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* . EXE'#U' Se.'96ARY
 

IT!iis stu:y vas t-issioned by the Offlc-If :nternat-onai Tr-:1n! -, B'reau for 

Science and Te,:o;y (S&'/iT), tc a-.lyze -artlcipat tralni,,g :os:s to assist 

iand s*6.-t : -.:-ice directors, mli:-son directors, project officers, contract
 

officers and oth- Agircy offiCials in nproting cantractor ma.,:cement for 

participant trai-'n :csts and services. The overall study purpose isto provide
 

information and guidanze to AID staff in assessing reasonable costs and services
 

when de:er-ining which management mode to use inhandling participant training and
 

jwhen
n.6otiating with contractors for the must cost e Fective participant training
 

and support services activities. A corollary objective of this study was to
 

satisfy the Agency's need for cost information to deter-mine whether training costs
 

are singularly high and to identify those factors which influence high costs. The
 

data from this study do not convincingly demonstrate that overall training costs
 

are high or identify what specific factors influence costs more than others.. The
 
study findings do reveal, however, tha re~
e i
 

and that lack f standardized budget and repor*tinguidelines and formnt.
 

2Lsderablher the Agency's ability to capture meaningful training program and
 

administrative costs.
 

A. Methodoloqy
 

In Fiscal Year 1984, there were about.162 contractors under cost reimbursement
 

and.fixed cost contracts, grants, cooperative agreements and other arrangements
 

handling some level of partilcipant training activity.
 

The data for this study were based on 45 responses from a sanple of 79
 

contractors selected from S&T/IT's list of FY 1984 contractors. The source of
 

th.e d-t ..s S&T/iT' s Participant Training infora:ion System. The criteria 

* o$.r; cczr:rws ere the nuM,er c ant a-ining mcnths:c-.. ,-.. rt 

si,xhe. un-: f . s.s .for thils s.u .al the .a-cpant:raining 
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. v.a?,ersi:', ) uriverse:y :zIs:ra-s:r) 1rivate, no for profi: r;a:.-i:n, 

%an! 4) private fzr pr:fii orar4iza:,.n. 

A us:;:..na,.e was dev-loped a. a :roved by S&/IT for mallin; to the sarp:e 
-of con:zra:t z. The ques -- was desi;ned to pick uj key data (acnon:
 

e.her thi.is) on: (1)type of contractor, (2)number of participants trained,
 

(3)nu ce. participan: t-a'n';.- minths, (4)academic and te:hnical pro;ral
 

cnts, ?-.)administrative cots, and (6)other cost information and tyes of
 

services provided 'see Appendix A .or the sample questionnair.).
 

A total of 4; contractors out of 79 in the sample responded to the
 

.q-'.'stionnaire. These 45 contractors represented 3,814 participants or 33% of
 

the total trained in FY 1984. Thirty-four contractors did not respond or
 

replied by letter or phone that the data requested were too difficult to
 

retrieve. Contractors were followed up with at least one phone call to assist
 

then in completing a questionnaire but most experienced some difficulty in
 

completing it. In some cases, files had been closed and were in storage, which
 

caused delays in retrieving the requested data.
 

In other cases, contractors indicated that their contract (or grant, etc.) did 

not require reporting to AID on the cost items coniained in the questionnaire; 

hence their accounting systems could not break out, for example, administrative 

costs from program costs. This was especially true where the contract had 

components other than tra-ining such as technical assistance or development 

activities. A second letter, cosigned by the Director of S&T/IT and the 

Director of the Office of Acquisition and Assistance Management, was sent to 

contractors advising them of the importance in completing the questionnaire. 

This imroved the response rate but, as indicated earlier, 34 contractors did 

not r2spond. 

spi. h..-e issues, those -cntract-rs reszondi-g did provide fairly
 
cor,Zz$e:: dL-ta which p-.C"e sce riterestin., pa-terns of training program
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W6.i e t.. main'fous of tis s:.d was on the ana's.3 of b %Ph administr ti/e 
!."OgIre€. be useful to know iat 


o:.. t.= ,otaltra,.ing costS of acadz.c and re:hnical programs includirg
 

ae,,1.ns rative costs.
 

a.r costs (acadeic and :echnical,, itwi4l ;h 

The verage total academic training cost was I,431 pant Mh
 

(compa-ed to $1,15" for academic program costs). T, total technical tr . ng
 

L cost vas $3,764 per participant nnth (compared _L920 for technical program
 

ts). These costs were expressed in 1984 dollars. These total training
 

costs may be kept in mind when reviewing the program and :administrative costs
 

which are analyzed separately in this report. Following'is a discussion of tle
 

program vs. 'administrative costs.
 

I.Program vs. Administrative Costs
 

The study's main focus was on analyzing cos:s for providing academic and
 

technical programs and the administrative cos'ts associated with the
 

arrangemant ard/or provision of training programs. Below is a definition of
 

these costs arid. types of training. "
 

a.' Definition of Proram Costs
 

U.S. participant training program costs were defined as those directly
 

relatinG to .e
student's training program including tuition, training
 

related expenses, maintenance and other living allowances. The following
 

items .re included in this category:
 

"r"X t Trainini fees 

1.,antr ., .aicwances
 
! struc-.icnz fees /.0,_
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* ~a~.~e&' fees
 
r 	 P :s F o ,.Dimiuters fzr pa,-ic pan.ts 
.~ 	 Pur:~',, e -:: f o:her special .,ipme.,for iCipa-" 

* 	 ?1st''. res costs a 	In.sur~r:-: r..o:ts"
 
* i .,M.,:;'I .y a owances 
* 	Book shi~C'nt -A 
* 	Dmes-ic tr.avel 
* 	Doc:ora l .iss-rtation fees
 
o 	Sem.inar f=-Ps
 
o 	PrQfessio:.=_I soci--:ry membership fees
 
a 	 Esco-ts or iterpreters
 

Typing costs
 

An analysis of program costs is-discussed inSection C on the following'
 

page.
 

b. Definition of Administrative Costs
 

Administrative costs of'participant training were defined as those
 

relating to the management of the participant training program and
 

included the following:
 

* 	Contractor Salaries and Wages
 

Home Office
 
Field Office
 

s 	Indirect Costs
 

4ome Office
 
Field Office
 

o 	Subcontracts
 
& 	Consultant Fees 
* 	Allowances (not participant allowances)
 
* 	Travel and Transportatilon (not for participants)
 
s 	 Expendable Equipment and Materials (not used directly in 

participant programs) 
a Other Direct Costs 'i.e., telephone, postage, supplies, equipment, 

word processing, computer processing) 
a 	 Overhead/G&A 
.	 -ee
 

An rar.,.sis of administra:ive csts is discussed in Section . 

DIZL.OPU1Z.T .SSOCLUTMS INC. 



Pogrim cc. r .. . r bith act -pric :. ining and tec hI ca trainIng, 
AcaJeic tt.rr. ' is a- a cotrt= of study that leads tz- ans n-ine1 


.,der: r du e or training ins:,i:jtior..
dg--. -from an 7-:c'-ited'... 

Technicat trin:r; s all tra-ina no: lea.ing to a degree. This may include 

-:hn . tra i.:ng ccurse , o~sewation t;-s and specially tailored :rainin3 

programs. The following discussion o. program costs does no: include 

adminis:rative costs which are discussed in Section D below. Hence, these 

costs cannot be conmpared to other cost data used by the Agency which frequently 

include administrative costs. 

1. Academic Program Costs
 

The program costs for academic training in FY 1984 ranged from $394 to
 

$2,880 per participant month. (IThe average cost is $1_,1§5_per participant
 

mnth. Nlote this does not include administrative costs but only program
 

costs as defined earlier. Also, this figure is not adjuste' for inflation
 

so it cannot be directly compared to current expenditures without adjustment.
 

'ost academic program costs in the study clustered between $700 to $1,400
 

per participant month. This range represents where 7M of the contractors
 

were distributed. Parenthetically, academic training in agrtculture
 

represented the dominant field in which participants were trained.Q-T-hose
 

contractors which trained exclusively in academic agriculture training
 

showed an average cost of $1,124 per particjpant month rihich is sigh-ty

all other academic training.
r than the average cost -or 


2. Technical Progra. Costs
 

Technical training programs had significant variation in costs, which ranged 

from a low of S53G :o a high zf $3,453 per participant imcnh. The .verage 

c t u- . oes -iot inc',I.e 
but only program costs as defined earli-er. These .-. a,.re a'so not 

,
adjusted for i,flation so no Compari s,- be m cs:s v.'can za 


adjust-ment.
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.,.' .hr "al tr i ring d i fe-z ^ nzid :z-ably from ac . = : ; n becaus e s.Ai 

.
-he i 1n-11s r,- .!f.V ly"F .. 
costly i.n ! ,, r 

ML.' 0, tr1'.6- ta re-! 4 *.-'.?-zt and 1$
li l.' t: *.- .re tr,-. paclal 4 "'- it: ;,%0, a -

deve~opme.,: '::•4vttes, 


less clustering int-chnical :ralrng than ,.';sde trIn•There was ,muh,0 ic 


$3,50i-'..,OCC per participan: mon:h.(_Those contractors which provlaed
 

t average monthly cost of
=echnical training exclusively in agriculture had an 


L)2, 743 which isonly slightly higher than the average co-c.for
 
nor.-agricu'stural training.
 

D. AdminiStrativ- Costs
 

Administrative costs ranged from a low of $35 to a high of $5,739 per
 

participant month. The overall average cost is $669; however, if the extreme
 

cases are excluded from the sample (e.g., $6,739), then the average
 

administrative costs drop to $394 per participant month.
 

Most contractors clustered in the range of $0-$100 to $400-$500. Almost 70% of
 

the contractors were distributed in this range with approxima'tely 30% falling
 

in the range of $501-$500 to a high of $6,739 per participant month.
 

These figures change if academic and technical costs are analyzed separately.
 

The average administrative cost for academic train'ng is $294 while the average
 

administrative cost for technical tr ining is $954 per participant month.
 

