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A t  the conclusion of the Agency-wide OE budget review 
last August you ask& me to ass~rnble a group of senior officers 
to Ident iTy  gays the Agency might improve its operating 
eff3cieney and, by implfcation, conserve scarce operating 
ex?ezse resources. You further expressed an i n t e r e s t  in 
r e t e i v i r i ~  a "broae swe2p of i d e a s , *  constrained only by the 
zvoidznce of proposels which go so f a r  as t o  entail the 
eliilrrj,ination of r r !  entiire regional or  central bureau, 

i identifie2 s representative group af senior officers 
{see l i ~ t  a t t ~ c h e r ; ) .  F;e get twice a ;eels, over brown bag 
lunckcs, to examlae prospects f o r  streamlining Agency 
o p ~ r z r i o n s . .  8 u ~  ideas  a r e  sxrange6 in five clumps as  fallows: 

- - P l i z l n e ~ i c ~  Central/Regional 3ureau Redundancies 

- - 3 e - l ~ ~ e ~ l n g  Intrs-S~reac lunctio~s 

--Z~proving ?rogram Managenent and Documentation Process 

 roving Personnel Kznaqenect 

--xeking Adninistxei t ive  Managenent Mare Efficient 

you uil! notice in our cornsents, especially those in 
the c lcn?  dea&ling w i t h  regional/centraf bureau redundancies, a 
bies o r  preferznce for  the r e g i o n a l  bureaus, This reflects 
bAe.:h t h e  managenant direction of the past generation within t h e  
Agezcy as well as  the  majority ~ e n t i m e n k  among those looking at 
t hese  i s s z e s  with fne, Rowever, 1 would be less t h a n  candid if 
I d i d  not point  out t h a t  an alternative approach to eliminating 
reeundancy m i g h t  be to go in t h e  opposite direction and give  
large chunks of exc lus ive  zesponsibility to central bureaus 

appro 

p n i v ~ t e  sector a c t i v j t y ,  research, food a i d ,  and so 
3 .  x s u s p e c t  t h e r e  vdoui6 be sentiment for this kind of 
a e h  fxon t h e  leadezship af most of the central bureaus, 



Before goiag further, it I s  e s s e n t i a l  to point aut 
that the i d e a s  in t h i s  paper do not constitute well-seeped and 
neatly staffed recommendations, Rather, t h e  paper represents 
csnsi8erabIe culling of the mony ideas discussed: what remains 
are  those ideas (and w e  acknowledge t h a t  some of them have been 
beer, arauad for  some time) which we th ink  represent the wost 
slgnidirant potential for improving efficiency and/or savings  
i~ cyezr t ing  expenses, 

1, ELI5Zt2kTXNG CENTZALJREGIONAL BUREAU REDUNDANCIES 

The most promising area fag refarm, we concluded, Pies 
in t h e  substantial tedundancies existing between regional and 
ceztra: burezus, While you adnc ished me early in this process 
to a v o i d  resornme~datisns f a r  major reorganization, they rea l ly  
caznot be a v o i d e d  if we want to streanline, 

Considerazion should be given t o  having PPC return to 
its psincipal functions of research, policy formulationR and 
3rogr -m oversfgkt, thereby eliminating redundancies w i t h  t h e  * 

x e 5 i o ~ ~ l  bcreaus, T h i s  could be accomplished by assigning mare 
bu6get functions to aperating bureaus, PDP3 and PB couLd be 
sfinned dog3 ane merged into a program monitoring and oversight 
office, This could be facilitated by autonation of curparate 
finazcial/budget daca basest many of which a te  nQw manually 
mznagec Sy and duplicated in one form or another by the 
reglonaf burezus, Economic Affairs ( E A )  could be merged into 
CDZE. to become the non-technical resaastk and policy arm o f  
t5e Xgezcy. The donor coordination functions--PPC/bC and 
mC/xiN;ZI--coulB be t u r n e d  over to operating bureaus and PPC 
economists. PPC project  management xespunsibi2ities Ce.g,, 
sacioecunomic reseaxchll could be shifted to other bureaus, 

