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Strengthening And Using 
Universities As A Aesource 
For Developitig Countries 

In 1975 the Agency fur Intcrnatiotlal De 
velopment aw,&xl S42.9 millron 11~ contr,tcts 
and grant5 to U.S. universities, part of wt&h 
was speciflcJlly for strenythcnrng the uniter 
sttles’ cqlabliitk; to deal with problcnls of 
dcvefoplng countrlcs. , 

GAO found that not all such grants had ken 
made in fxiority areas of interest, wt\:J~ 
iimited use rlf the capdbilltlcs being tfevelo[~ 
ed. GAO rt:commends that suc.h gr;)nts be 
made only when ckkirly necessary to -Jevelnp 
capabiiitles the Agency needs. I 

Contracts and grants have usually been 
awarded rlollcolrlf)ctltlvely ofttin uij the hxls 
of work prc~pos& the unlvcrs tics dtWlop?~i. 
GAO recommends thdt the Agency prarure 
services from the univcrslties only 111 respunsc 
to Agency programing needs dn(i ccJrxxier ali 
potential sources when awarding contrxts 1x 

: such servlccs. 
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COM=7ROUER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 

WASHINGTON. O.C. 2054 

B-132961 

The Honorable Daniel K. Inouye 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Foreign 

s 1 
Operations 

Committee on Appropriations 
;f 8: :, c. ; c> '; 

p- United States Senate 

Dear' Mr. Chairman: 

In response tc your April 17, 1975, request we have 
reviewed the Agency for International Development's use 
of colleges and universities, consultants and advisers, 

, and private and voluntary organizations in carrying out 
foreign assistance programs. This report discusses thc2 
Agency's use of universities a s a development resource, 
and it suggests that your Subcommittee may wish to ex- 
plore with the Agency the differing views concerning 
whether grants should be given to universities to develop 
or strengthen capabilities if the Agency has no planned 
use for these capabilities. Separate reports will be 
issued on the other two subject areas in your request. 

In accordance with your wishes, we did net follow our 
usual practice of submitting the report to the Agency or 
the universities for their official comments. We did, 
however, discuss our findings with Agency officials and 
consider their comments in preparing this report, and 
the universities having grants and contracts used as 
illustraticns in this report were informed of the per- 
tinent materlial. We reviewed the Agency's practices, 
and it was n?t our intent t.o judge the universities 
beyond their activities under Agency grants or contracts. 

This report contains recommendations to the 
: Administrator of the Agency for International Development 
ii concerning the need to better plan and use university 
: capabilities, being deveioped with grants under section 

e ' 211(d) c-f the Foreign Assistance Act, and the need to 
consider all potential sources when procuring services 

"$from universities to meet Agency programing needs. 

As you requested, this report will be available for 
general distribution 2 weeks after it has been received 
by your Subcommittee. Release to the Agency will activate 
+ 
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section 236 of the Legislative Rezraanization Act of 1970 
which requires the head of a Federai agency to subnit a 

L ?. written statemeEt on actions taken on our recommendations ’ 
r, to the House and Senate Committees on Government Operationsr ’ .5 r 5 i: 5.3 
c 9 within 60 days, and to the House and Senate Comi’ztees on ; ,_ 
-I_ Appropriations with the agency’s first request for appro- j c ; 3 r! i, . 

i priations made more than 60 days aEter the date of the re-* 
lease of the report. 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 

. 



Contents 

DIGEST 

CHAPTER 

1 INTRODUCTION 1 r Dollar volume 1 
Contracts versus grants 3 
Major recipients 3 
AID-university relations 4 

GRANTS TO STRENGTHEN CAPABILITIES 
OF U.S. INSTITUTIONS 

Historical synopsis 
Background of section 211(d) 

program 
Implementation of section 211(d) 

program 
Section 211(d) ext sion: Utilizing 

capacity or maintaining it 
Auburn University 
The University of Hawaii/ 

East West Center 
Conclusions 
Recommendation 
Matters for consideration by the 

Subcommittee 

3 CONTRACTS FOR TECHNICAL SERVICES 
University involvement in AID 

activity 
Selection procedures for university 

contractors 

i 
Awards by amendment to existing 

agreements 
Conclusions 
Recommendations 

4 CONTRACTS FOR RESEARCH 

\ 
University of Minnesota: Program 

for applied research in fertility 
I h regulation 

9 
Selection procedure 
Monitoring 
Move to Northwestern University 

\ 

.sE 

i 

5 
5 

5 

7 

16 

17 

17 

18 

20 
22 
22 

23 

23 
24 
26 
27 



. . - 

CHAPTER 

5 

6 

7 

APPENDIX 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

International Fertility 
Research Program 

Selection procedure 
Monitoring 

Utilization of results 
Conclusions 

LONG-TERM CCNTRACTS TO DEVELOP LDC 
EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS 

Colorado State University contract 
to develop Asian Institute of 
Technology 

Problems in measuring progress 
Weaknesses in AID evaluations 

and reporting 
Need to better monitor progress 

Significance of noncompetitive award 
Problems in establishing sister- 

institution relationships 
Conclusions 
Recommendation 

DIRECT AND INDIRECT COSTS OF UNIVERSITY 
GRANTS AND CONTRACTS 

Indirect cost rates 

Page 

27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

32 

33 
33 

33 
34 
35 

35 
36 
37 

38 
39 

Variations in indirect cost rates 39 
AID involvement in negotiations 41 

Direct costs 42 
Conclusions \\ 43 

SCOPE OF REVIEW 44 

Number and value of AID-university 
contracts and amendments by fiscal year 46 

Follow-on contracts utilizing capacity 
developed under section 211(d) grants 47 

Funds awarded to universities under AID's 
Central Research Program, 1962-1975 50 

AID grants and contracts with Johns 
Hopkins University in the areas of 
population and health 53 



APPENDIX Page 

v AID grants and contracts with University 
of North Carolina in the areas of 
population and health 54 

VI AID grants and contracts with University 
of Hawaii and East-West Center 55 

VII Excerpt from Senate Hearings 56 

AID 

GAO 

UK! 

ABBREVIATIONS .- 

Agency for International Development 

General Accounting Office 

Less Developed Country 

. 

i; 



REPORT OF THE COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL OF THE UNITED 
STATES 

STRENGTHENING AND USING 
UNIVERSITIES AS A RESuURCE 
FOR DEVELOPING COUNTRIES 
Agency for International 
Development 

. 

DIGEST ------ 

The Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 directs 
that the Agency for International Develop- 
ment, to the extent practicable, use the 
facilities and services of the private sec- 
tor, including educational institutions, in 
carrying out assistance programs. 

During fiscal years 1967-75, the Agency 
awarded $442 million to U.S. colleges and 
universities for such services as training, 
technical assistance, or-research. 

. In reviewing Agency relationships wii3 
universities, GAO found that: 

--Agreements for services often were based 
on universities' unsolicited prop\>sals. 

--The Agency generally made awards on the 
basis of subjective considerations without 
competitive cost or technical proposals. 

--Services procured were not always directly 
related to the Agency's immediate pro- 
graming needs. \\ 

-.-Special awards made to improve the 
universities' iesponse capabilities were 
not always in priority areas. 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE 
AND THE AGENCY ADMINISTRATOR 

GAO is recommending to the Agency Administrator 
that: 

--All potential sources be objectively and sub- 
jectively considered when technical services 
contracts are awarded. (See p. 11.) 