E. Other Cost Factors
 

Cost analysis was performed on a nu:.der of other factors such as :ype of
 

contractor, years providing training to A'D, overhead rates and fringe benefits
 

in order :o det rmine if there was any correlaion to high or lw programs and
 

dmi n'sr v. c-: sts. H.wever, ;h.-e "s no evdence :o snow any relt!,nzhipSt 

*
 a'o f;- cors a:,d
between t e cs:.
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St : n - P e 

. ,. ... ,. ., 

P.a;'d F ." s v.; c:nc*o . e.' fr , :h!s s'. ,.y was th.t one -n.st 

be -It. i n i:trp ...." , .t were .. i-e' fm3 the comoleted 

quest in s re.urne. :y " vt.rin,s contractors. "r.the first place, as 

indlcad inthe body of the raprt, one of the key problems encountered wds 
.
i= fec th;tte. re e.:-s no coc n'y !cepted4 pattern fc." recording or
 

reporting on t,:e variou: costs ,h':. imDact on particip rt training. The
 

direct program costs o- participants are generally not cor.licated.or difficult
 

to calculate, but the allocation oF administrative costs within a contract
 

involving othEr activities !s'-ias participant traiinn does pose problems.
 

The bsence of estiblished gu'%d-i-es for analyzing suc:h costs and for
 

reporting on them doubtless resulted in substantial variation in the manner in'
 

which such costs were reported in the questionnaire submitted by the
 

contractors.
 

The basic problem was compounded by several other factors. The questionnaire
 

asked respondents to report specifically on costs incurred in FY 1984. This
 

approach had the advantage of obtaining parallel data from a number of
 

contractors for a precise time period, as opposed to attempting to gather cost
 

information over the life of contracts with widely varying lengths and
 

beginning and ending dates. However, this approach could not take into account
 

the varying stages of each contract. Some of those reporting indicated that
 

their contracts were approaching an end, and while needs assessments or
 

selection prccesses had formed part of the'contract at an earlier phase, they
 

were not involved inmany activities funded inFY 1984.
 

Another corlicating factor was the wide variation in service or functIons
 

being performed by the contractors. As reflected inthe body of the repcrt,
 

the contractors raported Ivo 'Y-vent in a wide range of support activities
 

running the ra.,ut fr-i the early staces of needs assess,:Z ";o planning and 

carrying out pos:-tr'inn.g evalua:ion and follow-up -ctivizies. The fact that 

no n:ozr;'-pe-rf:r.Ted :e -- ast same ser,,ces -les: 4-
qestIonna,ras -- mide it dIff c'lt, to r,t. val cd 'c ei:ows-3r, 

organiz..- ons. 

D'LOPM T
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a i.frm.on n: n 

by ;t -n,.r.a:,tors si-:e ther; d:," to or 
F'inalVy, ;he s:udy odep U'r^On vp.a submitzed v o ij 

c ev- was ." &:ces! financ', 

a:z.- re:'. ts or even t*o 'he contract -:,rnir - .. a.":ivities covered by thedeaie ;ud , cort.ractorsi ,'.,. 

questinnaire. Inthe absan, :- detale . ;ui i..-,t 

the' 7.e,:ionnaire inst.ructOn --.. n some cases su::Eme+:tead by telephone 
-- subjectively. Within the c.nstrain:s imp:sed by thl 

qes: innaire, ncs: cc;.tractors doubtless wl shed to prasent their perfor,-an:e 
the b.st light possible, and to some d-iree thii motivation made the data
 

con:-ined inthe completed questionnaires subjective rather than objective.
 

Despite :he limitations growing out of these factors, certain generalizations
 

are possible. As indicated inthe report, the direct program costs of academic
 

tralning clustered between $700 and $1,400 per participant month with the
 

average falling aroun1 1 15i. While a number of contractors reported costs
 
which fell outside the $700 - $1.,400 range, the data suggest that this range
 

(adjusted for inflation) can be used as a rcference point for most academic
 

training costs. Project officers or contract negotiators should always obtain
 

estimates from potential contractors. While there may be valid reasons for
 

going above -- or below -- the range of $700-$1,400 per month (adjusted),
 

contractors should only exceed this range on the basis of satisfactory
 

explanatioAs or appropriate justification. itshould be kept inmind that the
 

range of academic training may vary considerably dependent upon whether itis 

at the graduate or undergraduate level and ina high cost or low cost training
 

institution. 

Inthe case of technical training, the cost data did not present as clear a 

pattern interms of clustering. They ranged from a low of $600 - $800 to a 

high of c8,000 - $8,500 per participant month. However, a majority of the 

contractors (13 of 34) fell within the range of $2,800 to $4,500 per 

participant month with an average of ',2,920. Thus, it would be useful to use 

this range fadjusted for inflation) as a reference point for technical training 

costs. Estiz.tes from contrac:=rs which ex:e.ed this range of $2,800 - $4,500 

(adius-ed) should Ie aare ully and a e- aItr adeq,ato 

justif'ca, ic . Xi.ch esti: s are not -ece s;.riiy narran:ed in ".he c!se of 
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at~Ities In -epr~--:: ':r to ens. t- almini stretive c! ts are 

justified an4- 7.,.: mvrip prosram a~ admiristrati-v cas-.s 
idenmified b.' t-lis s-:,y. shioud pro vit-e A:7D sta.ffl who are rso~l ~ 

negotiating pa.-ticipant training Cos-ts and services with som. uzarlul guidance 
in assessing and marau-ing,- c.st effective programs. 
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." V I e.: 

'This pr.. - w-s car;"ed out under AID Contract No. PDC-1405-'4-16-053-00, titled, 

",P*rticip:nt Traini.: Contractor Cost Study." The purpose of the study was to 

assess the costs of participant training and to determine the range of costs and 

services among diffe,,ent contractors incrder to improve the management and 

administi'atior of d.ricipant training prograns. 

In addition, a Partiipant Training Cost Brochure was developed to present
 

participant training cost information as a guide to AID staff in developing,
 
.
prograi,,ing ai'd managing participant training activities. The Cost Brochure
 

defines various types of training contractor services as well as the range of
 

administrative, acadremic and technical program costs which can serve as guidance in
 

developing and implementing training programs.
 

Study Rationale
 

The Agency has been aware for some time that training costs may be high and that
 

adequate data to analyze costs are elusive with regard to budgeting, reporting and
 

accountability. ihile many factors play a role in the general absence of precise
 

cost data on participant training programs, increasing evidence from previous
 

studies strongly suggests that lack of standardized cost categories and reporting
 

systems mainly obstructs any atternt by the Agency to capture meaningful costs of
 

participant training.
 

While some participant programs have fairly clear lines of reporting on functional
 

cost categories and line items, many do not for a number of reasons, chief among
 

them being that :he Agency does not require any standardization of budgeting and
 

reporting.
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tr in n ... h s r ra se seer l cIe i im liinGp I u- '- -r :-" ,:=: raises, s*era.' cther.C~m e in
,-~ -. ,,.' 1.an~n :.sts, ...... 

an - Pe3---.'i -sues ; ..icn -!demu r'. t . eC;'.a, . :' " :.'-.:- .no :o !: >e s: .-, in a c ~ e,e 

ar,.ii:1 persi=.:tl e. ' 

f training costs are hih, the : . ,ut be asked whether training ccsts are
 

assessed indepe n. of other coroll",-y or companion a:tivlit 4es ina cont-ac:
 

,r, This may be the principle
ich has both traini.ng and r .;,-tr:T:ing cvmponents. 

reason why training'cocts ex-nt., suli ex:reme var-a:ion when on all appearances
 

the training content is similar, especial'iy in academic training programs. And, of
 

ccurse, quality of training should be taken into consideration compared to program
 

costs, althou-h this study did no: focus on the issue of quality.
 

These questions and issues, among others, assume a greLter importance as the Agency
 

significantly increases participant training. The need for assessing relative
 

costs and menaging participant training programs cost effectively becomes even more
 

acute.
 

As a result of the Agency's.need for cost information, this study was commissioned
 

by the Bureau for Science and Technology, Office of International Training
 

(S&T/IT), to analyze participant training costs inorder to obtain information to
 

assist and support AID/W office directors,, mission directors, project officers,
 

contract officers and other Agency officials inimproving contractor management for
 

training costs and services. Also, S&T/IT has been aware of the need for
 

standardized reporting and injecting sone-cost consistency into participant
 

training budgets. These issues are currently being dealt with through efforts to "
 

standardize the budgeting and cost accountability process of participant 'raining
 

contractors.
 

With regard to the issue of high participant training costs, it is difficult to
 

demonstrate convincingly that actual training costs are singularly high ,rare In
 

fact a sisnificant issue of cost concern to the Agency. The principal reason for
 

!this isthat curre.it contract procedures anid forms do ,, permit standard 

itemia:'on f ,he budget across trairin. componen:s as 'el: as a.r,,ns:rative 

;activzies. Thus, training costs are cf:en comingled with ot',er zevelopmeint costs, 

I)EVLOP.MZ.t ASOCLTIM, INC 
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r is % clr'ca' tra in-ing. 

issues. is t manner a , : pr ;rams are ini'i.!. 

f,-%. are while others involve highly1p3re, r. lativelV str-.ightForward 

c¢i.-m1:.x o0: iI:zal regotition and developmen: wi:h t number of parties,
 
i: udine m's:.s,, an array of !ost country officials, and ultimately U.S. 
trainin; insti:utions. This acc-;.its for the significant variation in.tralnin 
costs, espe,. 4 &21 .,' to technical training. structures onlywith regard This array of 
contr'Jae s To ob-sCuring participant training costs. Inaddition, training is 

" prora - ti-'ugh any'nu-,ber uf contract types, grants, cooperative agreements and 

other cot.tract arrangements. Training programs are also jointly funded by a loan 
and grant or a loan and contract between host Country and U.S. entities. 

This study was designed to provide some key information on contractors and the 
costs and services being provided for participant training. The overall purpose, 

as stated earlier, was to provide some information and guidance to various AID
 

staff in assessing reasonable costs and services when determining which management 
inode- to use in handling participants and ".ihen choosing the contract route to 
rie-otiate with contractors the most cost effective participant training and support 
service activities.
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-'acht this .,;.! v.s to, select a s,.lc o. various tyoes of cor:racz:irs 

le~ e i:ve during 14Z- fiscal year. Tne rationale was that sufficient 

- - !'...e-se! to eaiab : trIe contractor to be well into the program but yet not 
S -~.apsed : .li: woJld complicate re:r'eval of information and c.os: da. 