3, D W N - S I Z Z E G  TEE BFfXCE OF FOOD FOR PEACS L 

Despite almost a decade of encouraging 'integration,* 
food a i d  remains inteflectuslly and bureaucratically isolated 
f ro= mainline mission and bureau operations- The PVA Bureau's 
Office fox Food for Peace maintzlns i t s  own policy, budget, and 
opexazions shops, paralleling f~nctians being carried out by 
PPC and the regional  bureaus, Ar4 3lternative could be t o  
eliminate t h e  FfP ~ffice by reassigning policy functions to 
P?CI buuget to PPCr and operations to the regional bureaus. 





fC audits take tremendous amounts of s t a f f  time, and 
tbez-2 is a widely h e l d  view wfrbfn t h e  Agency t h a t  much of this 
tiae 4s wasted and that the fG is n o t  doing what t h e  Congress 
gznts. This is largely due to t h e  expansion of the scope of 
the a u d i t s  i n t o  t h e  areas of policy and program design where 
t5e  f C  was not Originally intended to be involved, In t h i s  
regard, many a u d i t s  overlap w f t h  Agency program evaluations. 
The Agency should attempt so cone t o  agreement wfth  the 
Congress on a set of guidelines to concentrate audit resoutees 
oz prs3ecs acc~nplishaents, financia2 accountability, and 
cozt r09 Issues, 

PI. DZ-LAYERING SNTRA-BUREAU FGNCTfONS 

A. ORCAS5ZATION 3F FIELD EISSIOgS 

The basic  serucsure of k.I.D, f f e l b  missions is 
sZziSar around t h e  world and that stxuctute bas remained 
b6sically unchanged far a generation, SnaU missions mimic 
3asges n iso ion  organizarion. Tez A,X.P. s t a f f s  have dwindles 
over that gezezation and the w r k  xesponsibifities of U,S, 
direct hires (US3Es) have c%anged, i n v o l v i n g  more focus an 
srojec: nznageient an2 accounc&l l i ty  becauie af requirements 
,hrrt s . t ~ C  only can be raspunsiS~e for Rany s u c h  functions, 

Xn recent yeass the n3tur.z of A.I.D. programs has also  
evolved, to incrude more emphasis on sectoral assistance and 
psticy dirlopue. Long-term tren2s toward s sa f f  reductions also 
a?p?&r 3ikely to continue, In light of zhese factors, i t  is 
probebly time to undertaie a r e v i e v  of  the basic mission 
osqanization stsccture an8 the way in which USPH s t a f f  are used 
w i t h i n  that structure, In t h e  pasc most o f  t h e  workload has 
been assaeiated with p r ~ 3 e c t  design and impkernentation. A s  t h e  
aaalytical, dialogue, and evaluation roles assume greater 
importance, I t  s h o u l d  be possible t a  identify fundamentally 
d i f f e x e n t  org~nization structures which vsuPd be less s t a f f  
intensive and more effective, 

For exa~gle, t h e  Africa Sureau is cantemplatinj a 
different s t ruc tu re  in its Badagascar program, Essa~tially 5 . b ~  
mission wouSd contain two o f f i c e s :  1) an implemectatio~ office 
c~asisting of t h e  coniroXles (financial records), executive 
officer (contracting and inpiit defivesy), +nd p r ~ j e c t  
dcvelop~ent offices and f S N  project managers; and 2 )  an 
anzlysls, s t r a t e g y ,  and impact evaluation office, consisting of 
program and technical  o f f i c e r s  and economists, to develop a 
broader undesstsnding o f  Madagascar and its problems, and t o  
desi n programs t o  respond to those problems. "The total  
s r a f ? i n g  complement would be 9-10 peop:e for a $23 million 
pzsgran. 



BI REDUCING T3E NUXBER OF ORGANIZATIONAL UNITS 

While s t a f f  s i t e  in Washington has declined over the 
years, the nuwber of organizatioc-21 units has remained about 
the Same, The way we do business has changed but the way we 
are stgnnized has n o t ,  The large nuaber 05 anits is maintained 
in part to provide supezvisaxy positions for Foreign Service 
Officers zstaeiag through AXD/W, The number of organizational 
units we have In AIDJK is 392 [one unit per 6 eaplayces] and 
t h e  supervisory t o  professional employee r a t i o  I s  1 supervisor 
for every three employees, 

We recommend t h a t  each kk conduct an organizational 
review to determine specific organizational units which could 
be abolished or whose functions C O U I B  be combined with other 
i s  To the extent possible, organizational changes would be 
p s i s ~ d  with scheduled depasrures of supervisors, The review 
shoul@ consider possibzc perceived c a s t s  in career development 
opportunities xesulting izon t h e  elimination of supervisory 
positions and attempt to find co~pensating means of tarecx 
enhancement, This initiative would allow reallocation of 
gssitlon slots so priority areas and result in some s a v i n g s ,  