&&&f&. Upon removal. the report 
cover date should be noted hereon. 

ID-76-57 
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--Technic al services contracts ar,d ccntracts t.3 
develop overseas educational institlltians t-e 
awarded in response to specific program ne?ds, 
and contract objectives be clearly statei so 
the Agency can determine whether the contractor 
is performing adequately . (See pee 11 and i8.) 

--In the program planning process, bureaus and 
missions be required to g;ve full ronsideration 
to capabilities developed by universities dt 
Agency expense so the considerable investment 
wiil yield the greatest return. (See p. 7.) 

In the Agency’s view, grants to strengthen U.S 
universities’ capabilities to develop and carry 
out programs concerned with social and economic 
development in developing countries are an ap- 
propr iate use of funds even though the Agency 
msy have no plans for using the strengthened 
capabilities. 

The Subcommittee should consider whether Agency 
funds should be used to develop capabilities 
for which there is no planned use or whether 
grant funds sb.cruld be directed toward key prob- 
lem areas identified by the Agency, strengthen- 
ing university capabilities where a need exists 
and there is planned use for the strengthened 
capabiJ Fties. 

If the Subcommittee determines that r;uch grants 
should be mtide to develop capabilitic as in the 
key problem areas, it may wish to recluire that 
the AgcJncy Administrator, before ‘awar<.ling grants 
to develop university capabilities, insure that 
the grants are nectssary to create additional 
resources essential to development\ programing 
needs. To the extent possible, the planned uses 
for these resources ;qill sustain these capabili- 
ties without “maintenance” funding. (See p. 7.) I 

GRANTS TO STRENGTHEN 
U.S. UNIVERSITY CAPABILITY 

A 1966 amendment to the Foreign Assistance Act 
authorized the Agency to provide funds to U.S. 
research and educational institutions t 1 
strengthen their capabilities to devrlo,-, an?. 
carry out programs concerning economic* ,.nd 
social development in developing countr. es. 
From 1968 through 1975, the Agency awarc’ed 

ii 



$,42.8 million to 45 institutions specifically 
to strengthen their de:elopmnntal capabilities. 
(See p. 5.) 

The lack of agreement \riLhin the Agency on the 
intent of the authorizing legislation resulted 
in some awards being made without adeqllate Agency- 
wide planning or agreement on how the devcloped 
capabil itics would be used. By design, the uni- 
versities used most of the money to hire addi- 

’ tional staff in the area in w:,ich cagabi-lities 
were to be developed. As some grants c xpircd and 
the development of programing needs could not su?- 
port the new capabiliti8es that generally were 
embodied in individuals, the Agency had to decide 
whether to let the capabilities dissipate or to 
provide cont;nued funding to maintain them. 
(See p. 7.) 

In several instances where development pr,~,raming 
I Zzmands were not sufficient to support the capa- 

bilities at the universities, the Agency extended 
the :,rants to maintain the capabilities. &less 
the Aqcrcy adequately plans Lor using the capaci- 
ties develused at the universities with qrant 
iunds, some maintenance funding may be needed in- 
detinitely. (See p. 9.) 

CCDITRACTS Fr)R TECHNICAL SERVICES -- 

Contracts under w?-ich universities provide techni.- 
cai zervic?s cover a wide range of activities. 
These cont.racts have generally been awarded non- 
competivcly on the basis that the selected uni- 
versity had the “oredominate capability” to do 

. the work ‘.n the time rcqnired. 

i 
i 
i 

i 
, . . 

Many precfo’minate capability justification state- 
ments did ‘not. show that other potcnr’al sources 
had been adequa te ly considered. Contracts were 
awarded to the selected universities primarily 
on the basis of prior work for the Agency. In 
many cases, a project proposal was ievelaped 
jointly by a university and the Agency on the 
assumption that any contract to carry ou! the 
project would go tc that university. 

? A recent revision to the Agency’s procuremtnL 
regulations provides for limited competition, 

:, in contracting with universities, based on 

LesrsM 
a iii 
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technical proposals without cost data. G40 has 
some reservations .that the revision will result 
in greater competition, ‘:ut it is too early 
to judge the results of .th< izvjsion. (See 
pp. 17 to 22.) 

RESEARCH CONTRACTS 

Since 1962 the Agency has given $83 million to 
U.S. universities under its central research 
program. -‘irtually all research contracts are 
based on unsolicited proposals received in re- 
sponse to the Agency’s request for assistance 
in defining development problems and proposing 
innovative solutions. 

On occssion the Agency moved its rese.lrch con- 
tracts fro:n one university to another when the 
princil;al investigator moved. The latitude given 
to researchers appears to carry over into the 
monitoring of research con tracts. Mwri tors did 
not always know of the cohtractors’ progress or 
whether research results were being adequately 
used. (See pp. 23 to 31.) 

L'ING-TERY CONTRACTS TO DEVELOP 
EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS OF 
LESS DEVELOPED COUNTRIES 

The traditional type of Agency rc*lat?.onship with 
universities was, until the early 19rOs, the 
multiyear contract to establish or strengthen 
institutions of higher education in developing 
countries. Such contracts have generally been 
awarded noncompetitively ot. the basis. of the 
Agency’s sc!sjective analysis of U.Sb unitecsities’ 
experience, capahili’tes, and commi tmcnt to long- 
term involvement. / 

GAO found that some contracts had beer, extended 
over 15 years and that the Agency sometimes had 
difficulty agreeing with the universities on when 
the jobs were completed. Project cvalultions some- 
times were not timely enough that the cl>ntractors’ 
progress in fulfilling the contract obj(%ctiv;s 
corrfd be ascertained. (See pp. 32 to 36.) 

iv 



/ 

DSRE,"' AND INDIRECT COSTS OF -- 
UNIVEMITV GRAYTS AND CONThACTS 

The Aget.cy reimburses a university for the direct 
anil indirect costs of services provided. IndirecG 
wsts are reimbursed at a percEntage rate of dire;t 
costs. Xow this rate is computed and what it means 
nave been widely misunderstood. Universities use 

-different arxounting systems and compute the rates 
using diffarent direct-cost bases; therefore, uni- 
versities' indirect cost rates should not be coin- 
pared. The important factor is the toZa1 cost of 
providi:lg the services. (See pp. 38 to 42.) 

. 

-- 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

During hearings held on April 17, 1975, the Chairman, 
Subcommittee on Foreign Operations, Senate Committee on 
Appropriations, asked u; to review the Agency for Interna- 9;7 
tional Development (AID)-financed contracts and grants 
with universities. 

The Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, states 
that, to the extent practicable, AID will use the facilities 
and services of the private sector, including educational 
institutions, in carrying out assistance programs. In 
response to this legislation AID has awarded a multitude of 
grants and contracts to U.S. universities. Contracts and 
grants awarded for the following purposes were included in 
our review: 

--Grants to U.S. universities to develop their 
own capability to deal with problems of less 
developed countries. 

L 
--Contracts to provide a wide range of technical 

assistance activities, both in the United States 
and in less developed countries, including train- 
ing for AID employees. 

--Contracts to perform research in areas such as 
population, agriculture, and heal,th. 

--Contracts to develop educational institutions 
overseas. 

DOLLAR VOLUME 

Statistical data collected from various sources, 
including the AID Auditbr General a,?d the Office of Contract 
Management, show the following approximate annual value of 
AID-university contracts and grants from fiscal years 1967 
through 1975. 