AI i iaa simple o, 50 contractors was selected fram S&T/!T's participant training 

ir,
fcr,.tion system,wl.ich contained a list of active AD participant programming
 

contvz.tors. The s-mple was selected according to the following four categories.
 

1. Universiti qs
 
2. University consortia
 
3. Private for profit sectors
 
4. Private not for profit sectors
 

Parenthetically, no contractors were selected which were administered directly by I 
S&T/IT since sufficient cost data are already available for analysis on those / 
contractors. 

The initial list of 50 was reduced to 47, due to errors on the contract termination
 

data. The list was then eventually expanded to 79 contractors as non-response
 

rates necessitated conducting both a followup survey and an additional list of new
 

contractors. Thus, a total of 79 contractors received the questionnaire, 45
 

responded and 34 did not. The criteria for selecting contractors were based on the
 

number of participant training monthsprovided, not on the number of participants,
 

since the key unit of analysis for this study was the participant training month.
 

:n some cases, for example with large contractors, the number of training mcnths.
 

coincided with a large nu-,ber of participants. In other cases they were quite
 

distinct. The final selection of the sample focused on a balanced mix of
 

contrac:cr types with a relatively high nuniber of participant training months.
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p rehe'a -a. "'" -,r 036. s- s !at1, 
prvied u,-.i , nt trainincg cc, r, r . (3:.-- Appen.'ix A. 7*- :-" 

requested focus ype o co:;tractor {e.;., private for nr:ft, University, 

etc.), nu. =ir of ,"- nroviding trz1inn.g services to A:D, type i . eur~tion of 
contract, t wr. :- :ra:Ted, admninistrative and proram c. sts, -. es of training 

provided, ntrFct 'r :c. data and types of services provided. Dat. were also 
requested on subcon:rartors, overseas as well as U.S. staff time, nd te personrel
 

benefit and la.-'or overhead rates for home and field office staff. The key cost
 

dcta, however, werL on administrative costs for participant servicei and he costs
 

of both academic and technical training programs. 

Methodolooical Issues
 

As the data requested for this study were comprehensive, itwas difficult for
 

contractors to provide the requested information in a relatively short period of
 

time. Some of the problems were that financial files were closed and subsequently
 

removed from offices for storage. This was true for a number of universities.
 

Other problems were the iature of the contract itself which involved a number of
 

components inaddition to training activities (some of which were only a small
 

percent of the total contract costs) and which hindered the isolation of
 

administrative costs and program costs associated with training services. Intwo
 

cases, contractors could provide data on academic and technical training programs
 

but not on administrative costs. This issue only highlights the need for the
 

Agency to continue with the development of relevant functional cost categories and
 

budget reporting forms and systems.
 

The lack of such standardized procedures complicates the task of comparing costs
 

across programs and thereby arriving at meaningful costs for participant training.
 

Italso masks the true r,,aning of participant training costs. There has been an
 

accepted dictum within the Asency that training costs are high. This isno doubt
 

true in a relative number cf cases; however, in point of fact, training -er se may 

not be, or may not have to be as high as perceived. The real problem may well be
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the complex fashi.:. in whicn c:izraczs & training are deve'oped and the :-k -

zversiht.or monit-.orin; to f r ..e; -e~snablecosts in a:cor.nce with 

fun.;Ional cost cat-;orles. h'owever, 4: isimportant'to e..-hsize that cost 

c.:-egories z-uld be carefully design-d to obtain info.Oation and data which r P 
useful for A' z:-ff who pa:zicipate .in ccntract develoment and admInistraion. 

F.or cxample, sone se-rvices an' activitie5 are not amnable to assignment co cost: 
du to the ..=.... nature of their a.:Ivites integrated with other 

intermitter.t 1une:.;ns. These kinds of activities are not operational in nature 

but arc action se ies inwhich a time lllat-ion study would be necessary to 

identify time and motion spent. Itwould be difficult, for instance, to separate 

out for cost puposas the activizips of programming and placement because of their 

ir. erdependency, a:. the fact that one flows into the othtr along a continuum. 
Recruitme.,t and selection, on the other hand, are generally finite activities
 

involv.ing distinct periods of time and levels of effort. Also, care should be
 

taken to avoid collecting costs of corollary activities to some discrete function,
 

as these m.-y not be of any real use or meaning and will only further complicate the
 

analysis of'meaningful cost data and reporting.
 

Another key issue incost analysis of the contractors isthe extreme variation in 

both program costs and administrative costs./ However, this again isowing 

primarily to the different compQneat&-&contracts where training isonly one 

aadWh-Ye administrative costs may not actually reflect t]i6 -ofthe

-tr-aining codbhe-t-Sut--include other activities Finally, some contracts were just 

being initiated at the time of the study and included development or front end 

costs which were relatively high incomparison to ongoing programs. On the other 

hand, some programs were just terminating and conversely showed lower costs due to 

reduction inactivity. 

Despite these issues and methodological problems,.there isan interesting pattern
 

of costs, some quite consistent interms of both administrative activities,
 

academic program costs and technical program costs. These will be discussed inthe
 

next section along with recoamendations.
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kefore disc.,s~in; the ..3t s, ' findings inany detail, i1will be useful t: 

,.vide a K'. 	 t udy was conducted in ,Prder ti tnh:drop a.ins ;;'",. V-.. p%, s*tu y., 

'findigs arn recormen'.tion- ir ro.me perspective. 

.irs-, the ger:e'al* prcFi;e o- .raniig activities is discussed in terms o- num'.r 
of contractors and totia nurbe.- ,F participants. Then an. indepth discussion of the 

specific char.cteristics of the contractors sampled for the study and a discu.Zion 

on the c.;ts :nd services ispro.-ded. 

A. GenerJl Profile of FY 1934 Participars and Contractors
 

InFY 1984, there were 162 contractors (including S&T/IT's six programmlng
 

agents) providing trainif and/or training support services to AID. The total
 

number of participants intraining inFY 1984 was 11,410. These figures
 

include all contractors and S&T/IT's programming agents.
 

Other notable facts are:
 

e 	 The largest 5 contractors out of 162 (3%) had 500 of all FY 1984 
participants. 

The 1argest 20 contractors (12%) with 100 or more participants
 
constituted 77' of all participants.
 

- 'e One huvdra! (100) c3ntractors or 52% of total, had less than 20
 
' participants each.
 

* Sixty-eigh: (H3) contractors or 42% of the total had less than 10
 
partiC ,pants ea:h. 

0 7ourteen (14) ccntractcrs or 9,00 of the total had only one participant. 

These szatizics raise irzeresting cqiesticns on the distribution of training 

off 1c.ts. t:e scope of workcontractors Iy nui:,bers pa 	 hl~e it is beyond 

D) 	 (j
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-t.'. Cie St sca e '. ea'c levac red:innr; . r,.'-:- - o

,....n: r.... nsr:ici-as ar clacz- in a varie:y cf 
" ;.' , on resjns...-.alize t:aini.~i ' - ;::' -":'!ate ti r 

. :!n 16. %ntractors (n-t- this numobr :,.at s upar!a ,ad ech 

S o ,N the absolu-t,-.. i.sari %., in Z.he sm,,a~l ,..'.rof cont:ractnrs r*zpoo , ible 

.for large number of participants (only fi\.. :on:ractors handle 5C' of
 

participants) and the lzrge number c-" contraczors responsible for a small.
 

numbLr of participants su~gest that the statistlcal differences may be
 

inc:ncruous with respect to training needs end opportunities provided by
 

.mallercontractors.
 

Third, a distinction must be drawn between thcse contractors which simply
 

program and place participants with those which primarily train participants.
 

For example, inthis study there were a number of contractors which had
 

responsibility for only programming and placing participants. Other
 

contractors inthis study performed all prograwming, placement, training,
 

administrative and support services.
 

3. Specific Profile of Study Sample %ontractors and Participants
 

The data for analysis were obtained from 45 contractors (out of-a total sample
 

of 79) who returned questionnaires with most of the key data requested.
 

ReasQns for not completing certain cost questions were primarily based on the
 

fact that AD does not require information to be reported out by specific cost
 

categorie.S, and thus some contractors had no data in -he format requested. 

Administration, for example, was frequently cited as an area which the Agency
 

doe.s not require specific cost allocations, especially !e:ween administrative 

osts for training  incomparscr, to other program.ccrpone.ts. ?art of this
 

rob 1, , contrac-s and budget data are r3quenzly ,ritten very loosely 
~rrv~ w~i ~. S cost :i , labor,'! ~d '.~ h2,e .CV C~oJ by,dire.:nd ! a--:n, r v-:.- f, e Iudes p. " 

functir,. cttcgory and ot'ier dIrect %Pots. 

-DETZLOZMLNa" A68OCIATER9 INC. 

http:ccrpone.ts


- - pt-

A , .c"ri:- of t - res: )ndents, how.';'-r, r-;ponJe .:o t'.e q--; . , at r 

frequent . '.-ever, two contractor; exh, iiiteJ a rather i.-*ferent 

.ttitude tusar.. th% cost survey an, did nct seen.to gras.- thd ,hiy were 

obligated by v-t4.e c" contra:ti-,o wiih.AIO to respond to ti:a qu,..-nni,'e. 

Reasons given f. " nc: responding to the -uestioinaire or to certan 

questionn4.ire i;>, were that it was ton difficult and timn. cosum."j to 

retrieve the d.ata. 

A more datailed analysis of the findings in administrative costs will be
 

d4scussed later inthis section.
 

The total number of participants represented by this study is 3,874 or 33% of
 

the total participants receiving training in FY 1984. The total number of
 

training months is 28,621 or 2,385 years of participant training. Below is a
 

graphic representation of key analytical variables:
 

Number Months of
 
Type of Training of Participants Percentage Training Percehtage
 

Academic 2,324 61% 25,255 88%
 
.Technical 1,490 39% 3p366 12%
 

Total 3,814 28,621
 

Academic training is defined as a course of study that leads to an
 

undergraduate or graduate degree from an accredited institution. Technical
 

training isdefined as training not leading to a degree (e.g., technical
 

courses, workshops, se;-,inars, observation tours and internships).
 

