would provide a more balanced assessment. 
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