1 
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Since 1967, the value of university contracts and 
grants has represented from 2 to 5 percent of AID’s total 
appropriation. At the end of December 1963, 72 U.S. uni- 
versities were working under active contr&cts and grants 
with AID. Ry the end of June 1474, the number of univer- 

’ sitics had increased to 134. The following table based on 
AID’s June 30, 1974, report of universi%y contracts shows, 
for each of the four purposes stated above, the number of 
universities involved, and the number of contracts or grants 
awarded. 

Purpose of 
contracts cc grants - 

Number of Number of 
universities contracts/grants 

Grants primarily to 
strengthen the U.S. 
universities own 
capacity to deal with 
problems of less 
developed countries 

Contracts for !a variety 
of technical services in \ 

\ the United States and in 
\ less developed countries, 

including training for 
: AID personnel 

‘\Contracts for research 
in dcvelqment problems 1 

GQ .- ntracts ‘LO develop 
1 educational institutions 

in less developed 
coun tr ies 

46 69 

47 

28 

32 47 

87 

36 

2 
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COHTRACTS VERSUS GRANTS 

AID policy states that contracts are the normal legal 
relationship for the procurement of goods or services and 
that grants should not be used as substitutes for contracts, 
thereby rendering inapplicable the rules and procedures set 
forth in the Federal and AID Procurement Regulations. Grants 
are not to be used for the performance of projects over which 
AID plans to exercise c substantial degree of operational 
control. It is appropriate to use granL.s in carrying out 
the purposes of the Foreign Assistance Act when emphasis is 
placed on promotion of the independent capacity, integrity, 
and quality of the organization or program supported, rather 
than on specific work and the manner in which it is performed 
on a day-to-day basis. 

Although AID's policy guidelines concerning the use 
of contract or grant instruments are clearly stated, we 
found that the application of this policy to relationships 
with universities is much less clear. We found instances 
where contract and grant instruments were used to accom- 
plish ;,early the same purpose. For example, sm.?11 research 
projects are funded under a prime contract and subcontracts 
at one university and under a plime grant and grant amend- 
ments at another university. 

MAJOR ,CECIPIENTS 

For certain activities, we identified the major 
recipient universities over a number of years, 'this data 
for institution-building grants and for res-'zch contracts 
is shown in appendixes II and III, respect Ly. The 
following table shows the dollar value of a-i university 
contracts, grants, and amendments, by functionai category, 
awarded during fiscal year 1975: 

Functional category 
Doilar.amount 

of awards 

Population and health 
Food and nutrition 
Education (includes 

participant training) 
Employment 
Other 

$ 8,267,OOO 
23,485,OOO 

9,440,ooo 
770,000 
945,000 

Total $42;907,000 

I ; 



AID-UNIVERSITY RELATIONS 

From 1965 to 1973 AID and the universities had a formal 
* relationship established through the Advisory Committee on 
* AID-University Relations. The Advisory Committee, made up 

&,. 7:! ; 1 j qJ 

of representatives of five university associations, met 
twice annually with top AID officials. After the dissolu- 
tion of the formal Advisory Committee in 1973, AID planned 
to continue informal meetings with the university associa- 
tions. These planned informal meetings did not succeed in 
maintaining or furthering a good working relationship with 
the universities, and during 1974 AID took major steps to 
establish a new dialog with the universities. The renewed , 

3 series of meetings began witn tht* National Association of 
1 c / 144 

l..F 
/ State Universities and Land Gran.- Colleges in November 1974. 

Through this series of meetinas, AID and the association 
have dealt with numerous problem areas. 

On December 20, 1975, the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 was amended to add title XII. Title XII established 
an expanded role for universities in the area of Loreign 
assistance, and it was the intent of the amendment sponsors 
that U.S. land grant and othek universities would become 
partners r+ith AID in implementing the Famine Prevention and 
Freedom from Hunger Amendment. :Zs of March 1976 implement- 
ing procedures had not been established. In formulating its 
now relationship with universities in the food and agricul- 
tural field, AID should consider the problems discussed in 
this report, particularly thr ne2d to adequately plan for 
how the strengthened Capabili Ties of U.S.. universities will 
be used in carrying out develc~)?ment acti.lities. 

The results ,-,f our review reported in the following 
chapters represent our f indin<Js concerning those contracts 
and grants at which we lookt;d. We do not suggest that the 
same problems exist 
tracts and grants. 

with resi;rct to al\,1 AID-university con- 
H0wevf.r , de cannot be sure that these 

or other problems do rot cxis t with respect to other AID 
contracts and grants wit!) m.it-‘iversities. 



CHAPTER 2 

GRANTS TO STRENGTHEN CAPABILITIES - 

OF U.S. INSTITUTIONS 

Section 211(d) was added to the Foreign Assistance Act 
in 1966 to permit AID to provide foreign assistance funds to 
U.S. research and educational institutions "Lo strengthen 
their capability to develop and carry out programs concerned 
with the economic and social development of less developed 
countries." The first grants under this authority were made 

1 in fiscal year 1968. As of December 31, 1975, AID had made 
54 grants totaling $42.8 million to i5 universities under 
the 211(d) program. 

-- 
HISTORICAL SYNOPSIS 

Although section 211(d) was added to the act in 1966, 
AID did not begin making the 5-year grants until fiscal year 

'1968. In 1970 AID redefined its priorities, estaalishing 
the concept of Key Problem Areas. In 1973, as the first 
grants neared expiration, AID faced the decision of whether 
or not to renew them. At that time AID began a comprehensive 
review of the 211(d) program and extended some of the grants 
to postpone a decision on their renewal, pending the results 
of the review. In October 1974, AID issued a new policy 
statement on section 211(d) grants, based on the results of 
the review, Under this policy, selected grants are extended 
to "utilize" the developed capacity. 

BACKGROUND OF SECTION 211(d) PROGRAM -- 

AID and its predecessor agencies had always contracted 
with universities to carry out specific development activi- 
ties, but AID believed that its working relationship with 
the universities could be improved. A special study financed 

: by AID to address this problem concluded in 1964 that the 
\ major problem in the AID-university relationships was that, 

whereas AID believed it needed the multidisciplinary 
: resources available In the universities, the universities 
': were generally not committed, on an institution-wide basis, 
1: to regular involvement in overseas activities. The agency 
\ saw a need to somehow stimulate the universities to a broad 
'commitment to international activity. 

* A legislative prcposal prepared by the administration 
iin 1966 included two elements which would provide funds to 
universities to stimulate the establishment and strengthening 
of programs of international. studies (1) the International 
Education Act would authorize funding to create a balance 
9 
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in university curriculums between international and domestic 
programs and (2) the section 211(d) amendment i:O the Por- 
eign Assistance Act would authorize funding to create re- 
sources upon which AID could draw to meet its current and 
future development program needs. 

In discussing the proposed legislation, AID told the 
Advisory Committee on AID-University Relations that-the 
Agency was attempting to make a clear distinction between 
(1) activities in the. foreign aid field authorized and fi- 
nanced under the Foreign Assistance Act and (2) activities 
to strengthen education in international fields not for 
foreign aid purposes but to permit the United States to 
better fulfill its role as a member of the world community 
of nations. 