It is interesting to note th&r the percentage of technical training to the 

tota l number of part ic'1,crit t-a inng onth s S apprzxi mate1 ,20 while academic 

training is C8% of the 

. ............. )hH I )!filh ,trm{ U i.v'P:, I. I',
 



,. id... frr ease of access to in-ividjal caser for 
:-J : ri. is :,.,n in A npdix B w*hich 

r ~.~Inal dlhiS al1 n t'l- re'r.-nt data re fLec.tad ins the qu--.:t ionnaire. 

T-e Indii.uI co;trac:or: ar. ise,.:.'ied only by case number, and of course by
 
contractor type such as Sara.e Ur'versity, (Sep. Univ.), Private for Profit
 

(PFP), Prv:',te not for Profit (P'FPI, .';rd University Consortium (L'niv."Con.); 

Also, th- nub.er of years each training contractor has been providing support 

services to .*!D is indicated and the matrix identifies the source of the
 

contract (i.e., Central Bureau, Regional Bureau, Mission, etc.) and the dates
 

of the contract. This contractor profile enables the rcader to obtain a
 

perspective over -time as well as by type and structure of each contrac.tor.
 

All of the other data-items are expressed -innumerical values except for the
 

categoryTypes of Services, wh;ch is indicated alphabetically according to the
 

alphabet sequence of services from A through II(e.g., A is Training Needs
 

Assessment, B is Recruitment, C is Selection, etc.) Finally, the raw numbers
 

are included as the basis for analysis and calculations with numbers of
 

participants and composite months of training for each contractor and for the
 

total entries. The matrix may then serve as a convenient composite picture of
 

all contractor data for comparisons and analyses which may not be included In
 

this study"s objectives but may elicit imaginative comparisons or obsurvatlons
 

expressing other Agency or individual issues or concerns.
 

In the following section each of the'data categories included in the matrix is
 

discussed and the relevant costs and services provided by each contractor are
 

identified.
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-ef~r -,ceeding with th. din:ussion of contractor costs and services, it will 

be u.ul to den.ly fo. the rea-ar the totai trainir costs for both acaderic 

and%-,: . training. Total ccsts include both progran costs and 

acmvv~s;at.ve co.Ots 0,hic, --ovide a composite .Oi:tu-a :! the Agency's trainln, 
costs. "ove, it should be recognized that this s.udy's objectives were to
 

analyzi- the progr-m costs and adinistrative costs which are treated separately
 

in the body of this report. The reason for separating program costs from
 

adrinistrative costs is that from a policy and cost perspective, the division
 

of t,.se costs provides rore pragniatic data and analysis for policymakers and
 

administrators when pro r~m activities are isolated from administrative
 

activities or services. A major factor in all programs is the cost of
 

-administering them and administrative costs are generally more flexible for
 

bud-get revision and modifications. Thus, it is important to- nw-the r and
 

On the other hand, program
average administrative costs f--or training programs. 


costs need to be analyzed functionally because of the variation in services and
 

activities which are separated from the administrative costs. Program costs
 

may also exhibit considerable flexibility and variation and in view of the fact
 

tha these costs represent the major training expenditures, it is important to
 

know the range and average program costs.
 

Below is a discussion of the total training costs for both academic and
 

technical training.
 

Academic Training
 

Total academic training costs ranged from $502 per participant training month
 

to a high of $3,089. Most programs fell within the range of $50l to $2,000 per
 

participant month.
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Below isan ilus:raitio- sh:wing the dlstrlbu:ion of nrograms:
 

IA'
 ?
TCr . ACADSMIC TrRAIN" CCSTS
 

Cost Range -Pt Participant Month Number of'Cases 

501- 500 0
 
* 00, 19500 14
i,OOi - ,500 1 

.1,501 -2,000 7 
20001 - 2,500 1 
2,501 3,000 1 
3,001 - 3,500 1 

• 3,501 - 4,000 0 

As can be seen above, 14 programs out of 30 (470) ranged from $1,001 to $1,500,
 

with approximately 50% of that range lying both below and above the
 

distribution. That is,six (6)programs were below the range at $501 to $1,000
 

and seven (7)were above itat $1,501 to $2,000 per participant month. Three
 

programs were distributed between $2,001 and $3,500. The average cost is
 

$1,431 per participant month. This contrasts with the academic cost per
 

participant month of $1,155 (excluding of course administrative costs).
 

The total training costs showed a concentrated clustering between $1,001 to
 

$1,500, with a major grouping of programs imediately below and above the
 

range. However, itshould be emphasized that the rationale for these costs was
 

based on the assumption that administrative costs were proportional to the
 

program costs for both academic and technical training, since no audit or
 

access to financial records was possible under the study. Generally, this
 

assumption islikely to be valid for administrative costs on an average.
 

Technical Training 

Total technical training costs ranged from a Iow of $928 to a high of $10,870
 

per participant month.
 

Fifteen (15) programs out of 34 (44) fell between $501 to 131500 per
 

participant ionth. Qowever, the highest number of programs (7)was in :he 
range of $2,50i to $4,000 per particlpant month. 
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'elow isan illustration showing the distribution of technical train~ng
 
programs.
 

Total Tevnrical Trainining Cost .
 
Cest Range Per Participant honth humber ofCases
 

0-. 500 '-00. 
501 1,000 

1,001 - 1,500 
1,501 - 2,000 A 44% 
2,001 - 2,500 2 
2,501 - 3,000 .3 
3,001 - 3,500 ' 3,r01 49000 7 ; 
4,001 -4s500 .3 
49501 -5,000 
5,001 -56500 "2 
5$501 5,6000 3 
69001 -61,500 0 
69501 -79000 .0 
7$001 -7,5001 
79501 -89000 0 
89001 -81,5001 
8,501 -9,000 

10,500 11,0001
 

34
 

'The above distribution shows much less clustering of technical training c sts
 

than those costs for academic training. The average total cost-for-technical
 

training is $3,764 per participant month.
 

Several programs were above $7,000 per participant month, with one program at a
:SOITELcIEVI!PMEN

cost of $109870. If this program is excluded from the analysis because of Its
 

extreme variation, then the average cost is $3,548 per participant monzh. (The
 

average cost for technical programs, excluding administrative costs, is $2,920.)
 

In analyzing these costs it is difficult to explain the wide variation alzhough
 

such factors as specialized or tailored training design, other non-training
 

components of the program, and the specific objec:lres cf the 16raining pr)cram
 

may account for the'cost variability. Technical training, for example, is not
 

as stand-Tdized in nost cases as ac.-demc zrainijng a often requires mnore 
-
.abor Intensive and capital intensive (equipm ,. ^.z. hs fccr r
 

discussed in more detail in the analysis of administrative, academic and-

technical prograns later on In this report.
 



j!. Cont:a:tor '.y Tyce 

As Indicated earlier, 45 corntractor3 returned qestion:,aires for analysis.
 
Of these, the majority.conp-ised Private not for Profit groups with the
 

remaining contractors fa~ling.farly evenly into four other classificatcvis.
 

Below is a breakout of contractor by type:
 

Classification no. of Contractors
 

PNFP (Private not for Profit) is
 
Univ. Consortia 9 
PFP (Private for Profit) " " 8 
Sep. Univ. 7 
Other: 

PASA 1
 
International Org. I
 

Total ..
 

The PNFP represents, among other things, a majority of the largest AID
 

contractors although the three other'major categories are also represented,
 

though limited, in the largest 20 contractors. Information was gathered on
 

the type of contractor because it was thought that different types may .
 

exhibit different costs or that certain types'of contractors may have higher
 

or lower costs than others.
 

Generally, there was little relationship between cost of acadenic/technical
 

training and the contractor types or categories, with the exception ta
 

technical training in PFP contractors was somewhat higher than the other
 
.9roups; h-oweyr. Wiibold be discounted because of the effect produced by
 
one contractor (an engineering firm) which had unusually high training costs
 

which departed significantly from the norm. This could have been due to 

special provisions in the training or the types of participants trained. At

any rate, if this contractor is omitted fro the sample, costs of PF? 

contractors in trchncal training is approximately identical to other 

groups. Actually, the slingle highest cost folr technical training was a PNFP 

firm in the heitth field. O:herwise, there Is no sIgnificant correlation 
between the cate-ories. 
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Source of Contract/Duration
 

Information was collected on the source of the'contract and i;s duration to
 

see ifthere isany relationship between cost of training programs and
 

source and duration of contract. No correlaiion was .found to exist.
 

3. Academic Participant Training
 

Thirty (30) contractors of the study sample provided academic participant 
training services. Academic training, as pointed out earlier, comprised
 

roughly 80% of the total training expenditures'identlfled inthe sample.
 

Program costs for academic training are defined-as only those expenses which
 

actually ;upport the training programs. Program costs DO NOT include
 

administrative costs which are discussed later Inthis section. Cost
 

categories used inthe questionnaire included the following:
 

9 Tuition
 
# Training fees
 
a Maintenance allowances 
a Instruction fees
 
* Lab/research fees
 
* Purchase/lease of computers for participant(s)

* Purchase/lease of other special equipment for participant(s) 
# Master's thesis costs 
* Insurance costs
 
* oronthly book allowances
 
e Book shipment
 
# Domestic travel
 
v Doctoral dissertation fees
 
* Seminar fees
 
* Professional society membership fees
 
@ Escorts or interpreters

@ Typing costs
 

The program cost of academic training ranged from $399 to $2,880 per
 

participant month. While this range isaffected by any number of
 

contingencies, such as the-choice and location -of training institution, it
 

isclear that inmany cases the reduced tui41on which iseither shared or
 

entirely borne by the host country accounts for somle of the disparity.
 

Inaddition, the process of programmin] and placement plays a strong role
 

since it is possible to select for participant placement those training
 
institutions which offer quality and are more cost effective. (
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es:.0lished a consistency representati'v. of a .=city of contractors in the
 

* s:.vdy sample. For exa Die, the average pror..,.cos: of academic training, 

tased on the case3 within the range, Is$ ,155 pe. participant month of 

training. However, it should be no:ed that this cost is In FY 1984 dollars 

ard no in=lation factor is included to-compare FY 1236 dollar costs. 

Exhibit 1 below shows the clustering of the contractors by case and
 

participant cost per month.
 