C,  >53+>ffK RESPQNSfBfLZTIES AXOBG T2E RSGfONAL PD* DPp AND TR 
O f f  l C Z S  

5 3  eztk regional  buzeaa rkere is zn inefficient 
zedunCenry i n  the office m i x  a5 geographic desk, the Project  
Development of f ice ,  the DeveTopncnt Frogram Office and t h e  
Teehnic~l Resources Office; L e a ,  each regional bureau could 
eliminate one of these offices and probably improve its 
efficiency. Yovever, t h e  office t o  be eliminated varies among 
the b:lreaus, In LAC, a consslidation o f  the PD and DP regional 
anelyst functions appears desirable with a more c lean  
deliniati~n of  the geographic desk functions in program and 
project review/baekstopping~ In AfR,  consideration should be 
given to combining t h e  desk and 73 functions, w i t h  
sesponslbi3ity far  program tracking assigned to DP. For ANE a 
consolidatian o f  fD and DP shauid Be explored, 

AFR I s  the only regional bureau with OIC'S (who serve 
between the geographic office directox and t h e  desk officer)r 
and the number of these s l o t s  in APR has fallen in recent 
years,  X f  t h e r e  i s  a consolidation of desk and PD f u n c t i o ~ ~ s  in 
AFR, t h e  O I f  xo2e couzd be combined with the division chief 
Zunction from PD to seduce the  number of seniux s la t s .  If  t h e  
PD/xegional o f f i c e  cansolidation dues n o t  take place, then a11 
OXc+s in Afr ica  could be eliminated. 



AN@ has instituted a new system for handXing 
rorrespobdence a t  a lower level, which could be used throughout 
the Agency. AEE now ass igns  aetioa for a l l  correspondence to 
offire directors, except I )  correspondence from Congress, 2 )  
pessanal correspondence go the AA or DAA, and 3 )  correspondence 
t h a t  t h e  office director feels is politically sensitive. The 
appro~riaef office director is responsible for clearing with 
other relevant office directors, and t h e  document is 
transmitted under his or hez signature. Tbis could serve as a 
model for other  bureaus, 

1 FRBbRkX HAVAGZ3ES'Z L DOCU&EtX"I'SLON PROCESS 

The program planning and r e v i e s  process has become 
increasingiy unvieley and ineffective. It requires missions to 
$pen$ toa much time 03 description ra ther  t h a n  analysis, or on 
relerivoly abstract ana lys i s ,  and too much effort on peripheral 
rather than central issues. Xashingron bas t a  spend too much 
time c n  zin overly bureaucratized process w h i c h  ties up large  
ano-nts of  staft time in relsrively inconclusive meetings. The 
process should be B o w - s i z e d  by stripping i t  down t o  its 
e ~ ~ l y r i t  essentials, 

These fs redundancy in t h e  GPSS/Action PIan/ABS 
process,  One way t o  seduce this redundancy would be to makc 
t h e  "grogram logframe* Ithe program counterpart o f  t h e  logical 
frzixeuork used for pro3ect des ign  and evaluation) the k e y  
element uf sn abbreviazcd C o u n t r y  grogran Strategic Plan 
( ~ 3 5 3 1 ,  which would take t h e  placc of t h e  CP55. In place of 
t h e  kction ?Ian, missions would repor; annually on progress 
toward t h e  objectives and t a r g e t s  l a i d  out in the prsgsam 
logframe- This could  be a part  af t h e  existing portfolio 
reportingt which would increasingly focus on outpats rather 
t h a 2  inputs and im2act rather  than process.  A CPSP would be 
v a l i d  up to s i x  years or until a mzjor e v e n t  (e.g., change in 
h o s t  country's fortunes, U-S. adminiskratian change) mandated a 
s t r a t e g i c  review. The budget/project review process would 
s h i f t  from the Action Plan SQ the ABS, 

This approach wou.ld allow washinqton and t h e  field t o  
cancentrate on the a n a l y t i c  issues i n  t h e  program s tra tegy  and 
on t h e  tracking and reporting of ~esults and impact, 