’ In the House of Representative’s Committee on Foreign 
Affairs Report (No. 1551, June 23, 1966) the 211(d) amend- 
ment was seen as enabling universities to develop on-campus 
competence through indepth studies directed toward particu- 
la; subjects, the emphasis of which would be on technical 
programs directly related to economic growth. AID would 
then be able to draw upon the universities’ findings for 
programing and implementation. Thus, section 211(d) was 
seen as complimentary to the International Education Act 
which would permit the development of educationai expertise, 
including language and area studies, as an end in itself. 

The International Education Act authorized $140 million 
in grants for fiscal years 1967, 1968, and 1969; however, 
no funds were appropriated to carry out the act. The amend- 
ment adding section 211(d) to the Foreign Assistance Act, 
which was only a small part of this total legislative 
pat kage , was passed in September 1966 and became the part 
of the legislation under which the univi.rsities could re- 
ceive funds to develop international expertise. Section 
211 (d) provided that up to SlO million in Foreign Assistance 
Act funds could be used in 2 fiscal year to strengthen the 
capabilities of universities. 

Subsequently , two interpretations of the intent of 
section 211(d) developed. On the one hand, universities, 
whose expectations had been built up by the prospect of 
grant funds for developing internaticnal programs as an 
end in itself under the International Education Act, tended 
to expect 211(d) funds to be made available for that purpose. 
Within AID, some officials had expectations for section 
211(d) which closely paralleled the universities’ views. 
Other AID officials held to the view that section 211(d) 
was for developing expertise which AID needed. Before the 
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amendment was passed, AID supporting documents had stated 
that the Agency should maintain the initiative on the grants, 
programing outward from operational needs rather than relying 
on unsolicited proposals from the universities. 

To implement section 211(d), AID planned first to deter- 
mine the problem areas which required grants for the univer- 
sities to develop expertise. Then a determination was to be 
made as to what type of resources and organizaticnal arrange- 
ments would be necessary to address each problem area. Once 
that decision was made, the most appropriate university would 
be selected. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF SECTION 211 (d ) PROGRAM 

In making section 211(d) awards, AID tried to establish 
a pattern of interuniversity linkages by making the creation 
of consortia --combinations of universities--a condition of 
grants or by strongly encouraging the formation of consortia 
concurrent with the making of the grants. The formality. 
of the consortia ranged from actual incorporatior of a body 
subscribed to by the member universities, such as the Midwest 
Universities’ Consortium for International Activities, to 
simple agreements that the relcipients would meet regularly 
for discussions to avoid duplication of effort. 

I  l 
-’ 

Universities were advised to consult with AID prior to 
preparing formal proposals stating how the grant money would 
be used to strengthen capability in the problem area. We 
found that a university’s prior involvement with AID was 
a major factor in determining which universities would be in- 
vited ti, submit proposals. In fact, some of the first sec- 
tion 211(d) awards were made to replace or supplement exist- 
ing agreements. For example, the University of Wisconsin 
had already been working on the problem of land tenure under 
a research contract. AID determined ,tha t a section 211 (d) 
grant would be a preferable instrument and made an award 
to replace the research, contract. Similarly, Johns Hopkins 
University had been involved in health’work under AID con- 
tracts, and a section 211(dj grant was, awarded to supplement 
existing arrangments. Auburn University 21~0’ received a sec- 
tion 211(d) grant to replace other fundir,q arrangements. 

The disagreement within AID on how scction 211(d) was 
to be applied apparently was not reconciled. Our review of 
the awards showed that, while many were male for the study 
of such known specific problems as agr icul tural production, 
others were made to develop competence in .‘ields not identi- 
fied as specific problem areas--for examplca, comparative 
legislative studies. 



Our review showed that some of the awards, not directed 
to specifically known problems, and the capabilities devel- 
oped were used very little by AID. For example: 

--In 1969, AID awarded $1,24G,OOO to Yale University 
to strengthen its expertise in the relationships 
between law, development, and modernization. In 
1971, Stanford University was awarded a companion 
grant for $700,000. Neither of these universities 
received any follow-on contracts for AID work in 
this subject area, although, in the case of the Yale 
grant, AID said that faculty members associated 
with the program had provided consultant services 
through contracts to AID and developing countries 

. and the program supported by the grant has pro- 
vided training to developing country students 
supported by AID. 

--In 1971 AID awarded companion section 211(d) 
grants to Duke University, the University of 
Hawaii, and the University of Iowa, in the 
amounts of $500,000, $235,000, and $265,OLO, 
respectively, for comparative legislative 
studies. No follow-on contracts were awarded 
to any of these schools for work in this area. 

In contrast, it appears that many of the grants for 
expertise in solving particular problems were generally 
beneficial to AID, as evidenced by subsequent utilization 
of the developed capacity under other contracts. For ex- 
ample, section 211(d) grants to Colorado State University 
and Utah State University in water resources have been 
followed by a total of 15 contracts in the same subject 
area. Michigan Stare University, which received a set-- 
tion 211(d) grant in international agricultural economics, 
received 10 follow-on contracts. 

I 
‘I The above examples show that the process established 
‘\ for award of section 211(d) grants did not always succeed 

in insuring that the grants were made in AID’s priority 
areas. AID officials responsible for the comparative 
legislative studies grants stated that the grants reflected 

‘! 
AID needs and were awarded, after debate and discussion, on 
the basis of a decision by the AID Administrator. Other 

I responsible AID officials stated that the comparative leg- 
islative studies grants are not reflective of Agency needs, 

$ either now or at the time they were made. The fact that 
the grants were made must be attributed to a lack of agree- 

,ment between various bureaus within AID concerning what the 
‘agency’s needs are and how to fulfill them. \ 

+ \ a 
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Our review also showed that, where section 211(d) grants’ 
had been awarded to two or more universities in the same sub- 
ject area, follow-on contracts were often awarded to only 
some member universities of the group. For example, in 1968 
AID awarded section 211(d) grants in the amount of $200,000 
each to six universities to strengthen their capacity to 
provide assistance to AID in promoting agricultural develop- 
ment in India. (See app. II.) Four of these universities 
did not receive other contracts for agricultural development 
in India. One university received a contract for $24,000 
and the other received two follow-on contracts totaling 
$304,000. Also, in the area of tropical soils, section 211(d) 
awards were made to five universities. However, only three 
of these universities received follow-on contracts for work 
in tropical soils. 

. 

In designing the policy to implement the section 
211 (d) program, AID had insisted that the universities be 
willing to relinquish a degree .of their sovereignty in the 
interest of a viable division of labor between universities. 
Themdivision of labor basis on which some awards were made 
resulted generally in smaller dollar awards for the member 
universities than if the total award had gone to one uni- 
versity. We found that not all universities were willing 
to participate on a consortium basis. For example, set tion 
211(d) awards in livestock were made in I’rscal year 1972 
to Texas A&M University, Tuskegee Institute, Purdue Univer- 
sity, and the University of Flordia. Each institution 
received $500,000, except Purdue, which received $250,000. 
Clthough the universities have worked together in carrying 
out the various aspects of the program, there is a feeling 
on the part of some university members that their institu- 
tions should have received the entire award. 

SECTION 211(d) EXTENSION: 
UTILIZING CAPACITY OR MAINTAINING IT? 

Under the new policy of October 1974, AID provides 
extended section 211(d) support to recipient universities 
working in carefully selected problem areas. The rationale 
cited for these extensions is that AID is shifting its em- 
phasis in the:e problem areas from development of capacity 
to ut.ilizati-0.1 of capacity. 