Exhibit I
 

ACADEMIC COSTS PER PARTICIPANT MONTH
 

6 

5 

lumber 4 

of 3 

Cases 2
1 l 

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28- 30"
 

.1984 Dollars (In$100's)
 

Inreviewing how contractors cluster, itcan be observed that an almost
 

stepwise progression exists from the lowest cost to a peak cost down to
 

relatively high series of costs. Mlost contractors exhibited academic
 

'training costs within the range of $700-$1,400 per participant month. This
 

Isconsistent with the average cost.
 

Another way of looking at the distribution of these costs is to graphically
 

display them by numbers. For example, belor is a table which shows the cosz
 

of training per participant month arrarged in numerical series fron
 

$100-$200 to $2,501-c3,000, with the number of cases assigned to each series.
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Table 1
 

NUMBER CF CASES ASSIGNED TO COST CATEGORY
 

Academic Number of
 
Cost/Participant Months Cases
 

301l00 -$ 300 .•: -.. .400 -:
 

401- 600 

601 - 39000. 21 'of 30 cases 
1,001 -1,00 or 71020 

, .801 1,000 or
 

1,401 1,600
 
1,601- 1,800
 
1,801- 2,000. 
2,001 - 2,500 
2,501 - 3,000 

Total 30 

This table reveals the clustering in a way which permits a percentage of the
 

cluster to be distributed among ranges. The distribution shows that 70% of
 

the cases fall within the ranges of $700-$1,400, with over 50% of this range
 

group falling between $600-$1,000 per participant training month and just
 

under 50% falling within $7,001-$1,400 per month. Itshould'be noted that
 

the program inthe $301-$400 range per participant month represents the
 

attendance at a heavily subsidized program from non-AID sources.
 

Those cases lying outzide the ranges, which represent the majority of
 

contractors (i.e., 70%,) and also which lie considerably outside the average
 

cost of $1,155 (excluding administrative costs and inflation), cannot be
 

explained from the data available for the cost study analysis. The
 

explanation of cost diversity would require close scrutiny of the contract
 

and the s;2cial training content and objectives. However, the sample
 

contractors are representative of the variety of training institutions and
 

types of academic training provided. Inaddition, training costs can be
 

affected by the nunmbers of academic disciplines for which the participants
 

are trained.
 

Some contractors only trained inone academic field such as agriculture or
 

energy, while others trained participants invirtually all fields. :t may.
 

be instructive to analyze the costs of agricultural training where this was
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the only training'service -rovided by contractors, and since agriculture was
 

the predominant field inwhich parti:ipants were trained. However, i:
 

should be noted that many contractors trained O rticipants inmultiple
 

fields and disciplines including agrizulture but for obvious reasons costs
 

could not be separated out when a contractor provi.ded training Inmany
 

disciplines, because costs were not allocated by discipline. When..
 

contractors provided services only in one area or field, the costs of this
 

training ari simply a matter of isolating data from the group. Fifteen (15)
 

contractors provided agricultural training exclusively. Of these fifteen,,
 

eight (8)provided either academic training or technical training but not
 

both. The remaining seven (7)provided both academic and technical training.
 

The average monthly cost for agricultural academic training was $1,124 which
 

is almost identical to the average for all other contractors providing
 

training inmany disciplines. The. average cost for technical training is
 

$2,743 which isonly slightly above the average for all other contractors
 

providing technical training in many fields. Thus, while more training is
 

provided in agriculture than any other field, the cost for training
 

exclusively inagriculture is not appreciably higher than that for other
 

fields.
 

4. Technical Participant Training
 

Program costs for technical training are based on the same categories as
 

academic program costs (i.e., tuition, maintenance, etc.) Technical
 

training, which had significant variation in costs, ranged from a low of
 

$636 to a high of $8,469, with the average cost per participant month being
 

$2,920. As indicated earlier, the total expenditures under technical
 

training was 22. of the total program training monies identified in the
 

sample.
 

Technical training differs substantially from academic training in that
 

almost infinite variations on a theme can be played out. This is not true
 

of academic training which ieads to a degree and therefore is more regulated
 

and formal in a number of ways. Technical training, however, poses trainiing
 

problems ranging from sophisticated technological education and equ4pment
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(e.g., renote sensing which is more costly in equipment to provide training)
 
to'cQmplicated field trips and transfer of technology, which is often more
 

development intensive as, for example, in ener!4 and energy conservation.
 

Thus, costs would be expected to fluctuate dramatically and of course they
 

do.
 

Inaddition; there ismuch less clustering of contractor costs than was
 

evident for'academic training. Below isa distribution of technical costs.
 

Exhibit 2
 

TECHNICAL TRAINING COSTS PER PARTICIPANT MONTH
 

5 
Number 4 

of 3 

Cases 2 

0.
 

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 25 30 35 40 45 5055-60 65 69 75'80 85 

1984.Dollars (Ii$100's)
 

*As can be seen, the contractors exhibit a more or Tess linear progression up
 

to the range between $2,500-$3,000. Then there isa steady increase which
 

peaks and declines somewhat precipitously, trailing off until the dispersion
 

increases significantly by cost but involving only three contractors.
 

This wide dispersion of technical training costs is opposite to the ore
 

clustered and less dispersed academ.ic training programs. This is due to the
 

essential tailored aspects of technical training in that each progrm is
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uniquely different and also has more requirements in the way of equipment 

and special features of training such as field trips and observation tours 

or hands-on experimentation. 

If we group the technical trating in terms of numbers of con'tradtors 

distribuzed along a plane of cost categoriet as we did for academic 

training, .hen another picture emerges which-more dramatically displays the 

wide distribution of technical training. Table 2 shows.this range of costs 

by number of contractors falling within cost catagories. 

Table 2. 
* . ,::,. ... " 

CASES WITHIN COST CATEGORIES
 

Technical
 
Costs/Participant Month Number of Cases*
 

$ 	 100- 200
 
201- 400
 
401- 600
 
601- 800 • 2
 
801- 1000
 

1,001- 1,200 1
 
1,201 - 1,400
 
1,401 - 1,600 3
 
1,601 2
-1,800 


1,80! 2,000 2
 
2,001 2,800 0
 
2,801 3,000 • 4 ' . .
 
3,001 - 3,500 5 53% 
3,501 - 4,000 1 
4,001 - 4,500
 
4,501 - 5,000 1
 
5,001 - 5,500 0
 
5,501 - 6,000 1
 
6,001 - 7,000 0
 
7,001 - 8,000 0
 
8,001 8,500 1
 

Total
 

This distribution can be seen as having no real clustering or pattern
 

although the highest number of cases fall within the range of $3,501-$4,000
 

per technical participant training month. Otherwise, the contractors have a
 

wide array of costs ranging from $601-$800 to $a,001-$8,50O. However, a
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majority of contractors (18 or 53%) did cluster between $2,800-$4,500, with
 

three contractors'a~ove this range and 13 contractors widely disbursed b=Iow
 

$2,30C per participant month.
 

( ofe training-or. types of contractors, there is no 
fcorrelation to either high or low cost programs. The highest cost per
 

participant training month is in health/population and the contractor is a
 

private not for profit (PNFP) entity. The lowest cost for technical
 

-.training isalso a PIP contractor which provided management training in
 
health/population and nutrition. Thus, as would be expected, the cost of
 

technical training depends greatly on the individual requirements and
 

complexities of the programs which indeed'exhibit great complexity and have
 

unique requirements. There also isno correlation between cost for
 

L technical agriculture training, as indicated previously, or .for other types 

Lof technical training. Energy, for example, is$1,731.per participant 

training month which iswell below the average cost of technical training. 

This does not suggest that energy technical training may not be a high cost 

for some programs, as itmight bje expected to occur in a highly technical 

and sophisticated training program inenergy. However, the one contractor 

training solely inthe energy field had a lower cost per participant 

training month than the average cost for technical traini.ng. 

S.Training by Types of Contractors for Both Academic and Technical Prcqrams
 

Itwill be Useful to analyze the training costs by type of contractor since 

there issome interest as to whether certain types of contractors have 

higher costs than other typed. A comparison of program types, however, 

shows very little correlation between costs and types of contractq-. The 
one exception is in technical training where the average cost per participant 

training month ishighest inthe PFP group. However, as indicated earlier, 

the average cost isheavily skewed by one contractor which had 

extraordinarily high training costs for engineering. The reason for those 

high costs may have been due to any number of factors such as high start-up 

costs, heavy travel requirements or costly technological training. :f this 

contractor isomittad, then training costs for the PF? group approaches thl 

average for the other groups. 

,#
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Surprisingly, academic training costs were lowest in the PFP group and
 

highest in the PNFP group. However, the differences between the average
 

costs for all four groups in both academic and'.aechnical training isso
 

small as to be of no real consequence, For example, the difference between
 

the highest and lowest monthlycost for technical training is $410, and the
 

difference for academic training is$134 between all groups. Table 3 below
 

shows the relative training costs by contractor t.pe. ..
 

Table .3
 

TRAIING COSTS BY TYPE OF CONTRACTOR " . ' " . 

(Cost per participant month)"-


UNIV 
PNFP PFP UNIV CONS
 

Academic $1,124 $ 990 $1,070 $1,122 
Technical $2,938 $3,399 .$2,989 $2,860
 

As evidenced by the above table, there is little meaningful correlation by
 

program type except in technical training costs which, as explained earlier, is
 

caused by one contractor's extremely high training factor which if treated as
 

an anomaly and excluded from the data establishes a truer cost closer to the
 

average cost of the other groups.
 

6. Administrative Costs •*
 

Administrative costs are defined as those non-program costs by the
 

contractor which support the training activities and the participant.
 

Administrative costs associated with participant training contracts include
 

at least the following categories:
 

* Salaries and Wages
 

Home Office
 
Field Office
 

* Indirect Costs
 

Home Office
 
Field Office
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* Subcontracts
 
s Consultant Fees
 
* Allowances (not participant allowances)
 
e Travel and Transportation (ndt for partic'ipants)
 
* Expendable EcuIpment and Materials (not used directly inparticipant
 

programs)
 
* Non-expendable Property.-(not used directly by participants)
 
s Other Direct Costs (i.e., telephone, postage, supplies, equipunt,


word processing, computer processing) 
* Overhead/G&A
 

Fee
 

Administrative costs are the most intangible costs to identify throughthe 

study's data and information obtained through followup telephone calls. 
Data, of course., were available in most of the cases, but inview of the 
multiple components contained insome of the contracts (grants, cooperative 

agreements), administrative costs were mixed inwith both training and 

non-training activities. This complicates the analysis, especially if 

training was'such a small part of the total expenditures. For example, in 

one case, a contractor had only eight participants inthree years but 

provided long-term technical assistance on a nearly fulltime basis and could 

not separate out training administrative costs from technical assistance. 