Ozder current arrangenents, $786 million of the $800 
mi??ion Pi 480 title 1 program is aLlocated through t h e  
Coz~ressional Presentation, as we do w i t h  Dk and ESF 
resoarces. Some $ 1 ~ 0  milZion is hold in xeserve, That $160 
million constitutes t h e  essential ilgenZa of the DCC throughout  
the fiscal yeae--an agenda invclvin~ endless meetings, 
disc~soion, disagreements, and interagency polftiking. The 
fcOtcss s tands  in sharp c m t r a s t  to the rather ceficient 
cliocation of $300 million through the Congr~ssicnal 
Presentation process, f r  has been argued that Agency workload 
[ i f  no: staff) caulel be substantially teduced by s i ~ ~ p l y  
e l f ~ , f n ~ t i ~ ~  %he xesezve (recognizing that. the P z e s i d e n t  can ask 
2s: 3 realiocatisn t o  meet anerycncies as he sees fit), There 
i s  ~o xeasoz to use food aid for a slush fund any more tban P A  
or ESF; In most cases it is a worse device. Fsr your 
i z t o s n a t i o z ,  t h i s  v iew of t h e  reserve is shared by USDAc which 
a l s e  devotes too ~ u s h  tiac an2 nanpowcs t o  the reserve. 

A Z ~  L I + D ,  econo~ist will say that donor-generated 
lor52 cctsency is not E seal resource fog  development. f t  
repsesc3t.s E D  nex trmsfer of goods, services or t h e  power t o  
F X C ~ B S ~  fhea t~ she local econmy, but sather simply a claim 
fox %one level  af possible j o i n t  esntsol over t h 2  distribukion 
of Co~estsc resources, Only t h e  original donor transfer of 
test, connodiries or f o o d  coungs as a dsvePepaent resource, 

Yet A , X , O ,  h a s  s l i d  f a r  dovfi t5e slippery slope toward 
c z n a ~ i n g  directly ioca3 currencies generated bv nxr assistance, 
agglylng sta2dards fos monitoring and accaunsabil5ty closely 
e ~ ~ i v a l e n t  to the real  resource transfer cf ~p~sopriated 
doll~zs. Un d 9 1 n e a ~ k  all t h e  chatter a b o ~ t  ownership of local 
C U v  ,reficy, speciai  a c c w n t s  for  lscaf currency, pxojectizing 
1 0 ~ ~ 3  currency v s *  budget suppgrtr twa seeningly contradictaxy 
psjz!:s h a v e  enarged: 

4 3 )  k , i . D ,  managernext requirements f o r  local currency are 
s~bstantlal and grosing; and, 

( 2 )  Despite the seduction af appearing to allocate XocaX 
cucgesey to vozthy uses,  a host country monetary authority 
worth h i s  or her s a l t  can o f f s e t  A.I+G.'s preferred a3lscations 
at will, Thus, t h e  expenditure sf any management time and 
effort on dlreck local cunrency progfamning i s  a potential 
weste of  a valuable resource. 



The Agency's s e v i s e d  local cuxre*>cy golicy gu;b~nza 
i s s u e d  in 3987 has  net halted t h e  d z a l 3  on ~,i,P*'s scarce 
=anagement resawces, Tba fG contiraes to p r e s s  f o r  ezB-~sc 
arcauntability for locz? currency gancratioEs, The issue aecds 
tc be revisite3 and a new p~Zicy adsptad. 

EeXegatJng pezssnnel c8&ssibicackon au~hurity to f i n e  
nznagers v ~ u l d  ~ ~ e v i d e  thez with greatly enhanced flcxibiiity, 

2 7 a t  the 5d~;?4! tine ftnposinf increased responsibifity and 
aecountaSi l . f ty  for personnel Eanagaient, kanagers would be 
re~uired to achere  to re~ularions pertaining to position 
%izasez)ent anb c2assification, They would gain the apportunity 
h, - 
LC Cezermln~ t h e  structuxe, personnel level ,  a m  types af s t a f f  
neerZe2 r s  carry awr t h e i r  1narr2ate, This f n i t i a t f v e  woulC? be 
cszsfszezr w i t 3  t h e  managencat to budget concept, 