Our review showed that AID was faced with one of the 
major problems of the section 211(d) program whel the first 
grants approached expiration--the recipient universities, 
which had used section 211(d) funds primarily for personnel 
costs of faculty and graduate students, indicated that with- 
out some source of funding the number of personnel and level 
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of activities would have to be reduced. The capacity devcl- 
oped under the 211(d) grants, which was primarily embodied 
in individuals, would dissipate. This problem pervades the 
entire concept of institution buildinq, i.e., of building 
into U.S. educational institutions a capability, or level 
of expertise, upon which AID would be able to draw to meet 
its programing requirements. 

In considering this problem, we observed that the 
section 211(d) concept was based on two broad assumptions 
which did not hold true: (1) institutional capacity was 
something that could be built, wol;ld remain relatively 
stable, and would be available when needed: and (2) the 
growth pattern that universities were experiencinq in 
1966 would continue indefinitely and that this growth 
would enable them to continue activities after grant 
funds were expended. 

Officials at one university expressed at the time of 
our review the belief that, if a university really djd a 
good job of developing its capability, there would be ade- 
quate demand to sustain the capability. We do not be1 ieve 
this statement would hold true in all cases. For example, 
the fact that no follow-on contracts were awarded for com- 
parative legislative studies, as discussed above, does not 
necessarily mean that those universities did not do a good 
job of developing their capacity. AID priorities simply did 
not lead to a demand for that particular expertise. 

When AID officials were planning the section 211(d’, 
program, they envisioned that the gr;t.?ts would not be used 
for specific projects-- that specific projects would be 
funded separately from the section 211(d) grants. Examples 
cited earlier show that this occurred in some cases, but 
in many it did not. AID’s programing elements, including; 
the regional bureaus and the AID missions, did :lot generally 
understand and suppor i the section\ 211(d) prog:-am. As a 
result, the expertise being developed under the qrants was 
not regularly considered in the programing process. 

Although AID recognized this fact in -its 1973 review, 
the policy which resulted from the rel,iew did not pl-ovide 
any requirement that section 211(d) re:ipients should be 
given preference in the award of contracts for specific 
projects. We found that within AID there are strong dif- 
ferences of opinion on this issue. In &>ur opinion, this 
lack of accord within the Agency is ref; ective of the way 
the section 211(d) program has been managed from the begin- 
ninq. Grants were awarded in areas not particularly relevant 
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to AID needs, and even when the subject area of the grant 
seemed directly relevant to needs, the capacity was some- 
times not used. 

The recognii-on of a need for continued funding in the 
carefully selected problem areas led to at least two separate 
arrangements to maintain the capacity and hence protect AID's 
investment. 

--The extension of .the section 211(d) grants 
in a "utilization" mode, as authorized under 
the October 1974 policy change and noted 
above. 

T-The award of a "University Services Agreement" 
which is a grant composed of (1) core funding 
support to develop projects and (2) funding 
for the projects develcned. 

The University Services Agreement is a creation of 
IAID's Bureau for Population and Humanitarian Assistance 

end actually predates the concept of section 211;d) 
"utilization" extensions. However, the similarities in 
intent of the utilization extension and the University 
Services Agreement can be demonstrated by the case of 
Johns Hopkins University, which received both types of 
grant following a section 211(d) grant for work in 
population and health. (See app. IV for list of con- 
tracts and grants in the areas of population and health at 
Johns Hopkins.) 

The University Services Agreement was awarded to allow 
Johns Hopkins to use the expertise developed in population. 
It provided continuing support for the salaries of faculty, 
who were to develop projects in collaboration with less devel- 
oped country institutions. These project ideas are submitted 
to AID and, i; approved, are funded as subprojects From funds 
included for 'that purpose in the University Services Agree- 
ment grant. ' 

The section 211(d) grant extension was awarded for Johns 
i Hopkins to maintain the response capability established dur- 
iing the original grant in national I;lanning and low cost 
ihealth delivery systems. The major results were to oe educa- 
,tion and trai*iing, research, technical advisory services, 
!inf.ormation collection and dissemination, and institutional 

4 
inks. The work plan of the extension grant C'd not estab- 
ish required levels for these results but listed illustrative 

research topics and expected numbers of people to be trained. 



We found that documents related to the award of the 
section 211(d) grant extension Tften referred to the 
need to “maintain,” “sustain,” and “retain” the developed 
capability. There was considerable discussion within AID 
concerning this prcblcm. Some consideration was given to 
awarding a contract to use the capability, but it appears 
that AID finally decided to award the sectjon 211(d) ex- 
tension because (1) Johr,s Hopkins believed it needed the 
flexibility that only a section 211(d)-type grant would al- 
low and (2) a contract requires a specific scope of work, 
which AID at that time could not define. 

Our review of AID’s relationship with two other in- 
stitutions showed a pattern of awarding contracts or grants 
to develop a response capability in the institution and then 
awarding continuation, or follow-on, contracts or grants to 
maintain the capacity. 

Auburn University 

Auburn University received a section 211(d) grant in 
aquaculture ir, 1970, to replace existing funding arrange- 
ments. This award must be vie-wed in historical perspective. 

In 1966, AID requested the assistance of Auburn 
University (Alabama) in establishing a world-wide inland 
fisheries and aquacul ture program. On the basis of several 
conferences and correspondence, Auburn prepared a proposal 
for a three-phase program to be carr i4 out over a period 
of at least 5 years. This proposal wi1.3 adopted as the 
work plan of a contract effective June 30, 1967, with AID 
providing $160,000 for the first 18 months’ work. 

Phase I was to be concerned with the development of 
an adequate staff at Auburn and the\ identification of prob- 
lems in less developed countries; Phase II with the extended 
development of facilieties and expansion of research activi- 
ties ; and Phase III with further extension of host country 
demonstrations begun in Phase II. 

We fou!.d that after 2 years and $355,000, the original 
contract was terminated and replaced by a basic ordering 
agreement under w,lich task orders would be issued for 
specific services. Task order I continued the core support 
for faculty which had been provided under the prior contract 
and authorized periodic survey and evaluation studies on 
a world-wide basis to determine aquacultl:re potential. 
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We found that in 1963, on the basis of surveys being 
conducted by Auburn in developing countries, AID/Washington 
officials administering the project saw that anticipated 
programs were not going to materialize and concluded that 
funding under the task order wo:lld have to be drastically 
reduced. There was, however, still considerable support 
for equaculture in AID/Washingt>n, so P search began for 
a mechanism to protect and maintain at least a portiol of 
the expertise that Auburn “in good faith” had assembled. 
AID apparently concluded,that the obvious device was a sec- 
tion 211(d) grant. Accord ingly , AIL requested that Auburn 
prepare a grant proposal that would aliow Auburn to maintain 
the staff and facilities already developed under prior AID 
arrangements, and to continue the scope of services called 
for in the task order arrangement. 

Auburn’s section 211(d) grant ran from 1970 to 1975, 
and in 1975 was extended in the “utilization” mode until 

,1977. The basic ordering agreement with its task order 
arrangement, entered into in 1969, was continued in effect, 
with intermittert funding until 1973. In addl tion to the 
section 211(d) Srant and the basic orderin.: agreement, AID 
has, since 1970, had a series of contracts wnl;‘,h Auburn under 
which Auburn was to provide assistance in the development 
of fish culture techniques in less developed countries. 