Obviously, the administrative costs were high and these datiA have to be 

manipulated so as not to unreasonably skew costs upward. Inanother case, 

there was no administrative charge to the contract since the contractor had 

a resource support grant from AID which covered all traliing administrative 

costs inother AID trailing contracts. Inthis case, tha contractor charged 

an administrative fee attached to the bottom line of the contract on all 

other direct costs, which infact amounted to an administrative cost close 

to the average. 

inadditicn to these examples of administrative cost structures, the host
 

country contribution often plays a significant role inboth program as well
 

as administrative costs. These variations on how administrative costs are
 

calculated pose some difficulty inassigning such direct costs to the
 

training component. This isfurther compllc~td by lack of standardi:ed 

cost cato.3jories for aministratlon 3nd standardized bud-et forms wnlch can 

separate out both przgram and a(Iministrativa costs "'ir p,rtlcipant 

training. 4owe'ier, fr.quent follow ,Jp with con:ractors to clarify issues 

which seened suspect on the ad..1inistrativo costs t,-ded to resolve any data 

problems ina majority of cases. This did not irove succesful with two of
 



the con:ractors who could not provide a reas:nable audit trail of
 

administrative co5ts because of their own accounting system inadequacies or
 

simply lack of data on which to respond.
 

The average admini strat ve c6st Is $559 per p.amonth, "Howver if 

we omit the 9utliers or anomalous contractors with high administrative 

costs, then the cost is reduced to an average $394 per participant month. 

The one casi.which is clearly an exception is $66,739 per participant month 

with a total of 19 participants. However, administrative costs ranged from 

a low of $35 per participant month to $6,739. Exhibit 3 below shows the
 

clustering of administrative costs Within the $0-100 to $400-500 range, with
 

an extremely wide dispersion above $500 and in a linear progression of one
 

to two contractors up through $6,731 per participant month. The average of
 

$669 per participant month also reflects the range up through the $401 to
 

$500 where the majority of.the contractors were distributed.-


Exhibit 3
 

OVERALL ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS FOR CONTRACTS
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Ifwe view each category by number of cases inan arithmetic distribution,
 

then another perspective can be seen inthe relative distribution. For
 

example, 27 out of 39 contractors fell between'$O-$100 to 401-$500 ranges.
 

This accounts for 69% of the total cases. On the other hand, 12 contractors
 

or 31% of the total fell between a broad range of costs from $501-600 to
 

$5,001-7,500. These cases can certainly be considered extraordinary and
 

affected by other factors, such as unusual training requirements or high
 

developmental and support costs. Below isan arithmetic distribution table
 

of the number of cases.
 

Table 4
 

NUMBER OF CASES ASSIGNED TO COST CATEGORY
 

Number of
 
Cost Range inDollars Cases
 

$ 0 100 6 
101 200 81 
201 300 5 V Contractors or
 
301 400 3 .. 69%
 
40 500 5,
 
501 600 1
 
601 700 0
 
701 8oo 2
 
801 900 0
 
901 1,000 1
 

1,001 1,200 1
 
1,201 1,300 1 12 Cointractors of
 
1,301 1,400 1 31%
 
1,401 1,600 1
 
1,601 1,800 2
 
1,801 2,000 1
 

2,001 5,000 0
 
5,001 7,500 1
 

-3r

! These figures on administrative costs strongly suggest that any contractor
 

which exceeds 500 per participant month costs for administration should be
 

carefully scrutinized. While itmay be that higher administrative costs due
 

to the nature of the trainlng can be justified, nevertheless the
 

distribution of cases isso unusually disoersed and exceeds the average that
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appropriate accountability should be required of contractors for these high
 

ranges of cost:.
 

The distinction between administrative costs for' both academic and technical
 

training exhibited the same vArlation assoclated with .thetotal program
 

costs. In separating out the costs for academic and technical training,
 

however, there were only a small number of contractors which trained
 

exclusively in either academic or technical trainlig.
 

The total number of contractors which trained ineither academic or- '
 

technical programs was 10 each, and although the sample for contractors
 

training in academic or technical programs is small,' the results are
 

significantly different. The average administrative cost pr r
 

month for academic programs was $246 and for technical training $1,641.
 

This latter figure includes the extreme outliers ($6,739, $1,953) which if
 

excluded from the samp'le to obtain a more representative distribution brings
 

the total administrative cost to 964 per participant month for technical
 

training.
 

An interesting comparison emerges ifwe analyze the administrative costs for
 

those contractors which provided both academic and technical training
 

programs. Obviously, some economies of scale may affect the costs but for
 

those contractors providing such services, the administrative cost is $365
 

per participant month. In this group there was much more clustering and
 

less dispersion with the exception of two contractors having costs
 

approximately four times the average.
 

Thus, we can look at administrative costs from four angles: (1)all
 

contractors' costs; (2)technical contractors' costs; (3)academic
 

contractors' costs; and (4)contractors providing both academic and
 

technical training.
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Below isa summary of these costs.
 

Average Administrative Costs Per Participant Month
 

Academic and 
All Contractors Academic Technical Technical 

$669 ;246 $964* $365 

.*Adjusted to outliers.
 

Administrative costs represent the most elusive costs of training which, in
 

the absence of standardized forms and procedures, tends to defy anaTys1
 

unless an audit isperformed. But inview of the essential characteristics
 

of administrative costs which are usually comprised of 70-80% direct labor
 

and overhead, itbehooves AID staff who draw up and/or negotiate contracts
 

to pay especially close attention to the administrative costs of the
 

contract inorder to justify costs and to encourage more cost-efficient
 

administration of contracts by contractors. High costs, of course, might be
 

justified owing to unusual requirements of the'training contract. Itshould
 

be emphasized that such costs may represent special cases and that ifbeyond
 

the average, careful analysis should be required to ensure the necessity of
 

unusually high costs. Both level of effort and staff time/costs are the
 

critical variables for which contractors need to demonstrate an accounting.
 

7.'Training Sectors
 

The single largest training sector provided by contractors was inthe field
 

of both academic and technical training inagriculture. A total of 15
 

contractors provided training exclusively i'n this field and agriculture was
 

included inthe training sectors for 34 out of 45 contractors. Education
 

was the next most common training sector Followed y health, population,
 

nutrition %HPN), public administration, engineering, energy, housing/
 

community development, and transportation.
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Below is a graphic representation of the major training sectors provided by
 

c~ntractors. They are listed in descending order by numbers of €contractors
 

providing training in each sector down to the category of two contractors.
 

Where only one contractor was providing sector training, the sectors are
 

grouped under the one (1)contractor category, signifying one contractor for
 

each of the training sectors.
 

Table 6 

TRAINING SECTORS PROVIDED BY CONTRACTORS 

Training $ector Number of Contractors
 

Agriculture ........ 34
 
Education. ...................... ,.. . . 19
 
Health, Population, Nutrition................. 16
 
Public Administration..,...................,.. 11
 

Transportation. e............................. 5
 
Economrics ....................... *.*........ 3
 
Computer Sciences................ 0000 ...... 2
 
Geosciences .................... .......
 

Trade Union Education... • ....... 2
 
Environmental Sciences ................ 2
 

Public Finance, Production Management,
 
Resource Development, Trade, Cancer
 
Research, Communications, Emergency
 
Preparededness, Urban Planning,
 
Anthropology, Biology, Sociology,
 
Botany, Home Economics, Rehabilitation,...... I (Each)
 
Information Management, Business
 
Administration, Remote Sensing,
 
Vocational Education, Oceanography,
 
Library Management, Aquaculture, Animal
 
Sciences, Special Projects, Psychology,
 
Law, Journalism, Data Systems.
 

Historically, there is no real surprise in the types of training sectors
 

trained with the exception of energy, which in the last several years has
 
been a higher priority in training than pre iously. Otherwise, agriculture,
 

health, population, nutrition, public administration and engineering
 

continue to dominate the training field. It should be noted, however, that 
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these figures only reflect the number of contractors which indicated
 

trining was provided in these sec:ors, and gives r;o indica:ion of the
 

number of participants, although there is probably a high correlation
 

between numbers of contractors providing services and nurkers of
 

participants.
 

Also, a note of explanation may be useful concerning a contractor providing
 

training inmany sectors. For example, most of the contractors had multiple
 

training sectors and with the exception of contractors training exclusively
 

inagriculture, only a few trained exclusively inother fields, notably
 

education, energy, trade union education. Thus, the number of sectors for
 

which training was being provided included many areas such as agriculture,
 

education, etc. In fact, some contractors provided a wide array of academic
 

and technical disciplines.
 

8. Contractor Personnel Benefits/Overhead and Subcontracting
 

Contractor personnel bnnefits and overhead costs along with data on whether
 

contractors had subcontracts were analyzed to determine whether these cost
 

categories showed any-relationship to high or low program and administrative
 

costs.
 

Some of the most consistent costs derived from this study were costs for
 

fringe or personnel benefits and overhead costs. For example, benefits
 

charged by contractors were fairly steady with most contractors between 20%
 

and 30% of direct labor costs although the range was from a high of 44% to a
 

low of 3.91%. Costs did not generally fluctuate between home and field
 

offices or itwas not applicable for some contractors. The average
 

personnel benefit was 24.6%.
 

Overhead costs, as might be expected, displayed much more variation,
 

although for certain types of contractors there was some consistency.
 

Overhead rangeU from a low of 9'. to a high of %of direct labor costs,
 

_	with an average cost of 55.3%. However, no relationship %&s evident between
 

fringe and overhead to high or lw program and administrazive costs.
 



Insofar as subcontracting is concerned, very few contractors had outside
 

arrangements and for those which did establish subcontractor relationships,
 

there was no discernable effect at all on program or administrative costs.
 