C - 
~ 2 %  ?sre ig2  S e r ~ i e e  Act 0: 1980 requires t h e  S t a t e  

Depzzr.r?,er;t co estae:ish prwa"J ls ;g  practice ~or~gensatlion plans 
f o r  PSS e ~ g 2 s y o e s  of the USG a t  overseas posts. This p r s v i s f o ~  
a ~ f : l e z  T o  2iz-ec: h i r e  employees. Since it is sra~uto;~, 
A . 3 . D -  c z n c o t  renoue itself f roa  t h e  process without 
3eglslatfon; t h . i s  %as canfiraed by GC a number of years ago. 
Q u ~  Best *defe:1seW is td continue Ghat we r r e  Baing, i . e , ,  
.csn~izue to 2romste inprovenent:: in the systen, seek exception 
pay rzres whsse warranted, work to i n p ~ w e  t h e  list of  
coaparizwx E l m s  02 a c w r t r y  by cgurkry b a s i s ,  and other 
sinllar prsacr ive  activities- Bosever, S t s t e  has no authority 
over  F S S  Personal Service Contractors (BSCs), Although our 
practice is ta compensate PSCs aa we do DEs, t h e r e  is a l i t t l e  
naze flexibility w i t h  PSCs- We presently have approximately 
9306  FSE Ba e z p i ~ y e e s  and 6700 F5S FSCs. PM and H should 
conduc t  a stuey to ascertain t h ~  benzfits cf  filling f u t u r e  FSK 
v a c e n c l e s  t h r c u g h  t h e  use of PSCs as opp~sed %a DW. 

C, SECR5TARIAS/SUPPGRT STAFF REDUCTIQNS IN -.- IaXGWT OF AUTONATIQN 

Office autonatio:) in AIDPX was psactically n i l  in 
19%L, In 18-24  months it i s  expected t h a t  approximately 90 
percent sf 611 A:3/34 s t a f f  u i l i  have  direct access ts 
automation e q u l p m a ~ t  and systezs* A s  a r e s u l t ,  much of the 
gsxk effort formerly expenbee by se~retarial/support staff 
personnel in t h e  pxepazation of  data,  corresgondence, and 



similar %ate~ials bas shifted to other personnel. White t h e  
emoiiicai evidence indicates that this shift in effort is quite 
sicrlfizant, a study has never been dcne to measure the impact 
o f  ectonatio~ cn t h e  agency's secretarial/support s t a f f  
pasition r e q u i r e a ~ e ~ t s ,  

& i % n  tke direcg dad associated costs of empZ0yfng 
personnel 2.n t5ese eategcsies, the need for such a study is 
s t r o n ~ ? y  i~dicated- Sane issues to be considered are: 11 
otia2nating sone secretaries end replacing others ui th  
low?r-level  clerical s~ppoft staff; 2 )  adding editors to format 
enE p ~ l i s h  officer-prepared saterial: and 3 )  upgrading seiccted 
secretaries to become info~naeion syatea aanageaent 
s;%eciaRists; and/or 4: upgrading selected szcretaries to 
~ x 2 e s r s k e  variow autoarkfoa-aided, para-pxofessional 
pzecc8csei jabs !such as clearing doeuwcnssl heretofore 
pesf~rneC Cy cffieers; a32 5 )  requiring a l l  pxsfessfbnaf s t a f f  
( i n c l u d i n g  rhose a t  sen ior  leve ls )  to use t h e  neu technology. 
The aer resslr should be a reduction in support s t a f f *  

v .  
L, 2 5 X  RYLES FQ4 GS EMPLOYEES 

G5 employees c~rrently get  locked into positions which 
they e ~ ~ s u n b e r  indefinitely, primzrily becdUSe of t h e  small 
n~?;.be: of tS pzonotior: and assignment opportunities. One way 
to B i C B  this situstion vould be t o  see 3-4 year assignment 
Ilnizs i ~ n  FS employees, simi3ar t o  FSB's. This would redece 
s z z s - p e n t  resiseaace &Q G5 staffing based on concexn about 
crezzlng psznanens assig~zen%s. 65 employees wauPd be 
co~sidered Scr azslgrnent board processing for  Washington 40bs 
( u l t h i n  the sane gradcf along ~ i k h  Fareign Seivice Officers, 