The AubSJrn example shows that AID was involved in 
building up university capacity :.o meet its perceived 
needs even before the section 211(d) program was initiated. 
This example also shows that the problem of developing 
a capacity for which demand does not materialize predates 
the sect ion 211(d) program. The situation which arose at 
Auburn in 1970 was similar to that encountered when section 
213 (d) grants expire-- the university could not maintain 
with its own funds the faculty which were added under AID’s 
funding to develop capacity. I11 this case, the section 
211(d) grant itself was used to “maintain” the capacity 
which had already been built up, and in 1975 AID again 
provided ma in tenance fun,? ing . 

‘: The University of Hawaii/ 
‘. East-West Center 
i 

I T!TC federally-funded Center for Cultural and Technical 
Interchange Between East and West, generally known as the 

east-West Center, was established on the University of 
Hawaii campus by the U.S. Government in 1360, with the 
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goal of providing better relations and understanding between 
the United States and the nations of Asia and the Pacific. 
The Center conducts programs in five areas: population, com- 
munications, food, cultural learning, and technology and 
development . In 1575 the Center separated from the Univer- 
sity of Hawaii and became an independent institution. Ilnder 
this new arrangement, some of the costs previously’ financed 
by .9ID contracts and grants will be funded through the State 
Department appropriation. 

We identified three contracts/grants at the University 
of Hawaii and the East-West Center that were not awarded 
under section 211(d) but which appear to have the same 
intent-- strengthening university and center capabilities. 
Each of these contracts/grants had terminated but new 
continuation awards have been received from AID. The 
original and continuation awards are identified in the 
following table. (See app. IV for lis: of AID contracts 
and grants at University of Hawaii and East-West Center.) 

Award 

University of 
Hawaii: 

School of Pub1 ic Original 
Health Continuation 

East-West Center: 
Population Original 

Institute Continuation 
Communications 

Institute Original 
Continuation 

Project 
period Award amount 

(including ( including 
amendments) amendments) 

6/66-6/70 $ 326,000 
6/71-g/75 1,667,OOO 

6/60-l 2/74 5,210,OOO 
7/74-6/76 ~,, 1,726,OOO 

6/71-8/74 1,072,OOO 
7/74-6/76 1,159,ooo 

The original pub1 ic health r;;.dnt was intended to estab- 
lish a family planning studies unit in the School of Public 
Health. Under the continuation grant, the university was 
expected to further develop and expand the school into a com- 
prehensive academic center for family planning training, re- 
search, consultant and advisory service. During fiscal year 
1971, an interim period between the original grant and the 
first continuation award, the center acted as a funding con- 
duit to the program, providing $150,000 of funds from another 
contract. At the time of our review, a second continuation 
grant had just been negotiated with AID. Therefore, the 
School of Public Health will have received continous institu- 
tion development funds from AID for at least 10 years. 



The original population contract, which was received 
by the center in June 1968, was intended to establish a 
Population Institute within the center. With the contract, 
the Center was able to develop a capabiiity in the popula- 
tion field. As the contract neared its expiration date, 
1:. became apparent that the institute would not be able to 
maintain its staff and program capability without continued 
AID support. Therefore, a continuation grant was negotiated 
with AID. The new grant had a stated purpose of making the 
new capabilities of the institute more available to govern- 
ments and institutions of the Pacific. AID now expects that, 
at ttrc end of the extended grant period, AID assistance for 
coce staff and operational expenses will cease and the State 
Depar tmcnr appropriations will assume these costs. At that 
time, AID will have provided 8 years of continuous develop- 
mental funding. 

The Center’s Communication Institute received its 
original grant in June 1971. The purpose of the grant was 
to develop an institutional capability for information/ 
cduca ti.on communication support of popula tion programs in 
the less developed countries. As with the Population Insti- 
tute, when the development grant expired in 1974, the insti- 
tute was unable to maintain its staff and program without 
continued AID funding, so a continuation grant was negotiated 
with AID with a stated purpose of making the new capabilities 
of the center more available to the United States and the 
nations of Asia and the Pacific. AID expects that, at the 
end of the grant period, AID assistance for core staff and 
operating expenses will cease and the State Department appro- 
priations will fund these costs. 

We noted that, in all of the above cases, AID was pro- 
vidinq continuing funds to universities in order to keep 
expcr t ise assembled. In some cases, notably the University 
Services Agreement, these funds are used to develop new 
projects to be funded by AID. This does not, in our opinion, 
represent programing outward from Agency needs but puts the 
Agency in a defensive posture with resoect to the universi- 
ties. AID officials contend that AID is not always in a 
position to know what projects are necdcc!, and much of what 
the universities do for AID is to ident,if I activities to 
be per formed. We believe that this situation adversely af- 
fects the Agency’s ability to set objcctiv?s and to hold 
the university contractors to a level of performance. This 
is df scussed further in chapter 3 on techn i.cal services con- 
tracts. 



CdNCLUSIONS 

-- 

In our opinion, the lack of agreement within AID con- 
cerning the intent of section 211(d) led to many awards 
being made without Agency-wide planning for how capability 
to be developed would be used. It appears that AID’s deci- 
sion to provide continued funding to prevent the universi- 
ties from losing capacity they had developed was in some 
cases based on a desire to maintain the capacity and did 
not necessarily reflect AID programing needs. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Administrator of AID should insure that its pro- 
graming elemer ts, including the country missions, give proper 
consideration to the capabilities being developed under sec- 
tion 211(d) grints, so that these considerable investments 
by AID will y.; -id the greatest return. 

. MATTERS FOR CC?JSIDERATION 
BY THE SU~OMMITTEE 

The Subcommittee may wish to explore with AID its view 
that grants to strengthen U.S. universities’ capabilities to 
develop and carry out programs concerned with social and 
economic development in developing countries are an appro- 
priate use of AID funds even though AID has no short- or 
long-range plans for using the strengthened capabilities. 
In reviewing this matter with AID, the Subcommittee should 
consider the view held by others that grants should be made 
to develop capabilities only in the key problem areas iden- 
tified by AID. If the Subcommittee determines that the 
latter vie% is a more appropriate use of AID funds, it may 
want to require that the Administrator of AID, before award- 
ing new or extending old grants to deveiop ~Ilniversity capa- 
bilities, insure that such grants are necessary to create 
additional r&sources essential to AID’s programing needs, and 

\ that AID’s planned use for this capability will, to the ex- , 
\ tent possible, sustain it without “maintenance” funding. 

\ 
, 
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CHAPTER 3 

CONTRACTS FOR TECHNICAL SERVICES 

. 

Contracts under which universities provide technical 
services to AID cover a wide range of activities. For ex- 
ample, Colorado State University provided experts in .watcr 
resource management to assist in carrying out AID-financed 
irrigation projects in Pakistan and the Philippines: the 
University of North Carolina helped AID prepare a project 
paper for a new project; Johns Hopkins University conducted 
a special program to train less developed country health 
planners ; and other universities conducted workshops for 
AID employees. As of June 30, 1974, AID had 134 active 
contracts with 47 universities for various technical. serv- 
ices, both in the United States and in less developed coun- 
tries. The range of technical services can best be shown 
by considering the entire range.of AID activity, and recog- 
nizing that AID calls upon the universities for expertise 
in all phases of this activity. 