9. Contractor Support Activities'
 

Taken together, the contractors responding to the questionaire provide a
 

wide range of services. The services covered by the various contracts
 

include virtually every step of.the participant training process, though not
 

inevery contract. Some contractors were involved from the preparation of a
 

needs assessmen; in the host country to the initiation of followup
 

activities, but the activities of most of them were considerably less
 

comprehensive. The contractor support services which we asked respondents
 

to identify inthe questionnaire make up the following categories! (1)
 

training needs assessment; (2)recruitment; (3)selection; (4)programing
 

and placement; (5)administrative activities; (6)monitoring; (7)
 

evaluation; and (8)follow-up. (See Appendix A, Section C, Contractor
 

Support Activities, for a list of activities under support services.)
 

This section discusses only what contractors reported and no judgment on
 

activities is intended. Despite the diversity represented in the responses
 

some general patterns did emerge, which are discussed below.
 

Training Needs Assessment
 

Most of the contractors responding to the survey have participated insome
 

manner or degree inthe process of assessing training needs. Overall, 45,
 

had been involved indeterming training needs at the sector level and 52%
 

had engaged inanalyzing the training needs of a specific project or
 

institution. Apparently, however, many of them had essentially been
 

participants inthe process rather than conducting it entirely on their own,
 

because only 29% indicate, that they had actually written a training needs
 

assessment report.
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An interesting aspect of the responses was the fact that, ingeneral,fJ
 

universities reported a lower level of involvement inneeds assessment 1I
 

activities than priva:e profit and non-profit organizations. As a group,
 

universities responding separately (as oposed to consortia) Indicated that
 

they carried out only 16 of the activities involved in needs assessments
 

while private profit and non-profit organization participation averaged
 

37%. However, this conclusion may be somewhat misleading. Some of the
 

university respondents reported that their field teams were involved in
 

needs assessment functions as part of their technical assistance activities,
 

even though they were not reported in the questionnaire itself.
 

Recruitment of Participants in the Field
 

A number of contractors responding to the survey indicated that they were
 

relatively active in identifying and recruiting participants in the field.
 

Approximately 57% of them reported that they met with representatives of the
 

agencies from which participants would be drawn (57%), identified potential
 

pools of candidates from which particiants could be recruited (62%). and
 

analyzed the availability of suitable candidates for their training
 

programs. Nearly half (48%) actually developed and/or distributed
 

announcements of training opportunities and made available application forms
 

and information.
 

As was the case with needs assessments, universities appeared to be 1 
substantially less involved in these processes than their associates in 

private profit and non-profit organizations, but this may be at least partly 

explained inthe same terms as for needs assessments. 

Selection
 

As might be expected, contractors also played a relatively active role in 

the selection process. Approximately 55% of them were involved in the
 

development of selection criteria and participated in selection conrmittees.
 

Some 79% of the contractors were responsible for assessing participant
 

candidate credentials and a slightly lower proportion (71%) developed the
 

training application and/or assisted candidates in completing it.
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Programming and Placement
 

Not surprisingly, the areas of greatest contracl activity overall are the
 

areas of programming and placerent, providing support and monitoring.
 

Approximately 77% of the contractors reported that they had engaged in
 

activities related to the evaluation of specific training requests, the
 

review of potential locations for such training, and the design or planning 

of individual training programs. A somewhat smaller percentage (57%)
 

reported that they provided languageand/or preparatory training for
 

participants prior to the initiation of their training programs.
 

Administrative Support Services
 

The most complete coverage of functions by all contractors falls in the area 

of administrative support. A fthem reported providing 

maintenance allowances to participants; a similar percentage indicated they 

ui1t es, assist participants with academic and Personal.. 

problems, and pay health and ac.identi_urance. Only 52% of the 

contractosjprovide orientation for participants before they depart their 

home country (and this may have significant implications on the success of 

training and participant adjustment, but 79% indicated that they provide or 

arrange for an orientation in the U.S. before the beginning of the -training 

progam. 

loni toring 

The responses regarding monitoring suggested that most contractors are
 

concerned with monitoring the progress of the participants for which they

are responsible. Some 83% reported that they regularly update the status of
 

the various processes involved in selecting and training participants.
 

However, somewhat smaller percentages reported that they regularly review
 

the Academic "nrollment and Term Reports (AFjR) (69,) and conduct training 

site visits to interview the participants and their advisors (511%). 
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Evaluation
 

In general, contractor evaluation activitl 'ear t
 

somewhat lower priority than isthe case with monitorin Post-training
 

data regarding the nature and-quality of the training received are collected
 

by 71% of the contractors and some 60% collect similar data on the
 

participants' use of the training in their jobs. However, only 55% reported
 

that they atually write evaluation reports and -- a somewhat inconsistent
 

finding --a smaller 48% stated that they "analyze post-training data.*
 

About 33% stated that they used evaluation results to modify their work
 

activities or systems.
 

Followup
 

The contractors reported relatively little follow-up activity. The most
 

widely reported practice was the arrangement of professional organization
 

membership for returned participants5Overall, 48% of the contractors
 

jIndicated that they performed this function, and 26% reported th-a-t-they had
 
/arranged followup courses or seminars for returned participants.
 

As indicated above, contractor support activities did vary but also revealed
 

some consistent patterns. It may be useful to consider providing
 

contractors with definitions of these activities and requirements, where
 

appropriate, to ensure that adequate support (and reporting) isprovided for
 

participant training programs.
 

p.W 
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IV. RECOMMENDATIONS
 

The data from this cost study can provide some useful',information to relevant AID
 

staff in the development, negotiation and monitoring of participant training
 

contractors. The data can be interpreted as a guide to assessing the component
 

costs of academic and technical programs as well as the administrative costs of 

providing training programs and support services. However, the critical issue for
 

the Agency is to develop a systematic format and set of procedures for capturing
 

participant training cost data and types of service. Until this is done,
 

participant training costs will continue to pose problems in accurate and objective
 

reporting and create barriers to any action designed to establish cost and quality
 

control of participant'training. With these objectives in mind, the following
 

recommendations are provided to improve the management and administration of the
 

training programs.
 

1. The Agency should continue to support current S&T/IT efforts to design a 

standardized cost format identifying functional budget categories and line 

items for participant training to capture meaningful cost data from training 

contractors as well as provide an assessment of contractor support activities. 

However, in developing a standardized cost format and reporting system, care 

should be taken to isolate those key cost categories and services which can be 

useful for cost comparison, analysis and facilitate management decisions. 

Considerable care should be taken to exclude unnecessary reporting requirements 

for contractors while at the same time providing the Agency with meaningful 

cost data and information to analyze participant training costs and services. 

2. Academic training progr3ms which exceed the averages identified by this study
 

of $700-$l,400 (adjusted for inflation) per participant training month should
 

be reviewed and justified under special circumstances. Data from this study
 

showed that acade-nic training clustered between $700-1,400 per month (adjusted)
 

and several contractors exceeded this range by several hundred to thousands of 

dollars. While s mre of these costs can or may be reasonable, assurances should 

be establi,#hed es to their Justific~tlon. 

3. Technical traininj programs which exceed the range of $2,300-4,500 per 

participant mont! (adjusted) snould, as in the case of academic training, be 
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APPENDIX A
 

QUESTIONNAIRE Used in Cost Study
 



INSTRUCTIONS
 

For purposes of completing this questionnaire, please use the definitions of
 

the term.; wnich follow. Pay partic'Jiar attention to the definitions of
 

admmnitrative and program costs described below as it is inportant to distinguish
 

between these two major categories of costs.
 

* U.S. Participant Training - Training of host country nationals in the U.S.,
 
either academic or technical.
 

* 	Academic Training - Course of study that leads to an undergraduate or
 
graduate degree ?rom an accredited institution.
 

* Technical Training - All training not leading to a-degree (e.g., courses,
 
workshops, seminars, conferences, observation tours and internships).
 

# U.S. Participant Training Administrative Costs - Admninistrative costs
 
associated with participant training contracts include at least the
 
"following categories:
 

- Salaries and Wages
 
Home Office
 
Field Office
 

- Indirect Costs
 
Home Office
 
Field Office
 

- Subcontracts 
- Consultant Fees 
- Allowances (not participant allowance) 

- Travel and Transportation (not for participant) 
- Expendable Equipment and Materials (not used directly in 

participant programs) 
- )ilon-expendable Property (not used directly by participants) 

Other Direct Costs (i.e., telephone, postage, supplies, equipment, 
word processing, computer processing) 

- Overhead/G&A 
Fee 

* U.S. Participant Training Program Costs - Program costs associated with
 
pticipatriningcontracts include at least the following categories:
 

Tuition
 
Training fees
 
Maintenance allowances
 
Instruction fees
 
Lab/research fees
 
Purchase/lease of computers for participant(s)
 
Purchase/lease of other speci&l equipment for participant(s)
 
Measter's thesis costs
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- Insurance costs
 
Monthly book allcwances
 
Book shipment
 
Domestic travel
 
Doctoral dissertation fees
 
Seminar fees
 
Professional society a fbership fOt_
 
Escorts or interpreters
 
Typing costs
 

s U.S. Participant Training Contractor Support Services - AID contractor
 
activities to support the U.S. training of host country nationals (e.g.,
 
project training needs assessment, recruitment, selection, progr,'ming,
 
placement, administration, counseling, monitoring, evaluation and follow-up).
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COVER SHEET
 

The Number of the contract/agreement that we are req4esting information for is:
 

Contract/Agreement Ho.:
 

Cotact Person:
 

The administrative and program cost information you provide should be obtained from
 
data on the above contract/agreement, which was identified by S&T/IT from the
 
Participant Training Infornation System (PTIS) that it maintains for AID. Please
 
be sure that only data are reported for the fiscal year October 1, 1983. to
 
September 30, 1984, the year for which the above information was obtained from the
 
PTIS. 

A. 	GENERAL
 

1. 	What is the name of your organization?
 

2. 	What category best describes your organization? CHECK ONE.
 

Separate university
 

Member of a university consortium for participant training services
 

Private, not-for-profit organization
 

Private, for-profit organization
 

Other (specify: )
 

3. 	For how long has your organization been involved In providing participant
 
training support services with AID funding? years
 

4. 	What were the beginning and end dates of the contract/agreement identified on
 
the Cover Sheet?
 