FSBas are undex-represented in the central bureaus, 
especially ShT. fThis is part ly  due to FSQ fear  t h a t  central 
bureau assignments would reduce prospects f o r  a good onward 
assignzent.) If we can ease this career concern,  we could 
improve effectiveness in t h e  central Buseaus, Par example, 
f 5 6 ' ~  in ShT could handle t h e  non-specialist oanageaent jobs 
fadmiaistering research and field suppost programs) thus 
freeing k e c k ~ i c a f  types t o  do t h e  "center of excellencew 
functions or~glnally intended for S&T* Senior FSB's a l so  
should be recruited to fill SkT office direckos/deputy 
positions, thereby providing a stgonger f i e l d  perspective ts 
S&T decisi~n-making, Qne sugge~tion i s  to incPude in t h e  
precepts for  the promotion panels an admoniti~n t h a t  service in 
t h e  central bureaus should be viewed as favorably as regional 
bureau service i n  judging an employee's j o b  performance, 

Ih 



Convizrseiy, G$ employees seewingiy f i n d  the central 
bureaus aore attractive. at least i n  paxt because soee tS jobs 
in the central bureaus carry higher grade l eve l s  than their 
caQaterpar8 positions in the  regional bureaus, 3n addition t0 
bringing position grades into aliganent, elimination of 'F' an8 
.I C* des ignat ions  f o r  Wasf t i n~ ton  305s could a l s o  be considered. 

The rapid  evolution of c o r ; i ~ ~ n i c a t f ~ f i ~  technulogy 
s h o u l d  f a e l r l t a t e  the wanacpmez: of a farflung, decentralized 
~rga~izzzisn, such as h.Z,b. k,I*P, comaunfcatisns policy is 
foeuse6 on t h e  State-run diplomatic cable s y s t c a .  fn recent 
years csnmunirarfons technology, even in LDC%@ has reduced the 
cost and increased t h e  access 5 0  telephones. Fkx technulogy 
and direct compter  hookups have expanded enormagsly, Many 
fie96 missions also have installed telex lines t o  f=cilitate 
their sorn~ezcial dsalinq's u l t h  suppliezs and hast 
goverments ,  As a result, siqaizicant volumes of A,f.D. 
headquartess/field comn~~icarions nou occur uuts i6e  the 
channels fox uRic# ouz f s x ~ a l  cs~aunications policy was 
designeb, Eissiozs sezd i n  dxafrs  sf prsgrag dseuncrits, 
letze:s, w . - n  c a ~ 2 e s  by FAXt  fsr prsli~inary k'ashington 
reactioz- 

Country desk  o d f i r e x s  attespe EO d u o ~ d i n ~ t e  
c s m u n i c a e i a : ~ s  ts their a i s s i ~ z s  but  khey are  unable to manitsr 
t h +  fzou of comnuaicatisns thrsusk alternsre c h a n n e l s ,  

A , I , D I  s9ould r e ~ i e s  Its conm~nicztians management 
practice in the Z i g k t  of evolv ing  technofogy and organSzatianal 
n e e d s -  Key issues far such a r e v i e w  shsuld be: 

-- 3 s  there B need f o r  having a cericxal screening point 
for conrzunicatians to f i e i d  missions fsr a l l  faras of 
communications t o  minimize confusion in f i e l d  missions 
and ensure p a l i ~ y  consistency and t h e  maintenance sf 
a p ~ r o p r i a t e  adninistrative and policy csntxols: 

-- Khat are * o f f i c i a l "  eoamunisations channels for various 
aspects of A.3.Dc's husiness and how does t h e  Agency 
ensure t h a t  messages khrough these c h a n n e l s  ape 
appropriately cleared and authorized; 

-- Wbat changes I n  A:S.Dlgs communicatisns policy are 
needed in order t o  take appr~pxiate advantage of 
evolution i n  c~mnunieation t e c b n o l ~ g y .  



Sevexal reviews have been ronducted recently of Agency 
~ e p ~ r t i n g  requirements (e,g., the Koe5ring group), These 
reviews included! a n  exanination of r e p r t i n g  administrativer 
pezron~el, and relatee infogsation to A I D / ~  by missions. The 
A ~ e n c y  should move expeditiously in focusing on Mission 
reporting reqnirements with the purpose of identifying those 
tba;  can be eliminated, reduced, or simplified. 