UNIVERSITY INVOLVEMENT IN AID ACTIVITY 

AID’s procedures for planning and carrying out foreign 
assistance activities are constantly evolving, and the pro- 
cedure itself is not static but represents a continuous 
ongoing activity. Under the most recent modification to 
AID’s procedures, the process begins with the identification 
of a development problem to be addressed. This then leads 
to consideration of alternatives, and selection of a pre- 
ferred alternative. Overall development goals and strategy 
for a country are embodied in the 3- to S-year development 
assistance plan and in sector analyses covering geographical ’ 
areas or economic sectors. The plan and the sector analyses 
are not tied to the budget cycle but are prepared as AID/ 
Washington or AID/country missj?ns, see a need. 

Within the budget cycle, AID/Washington transmits to 
AID/country missions a set of guidelines for preparing the 
field budget submission. The missions then prepare a budget 
of new proposed projects and continued projects consistent 
with the guidelines and with the development assistance plan 
and the sector analyses previously prepared. The projects in 
the field budget submission have gone through the first step 
of the approval procesr at- the time they are included. The 
subsequent review of the budgets is paralleled by a review 
of each proposed project. To facilitate the review and 
approval process, a project review paper is prepared, which 
includes an analysis of inputs, outputs, and assumptions on 
which the decision should be based. 
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The regional and functional bureaus consolidate the 
appropriate field budget submissions into a bureau budget. 
The Bureau for Policy and Program Coordination reviews the 
Bureau budgets and consol ida tes them into the overall agency 
budget presentation. 

This brief summary of the AID project identification 
and approval process includes several steps at which univer- 
sities may be contracted for assistance, as shown below. 

UNIVERSITY 
t 

Set tor Development Evaluat- 
Analyses Assistant ing 

Plans Document Paper i Project Project 

(considered during future analyses and plans) 

AID-university contracts for technical services have 
included university participation in most, if not all, of 
the above activities. The service to be performed by the 
university may range from a’s little as providing an expert 
for short-term advice on the implementation of a project, 
to t!,e involvement of several individuals and other uni- 
versity resources in carrying cut a multicountry project, 

Our review of several AID-university contracts for 
technical services showed contractor selection procedures 
to be a problem area, as discussed belbw. 

SELECTION PROCEDURE FOR \ 
UNIVERSITY CONTRACT3RS 

AID emphasizes collaboration between the host country, 
the Agency, and the private sector contractors in developing 
project ideas. Because of this collaborative approach, uni- 
versities are involved in developing project ideas, and in 
some cases, AID provides funds to univzrsities for the pur- 
pose of developing new project ideas. (See discussion on 
University Services Agreement, ch. 2. ) 

Our review showed that in most case:; it is difficult 
to determine whether a project idea originated with AID or 
with the university. AID officials explained to us th:lt 
most project ideas “evolve“ in the course of c,ontinuotts 
interaction between AID and the universit’!. Consequently, 
for many projects, there is no point at wlich AID decides 
that the project should be done by a univd?rsity, by con- 
tract with a private firm or a voluntary agency, or by 

t 
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direct-hire staff. In most cases, when the project idea 
was developed in conjunction with a university, the project 
deroription implies that it will be carried cut by a univer-. 
sity, usually the one involved in planning the project. 

In awarding contracts, AID has generally not required 
universities to bid competitively. Prior to 1972, univer- 
sity contracts were awarded on the basis of negotiation 
ancj were termed "sole source" awards. In most instances 
the selected university was not the only source from which 
the service could be obtained. Consequently, in 1972 AID 
amended its procurement regulations to include the concept 

' of “predominate capability." Under this concept, contracts 
could.be awarded without the solicitation of cost or techni- 
cal proposals from more than one offeror, and without infor- 
ma1 solicitation whey, in AID's opinion, one institution had 
exclusive or predominant capability by reason of experience, 
specialized facilities, or technical competence to perform 
the work required within the time required and at reasonable 

'prices. This type of award is required to be fully justi- 
fied by the initiating technical office in a written document 
entitled "Justification for Noncompetitive Procurement." 

Our review of "Justification for Noncompetitive Procure- 
ment" documents for a sample of technical services contracts 
showed that prior AID contracts in the same subject area, 
and hence the need for AID to capitalize upon its "invested" 
=unds., . was often given as a reason for noncompetitive pro- 
curement. For example, AID's Technical Assistance Bureau 
justified a noncompetitive procurement from Colorado State 
University, in part, on the basis of "Colorado State Univer- 
sity’s competence, experience, ongoing programs and working 
agreements, and AID's investment in a Basic Ordering Agree- 
ment with this university in the past." 

Many of ,the contracts selected in our sample were 
follow-ons to previous contracts. In some of these cases, 

\ ! the justification statements were repetitions of the preced- 
\ ing justification statement. For example, AID's Office of 

Science and Technology requested that the contract ofr‘ice 
; negotiate only with the University of North Carolina for 
i a contract. In this instance, AID justified the single- 
! source procurement on the basis of succcessful completion \ 
! of the pilot course --a predecessor contract. 

1 In early 1976 AID amended its procurement regulations 
to include a procedure under which universities would 
compete on the basis of technical proposals without cost 
data. Theoretically, this procedure would permit AID to 

\ 
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compare technical proposals to select the best qualified 
contractor, while not requiring universities to compete 
on the basis of cost. 

The new procedure is appiicable when the AID technical 
office, with the concurrence of the contracting officer, 
determines that the required skills or institutional rela- 
tionships are available only from educational institutions 
or international research “enters. Under this procedure, 
the technical officer is required to prepare (1 j a list of 
selection criteria for the evaluation of potential contrac- 
tors, (2) an initial source list of institutions considered 
capable of performance, a* d (3) a statement of the work to 
be done. The contract of,:ice then solicits technical pro- 
posals, without cost or price data, from the institutions 
on the sotirce list. The technical proposals received are 
reviewed by a committee chaired by the technical office and, 
using the original criteria prepared by the technical off ice, 
the best technical proposal is chosen. The contracting of- 
ficer then obtains cost and pricing data from the selected 
institution and enters negotiation. If a satisfactory con- 
tract cannot be obtained, the commi tttee then recommends 
the next best technical proposal , and the contracting of- 
ficer obtains cost and pricing data from that institution 
and enters negotiations. This procedure continues until 
a contract is obtained or the list is exhausted. 

The new procedure does not differ substantially from 
the procedures employed under the prior “predominate capa- 
bil ity” rule. Rather , it is an attempt to require a more 
systematic analysis to insure that the institution selected 
has predominant capability. However, under the new procedure, 
the AID technical office which was involved with the univer- 
sity in developing and refining the project idea, will write 
the description of the work to be done and the criteria for 
the selection of the contractor and will chair the committee 
which selects the best technical proposal. In our opinion, 
this procedure puts the AID technical office in a position 
to effectively control the selection of the university on 
a subjective basis and therefore does not differ substan- 
tially from the previous practice of selection on the basis 
of “predominate capability.” Since this procedure was only 
recently added to the procurement regulations, the impact 
of this revision cannot be judged at this time. 

Awards by amendment to existing agreements 

AID has established a pattern of awarding over one- 
half of its university contract and grant dollars in the 
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form of amendments to existing agreements rather than in new 
agreements. From 1967 through 1974 the portion of university 
contract and grant dollars awarded under amendments ranged 
from a low of 55 percent in fiscal year 1972 to a high of 
81 percent in fiscal year 1969. 