Beginning date:
 
Month Day Year 

End date: 
Month Day Year 
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.5. Has the contract/agreement been extended? CHECK ONE
 

Yes 'No 

IfYes, what was th4 original contract/agreement completion date?
 

Month Day 	 Year
 

6. Did the contraqt extension include: CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.
 

More participants
 

More program funds for participant training
 

More administrative funds to provide participant training support
 
services
 

N/A (not applicable)
 

7. What type of contract/agreement was it? CHECK ONE.
 

Cost reimbursable contract
 

Fixed price contract
 

Grant
 

-	 Cooperative agreement
 

Other (specify:
 

8. With whom did you have the contract/agreement? CHECK ONE.
 

AID/Washington Central Office
 

AIDPashington Regional Bureau
 

-	 AID Mission 

Host Country 

Other (specify: ) 



9., Under the contac:,'agreement, how many participants received academic and
 
technical t:'ainlnv i;; the U.S. inFY 1934?
 

Number of U.S. academic trainees a
 

Number of U.S. technical trainees a
 

10. 	What were the number of weeks of U.S. academic and techni.cal training provided
 

to participants under the contract/agreement inFY 1984?,
 

Number of academic training weeks - _ . _'
 

Number of technical training weeks * _"
 

11. 	Inwhat sectors were participants trained under the contract/agreement inFY
 
1984? CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.-


Academic Technical
 
Training Training
 

.. _ ....Agriculture
 

Education
 

_ealth/Population/Nutrition
 

Private Sector
 

DeveTopment
__Housing/Comunity 


Energy
 

Public Administration 

Transportation 

Other (specify: ) 
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.O. COSTS
 

1.% What was the to:a dollar expenditure under the contract/agoeement in FY 1984?
 

2. What were the I.S. oarticipart training administrative costs inFY 1984?
 
(Please refer to instructions to determine what constitutes participant
 
training cortraCtor administrative costs.)
 

3. What were the U.S. participant program costs for academic and technical
 
training under the contract/agreement InFY 19847 (Please refer to
 
instructions to determine what constitutes participant training program costs.)
 

$ ,_Participant Academic Training 

*Participant Technical Training
.....


....
Contract/agreement dId not Include participant program costs.
 

Note: Cost figures for Questions 2 and 3 should total dollar
 
expenditures under contract/agreement for FY 84 in Question 1.
 

4. How many direct labor persondays by job category for home office and field
 
staff were spent inFY 1984 to provide U.S. participant training administrative
 
support services under the contract/agreement? (Do NOT count consultants or*
 
subcontractors providing U.S. training services.)
 

Home Office Field
 

days days 	 Professional staff (e.g., project director,
 
senior programmer, junior coui;seior)
 

days -_ days 	 Clerical/support staff
 

5. What were the costs of professional and clerical direct labor in the home
 
office and field attributable to U.S. participant training support services in
 
FY 1984 under the contract/agreement? (Count salaries only. Do NOT count
 
value of personnel benefits. Do NOT count consultants or subcontractors
 
providing U.S. training services.)
 

Home Office Field
 

$ _ $ 	 Professional staff-

$__ _ $_Clerical/support staff 
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,6. What percent cf direct labor salaries did personnel benefits equal for home
 

office and field staff under t'.e cortract/agreement in FY 1384?
 

Hone office personnel benefits - %_of-salaries 

Field persornel benefits * % of salaries 

7. What were the direct labor overhead rates for home office and field staff under
 
the contract/agreement in FY 1984?
 

Honale office direct labor overhead rate u % of salaries plus 
, personnel benefits
 

Field direct labor overhead rate u % 	of salaries plus personnel
 
benefits
 

If no consultants or subcontractors were used under the contract/agreement in
 
FY 1984, CHECK HERE and SKIP to Question l11'.
 

8. How many consultant and subcontractor persondays by job category were spent in
 
FY 1984 under the contract/agreement to provide U.S. participant training
 
services?
 

Consultant Subcontractor
 

days 	 days Professional staff
 

days 	 days Clerical/support staff
 

9. What were the costs of professional.and clerical consultant and subcontractor
 
labor to provide U.S. participant training services under the
 
contract/agreement in FY 1984? (Count salaries only.)
 

Consultant Subcontractor
 

staff
$ ... . $____Professional 

$,,_ $__ 	 Clerical/support staff 

10. For the subcontractor, what were the personnel benefit and labor overhead rates
 
for home office and field staff under the contract/agreement inFY 1984?
 

CHECK IFN/A
 
Home Office Field
 

% 	of salaries - of salaries Personnel benefits 

% 	of salaries % of salaries Labor overhead
 
plus personnel- plus personnel
 
benefits benefits
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'l.	What other administrative costs were Incurred under the cz;itract/agreement in
 
FY 198*? (include subcontractor costs if relevant for training in the
 
appropriate categories.)
 

_ _ Prime organization, general and idminlstritv . 

$ Subcontractor, .aeneral and admlnistrativ2. 

$_ _ Overseas travel (Include transportation, to and from U.S.. 
airports as part of overseas trips, airfares, per diem and 
other-airport tax, shots, visas, DBA insurance). 

$__,_i._ U.S. travel (Include transportation, per diem, other). 

$ iN_ Telephone/postage. 

$ Expendable materials and supplies. 

$____ _ Non-expendable materials and supplis. 

$ _Word processing. 

$ _Computer processing. 

$ ,_Fee (% of total costs). 

"$ (specify:__ 	 __
______Other 


Total $ 

C. 	CONTRACTOR SUPPORT ACTIVITIES
 

1. What U.S. participant training support services were provided InFY 1984 under
 
the contract/agreement? (Count services provided by your organization,
 
consultants and subcontractors.) CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.
 

A. Training Needs Assessment
 

Review AID documents (e.g., Country Development Strategy Statement,
 
Action Plan, Country Training Plan) to identify training priorities.
 

Determine sector-level (e.g., agriculture, health).training needs.
 

Deter-mine training needs of a specific project or institution.
 

Select sanple of individuals to surley to determine training needs.
 

Develop training needs assessment data collection instruments.
 

4aIl questionnaires.
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Interview key informants.
 

.Analyze data.
 

Write training needs assessment report.
 

Update training needs &ssessment.
 

Other (specify:_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
 

B. Recruitmentit inthe Field
 

Develop and place advertisement(s) regarding training opportunities,
 

Develop and/or distribute training announcements and application
 
formus.
 

Meet with agencies that would be sources of candidates.
 

Identify eligible pool(s) of candidates.
 

Determine availability of a sufficient number of approprite candidates,
 

C. Selection
 

-_ Develop selection criteria.
 

Participate on selection committee.
 

Develop training application and/or assist candidates in completing the
 
application.
 

Review candidate application written credentials.
 

Interview candidates to infprmally assess English language skills.
 

Interview candidates to informally assess other credentials.
 

Obtain information from supervisor regarding skills candidate needs.
 

Administer and score English language tests (e.g., TOEFL, ALIGU).
 

Negotiate host country cost share with participant or employer.
 

Other (specify:___
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D. Progra=,.ng and Placemert
 

r rvaluate nature, level and source oF training recested in light of
 

project, sector or institution needs andc.,,idate qualifications.
 

Review information regarding potential training opportun 4ties by
 
looking intg available-files or contacting r~quested training sources
 
djrectly.
 

Develop training opportunities based on specified areas of emphasis,
 

including arrangement of observatio:i tours.
 

Design methodology and content of training programs.
 

Provide English language training and/or prepare students to study at
 

U.S. institutions.
 

Complete and forward applications arid supporting documents to trairing
 
sources. (i.e., medical certification, TOEFL scores, transcripts)
 

Inform participants of acceptance into training programs.
 

Prepare PIO/Ps and forward copy to S&T/IT.
 

Prepare training implementation program (TIP) forms and forward to AID.
 

E. Administrative Activities
 

Provide in-country orientation.
 

Provide or arrange for U.S. orientation.
 

Prepare Participant Data Forms and forward to S&T/IT for the
 
Participant Training Information System (PTIS) and enrollment in
 
Health Accident Coverage (HAC) insurance.
 

- Help candidates obtain J-1 visas. 

Arrange housing.
 

Pay tuition and fees according to training institution schedule.
 

Provide maintenance allowance to participants.
 

Arrange for escorts/interpretors for non-English speakers.
 

Address academic and personal probleris parti.ipants experience.
 

Refer serious personal problems for AID counseling.
 

Pay HAC or other insurance fees regularly.
 

Other (specify: y..
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H FollowU
 

-'_ Establish returned partcipair, organiz~tlon.
 
1i \ 

- anage returned participants organizatio. 

-- Manage awards ceranonies for returned participants. 

.-- Arrange profesional organizations membership for returned academic 
participants. 

- Arrange follow-on ccurses or seminars for returned participants. 

Other (specify:____ _ 

2. What are the names, Job titles and telephone nubers of*the Individual(s) who
 
completed this questionnaire? This information is needed to enable us to
 
contact you again if verification of any replies isneeded.
 

Name Job Title Telephone
 

First Last (area code)
 

Thank you for your cooperation,
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F. on*.t~ring
 

Rpgularly update status of participant norinations, placement eff,!:s,
 
on-going trailn'n artvitics, and completed training.
 

Conduct training site visits to evaluate new institution: and/or new
 
programs.
 

-

4
Conduct trainin; site visits to interview Farticipants, their ac& c
 

advisors, foreign student advisors, and others.
 

During training, review AETRs and other information to assess student
 
progress relative to plan.
 

Prepare and submit project progress and financial reports regularly for
 

AID.
 

Prepare trip reports.
 

Other (specify:___
 

G. Evaluation
 
,
,. " i" t,-uments.r' )'Ada *,Ac.l'IL: . 

c....... ,, ,, participants regarding the nature and
 
. ,!training received.
quli~t 


post-training data from participants regarding their use of
 

trair..ng in their jobs.
 

Collect post-training data from supervisors regarding participants'
 
.
use of trainhsq in their Jobs. 


Analyze post-training data..
 

Write evaluation reports.
 

Use evaluation results to modify contractx:r 'ork activities and/or
 
systems.
 

Other (specify:
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APPENDIX B
 

Study Matrix
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