A review s h o u l d  be conductee t o  determine whether the 
current leve l  of centralization i s  apprspriatc far certain 
finceions,  An alternat3ve wou3e be to assign support 
zes~ugees, n@w allocated t o  PFM and & #  t o  o t h e r  bureaus. Xn 
p a r t 5 ~ ~ 2 a r ~  the detentraJization of some procurement 
aushorities should be considere6; e,9,# bureaus might be 
eutSsrlzed so make t h e i r  own sndll purchases, rathex than 
sending t h e n  to 9, Bureziu flexibility in t h e  use of operating 
expesee Cunds tin line w i t h  t h e  management to budget concept) 
shs~Xd be eozsidered as part  of t h i s  review, and bureaus could 
be give:  s h e  authority ts shift fcnds among functions. 

" 7 p>*tt 9. G 3 X z 3 f  < COfif3kC~ *.*<* 
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Currently t h e  Agency models its contracting and other 
inslenenting sysTaa5 against :rejects, There i s  a contract for 
tec53ical assistarice,, :or carr.,-r.odity procuremeat, for training, 
arc*, a l l  tied t u  t h e  praject. T h i s  means that new contracts 
have r o  be crafted f o r  eac2 pro-ject. This creates an enormous 
uorklsad ane slows t h e  process. Typically, technical 
2ssistanc2 contracesss a r r i v e  on  site a f u l l  18 months a f t e r  
pro3ect approval, 

A ~ J  allernative r w 2 d  5e t o  es:ablish a se t  of generic 
coctratts ( e - g . ,  a c ~ ~ t r a c t  with a consortium sf organizations 
engaged in child s u r v l v a ? ) ,  each 02 which could support several 
prajects, Benefits rou3d be a reducgicn in t h e  number of 
management :;nits (i-e,, c~ntracts) and the f a c i l i t y  to have 
technical assistance a r r i v e  in country contemporaneously with 

Genesic contracts would resemble SQC contracts, albeit 
for l ~ n g - t e r s  as veal as short-term sesvices, The essential 
point uouJd be to focus on projects for authorizati~n purposes 
( fo r  leaking a t  policy and design issues) and portfolios for 
impze~entatim systess .  

& 



The reduction QX USD3 employees bas been partially 
oSfsst by increasing numbers of G . S ,  PSCs. Many, i f  nOt most, 
cf the U.S. PSCs w o r k  i n  USAID missions, and many are former 
US32 enployees, 

It has becoae s tandard practice ta grant U,S. PSCs the 
same benefit package w d e r  t h e i r  cantracts as t h s t  a v a i l a b l e  t o  
USPS enp~oyces, O * S ,  Foreign Service benefits, however, have 
been designed t o  a t t r a c t  h i g h  quality people to seeve abroad 
she, if nut offered a competitive combination of  sa lary  and 
baaefits, would not bt a v a i l a b l e ,  This canc+pt does not 
necessarily *.pgly to a U . S .  PSC who is seeking employment 
abzosd, T z - l l . : e n t l y ,  U.5. citizens are available abroad in the 
3rresl job masictt. Nsn-Y,S, cltizecs or host eoErnrry nationals 
hired abroad have lover benefits, If A.1.D- wers to adapt a 
asrket base6 philosophy fa; hiring U,S,  PSCs ,  the  benefit 
packzqe would be negatiaSle, 

For exzmple, s h y  should a U . 5 .  PSC automatically get 
hone leave  as a benefit?. Bone Tezve grew out of a need to 
ensure that U,S, f o r e i g n  Service Offirers s e r v i n g  abroad for  
sc3atiye3y S o ~ g  periods stayed in touch  w i t h  theit own cuxture 
so as to berter re2resent t h e  U * S .  abroad.  k U.S,  PSC h i r e d  to 
provide a p~rticu3as tech~ical s k i i j  f o g  a specific req~irement 
is no t  nsrnclLy expected to go to ansther country, Why shaula 
h e f s h e  g e t  hose leave every 18 months to two years? The issue 
applies to other benefits as  uell* 

Mzsy mission directors w i l l  argue that Raving two 
~ n e g u s l  classes of U.5. citizen em&!~yees vorking 
to~ether--conpzrirq pzy a:-16 P:enefits--wouZd create morale 
groblems ~ n d  consllcate r n i s s i ~ z  w&nagenent, However, the 
potential s a v i n g s  associafe6 with using a ma%et-based coscept 
f o r  determining a PSCS' 3enefit package cccld 9e s u b s t a n t i a l ,  

f ,  L5EcllT D")ELIflL"G W?TB TZE SHALL BZSISESS ADE??:,i."2kTION 
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A,I,D,, like nost ageacies, cantracts t h r o y h  t h e  S B h  
fox services of 8fa3 firms- The SBA contracting precess is 
enor8ousl-y tine consuming. A.Z.D* shaukd examine t h e  
possibility of d i r e c t  relati~nships with these small and 
ulsadvactagsd firms. The objective waul6 be to speed $reject 
implementation by reducing the additional time required t o  30 
through  SBA and zo reduce t h e  overail worklosd associated w i t h  
s u t h  set-aside contracting. 



CQrre~tly A,B.D, enters into agreements for t h e  
services of other federal  agency enployees under RSSAs 
W a s h i n ~ t o n  services) anE PASAS [overseas), A tevi- should be 
conducted to deternine if mast of t h e  services under these  
agzeenents can be better provided thxough braad, pzivate-sector 
contracts t h a t  can be accesseh by AID/% and the nissions. 

RSSAS and same ?ASfis have concerned A.X.D. for  a 
kun5er of reasons, First, since the a g r e e m n t s  are with other 
feeera4 ageacles, A,H,D, has less control aver their activities 
t h a n  aver psivate sector contractors, Second, in cases where 
sg5csntrataars by other agencies arc i n v o l v e d ,  A.1.D. pays the 
oveshead ra t e  of t h e  o the r  rgency on to? of t h e  overhead rate  
~f t h e  subcontraceos. Third, there have been continuing 
guestions about the USP of othex sgencies r a t h e r  than the 
priveze sector; U . 5 ,  Goveznment agencies should be used only 
u5ez they b % v e  unique capzailizies and excess workforce. 

The r e v l e u  s h o u l d  determine whether very broad, 
long-tern coz:tzaczs caa be put in place in  lie^ of t h e  majority 
sf RSS,&.s 2nd ?ASAS. Xtcxtain RSSk,'P%SA agreements with unique  
feeere": srpazizaeio:s, sue% as CDC, woald be continued.) The 
conzxacts sould be eszablished  long functional lines, ~ n d  each 
coarxact spozsored by an a2propriate AID/X  bureau, The 
es?tx?cts E G Z ~ C ~  they2 be d r a m  upon by missions and o ther  
5:resus fox either shoxk- or long-kerm assistance. Such lev=; 
of effort coctrzc:s shocld have lower overall costs than 
coc2azable f Q C s ,  

COKk$TSI&G P3QG3AX d OE EQNPY 
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T h e - - s e p a . a t i o ~  of prosran and operating expense money 
i s ,  snce aqain, becoming a serious management and budgetary 
pxsbles. we see uneconomic choices be ing  made, s u c h  a& t h e  
p r o j e c t  xianage: ubo, f o r  lack of $30G0 i n  OE t r a v e l  money, 
h i r e s  a cgnsuirant to perform a field trip and write a report 
for  $1.0,000. A t  t h e  same tine, we are taking on new 
inlriatives, req~iring more anZ more specialized skills without 
t h e  hope of  q u i c k l y  xecrui t i r ig ,  hiring, and t r a i n i n g  t h e  
specialized direct h i r e  skills ~ c = d e d  to manage the technicax 
aspects of the initiatives. 



fn t h i s  area ,  t h e  Congress has p r o v i d e d  some s e l 2 k f  bY 
alfowing the Agency to use program funds to h i r e  specialfsts in 
chiid su?vival and A I D S .  The Senate has  included similar 
authority to use pxsgraz funds to augmenc t h e  Agency's 
e 3 ~ i ~ 0 n n ~ n t a l  cadres, While theze initiatives are pragmatic 
2ppzQ2C3Qs to imnediate t $ ? ~ h ~ i ~ a ~ \ ~ a n Z t g ~ r i ~ ~  constraines, fcr 
t%+ longer te rm the dichotomy between OE and program rnofiey has 
to be reso lved ,  The distinction is becoming more and more 
a r t i f i c i a l  a t  t h e  margin, as program funding levels continue 
to decline and OE leve ls  incrdase,  th2 h e i g h t e n e d  visibility of 
t 5 e  OE level  may become an increas ing  liability. The study 
vhicA you have directed HZ, Nygard to perform should include a 
wide range of options from doing away with the OE account to a 
more f l e x i b l e  yenercl t r a n s f e r  zuthority between program and OE 
asroixts  st 5 t~ 10 percent levels. 