In certain situations, regular amendments were planned 
when the initial contract was awarded. For example, AID 
may decide at the time of the initial award that, even 
though the contract is for a long-term project, the funding 
will be provided in annual (or other periodic) increments. 
The long-term contracts for developing educational institu- 
tions in less developed countries would be an example of 
such a situation. Other agreements have been written for 
carrying out a series of projects in many countr les, 
with the intention that each additional project would be 
incorporated into the overall agreement and funded by an 
amendment. For example, the University of North Carolina 
was awarded a University-Services Agreement in 1971 to 
“develop and implement various population/family planning 
activities.” As of September 1975 the agreement had been 
a,?ended 20 times to undertake new projects as they were 
developed. a 

Other technical services contracts with universities 
were amended numerous times because the original contracts 
failed to clearly state the scope and objectives of the 
work i:o be performed. As a result, AID and the universities, 
in effect, continued negotiations after the contract was 
signed and durinq the contract, lead in3 to amendments to 
change the objectives and scope of wor :<. For example, we 
noted that r?fter signing a 3-year contract with the Uni- 
versity of North Carolina to field test a methodology 
for nutrition studies, AID found it necessary to amend the 
contract’s scope of work in response to a difference of 
opinion with tile university on what:,the original scope 
of work meant. This contract was later amended again to 
provide extended time’and additional funds because the 
contractor indicated that certain parts of the work could 
not be done until late in the contract and that additional 
time would be needed to assess the rest Its. 

In our opinion, it is understandable that university 
contractors/grantees would propose new work under existing 
or new contracts, because in many cases it is difficult 
for university staff members working on ,:n AID project 
to be assimilated into the university’s other activities 
if AID support terminates. An AID offic:al stated that 
university officials are very mLch aware of when their con- 
tracts and grant.s are about LO expire, ard that universities 
do not hestitate to submit new or extended funding proposals, 
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At one university we noted that it was an unwritten policy 
to encourage staff members to solicit government contracts 
and grants, and one department head told us that his people 
are expected to obtain outside support through contracts 
and grants to cover 50 to 75 percent of their salary. He 
said that, if a staff member is not successful at bringing 
in a substantial percentage of his salary costs through 
grant or contract business, he probably would not remain 
a.t the institution very long. 

CONCiUSIONS 

Contracts for technical service:: have generally been 
awarded noncompetitively, often for the performance of 
work proposals develo?cd jointly by AID and the university. 
Many of these noncompttitive awards are justified primarily 
on the basis that a working relationship already exists 
between AID and the selected university. We believe that 
this type of award may contribute to the problem of objec- 
tives and scopes of work not being clearly stated. 

Alzhough the new procurement regulations are designed 
to increase the number of sources, we believe that it will 
not significantly change the award patterns, since the 
initiating technical office is still in a position to 
subjectively control the selection process. Fur thermore, 
the practice of awarding the largest share of funds by amend- 
ing existing contracts means that this change will affect 
less than half of all dollar awards. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that the Administrator of AID take action 
to insure that all potential sources are given adequate, 
objective and subjective --costs and contractor capability-- 
considerations in the award of technical services contracts. 
AID should insure that technical services are procured only 
in response to defined development program needs and that 
the objectives of procurement actions are clearly stated 
so that AID can reasonably hold the contractor to a level 
of performance. 

7r 
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CHQTER 4 

CONTRACTS FOR RESEARCH 

AID's research program has been in operation since 
1962. As of June 30, 1975, U.S. unLversities had received 
$83 million for research under the program. The distribu- 
tion of these. researcn funds among the universities is 
shown in appendix III. 

The Central Research Program is coordinated by the 
Office of Research and University Relations in the Bureau 
for Technical Assistant:. This office disseminates 
information to the research community and provides pro- 
cedures for submitting research proposals to AID. AID 
has suggested several areas in which it believes research 
is needed; however, it also has called upon the research 
community to assist in defining the problem areas where 
research is needed. AID encourages innovative research 

proposals, especially from institutions which are well 
acquainted with foreign assistance needs. 

AID receives many more proposals than it can finance. 
We found that virtually all the research projects funded 
under the Central Research Program result from unsolicited 
proposals. The approval process i;lcludes review by an 

-internal committee--the Research :,nd Development Committee-- 
and an external committee --the Re:;earch Advisory Committee. 
The findings and recommendations cf the external committee 
are advisory. 

We reviewed two related research Grojects concerning 
fertility control techniques to determine why the research 
contracts were awarded, how the contractors' performance 
was monitored, what the relationship was between the con- 
tracts, and how the results are utilized. Our selection 
of these two contracts was based on the dollar-amount 
involved and the subject matter. They may or may not be 
representative of AID's research program. 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA: PROGRAM FOR 
APPLIED RESEARCH IN FEKTILITY REGULA';i;ION 

The Program for Applied Research in Fertility Regula- 
tion, known as the Minnesota Project, was originally 
presented to the AID Research Advisory Committee as a pro- 
cedure in which the University of Minnesota would subcon- 
tract and manage at least 20 research projects over a 
period of 3 years. The Research Advisory Committee was 
concerned about the University of Minnesota, as the inter- 
mediary, being in the role of selecting and managing AID 
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research. Committee members expressed varying concerns about 
other possible intermediaries , level 5 of monitoring , delega- 
tion of responsibilities, and quality of the panel of ex- 
perts. It was pointed out that the committee had until then 
not favored this type of arrangement. It finally granted 
approval to the project, but emphasized that this action 
should not be interpreted as approval for future research 
proposals to be set up in the same manner. 

AID entered into the contract with the University of 
Minnesota on May 31, 1972, with initial funding of $3.3 
million for 3 years. The contract provided fgnds for a 
small administrative staff at Minnesota, for travel and 
consulting fees for a panel of experts for regular meet- 
ings to consider subproject proposals and progress on 
ongoing subpro jects, and for the research studies to be 
carried out under subcon tracts. 

Research proposals, once approved by the panel of 
experts, must be approved by AID before being funded 
under subcontracts . The maximum funding level for sub- 
contracts is $50,000 per year, for a maximum of 3 years. 
Two of the experts are assigned to review each research 
proposal prior to consideration by the entire panel E 
experts. If the proposal is approved for funding, t.le 
same two reviewers are responsible for an annual progress 
evaluation, which must include a site visit. 

Selectirjn procedure 

The Minnesota proposal was unsoltcited, and therefore 
under AID Procurement Regulations, AIC negotiated the con- 
tract without seeking other competitive scurces. This 
procedure was followed on the basis that the proposal was 
the product of original thinking, had signif icant scientific 
or technical merit, and contributed’, to AID’s research 
program objectives. 

Extensive justifbing documents were prepared by the 
Office of Population for use by IiID ‘internal reviewers 
and the external reviewers. Some of t,*e arquments used 
to justify the awards of the ccntract proved later to 
have little validity. For example, one document justi- 
fying the “selection” of the University of Minnesota as 
the prime contractor stated: 

i c 

Ita) Location. It Nas felt desirahltb to situate 
‘this project at a mid-western univtrsity to draw 
upon the r.trong departments in medicine, physio- 
logy t and veterinary medicine found at universi- 
ties in this region. * * * In addition, members 
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of the Scientific Advisory Committee and other 
consultants should have as close as possible 
geographic proximity to the institution coordi- 
nating the program. The central location of the 
middle western universities maximizes the pool 
of scientific talent easily available for 
frequent meetings." 

The advantage of geographic location was considered 
in the contract, which refers to the makeup of a "peer 
advisory committee composed of experts* * *from institu- 
tions with sufficient geographic proximity to the Univer- 
sity of Minnesota to allow frequent meetings." 

'The original panel of experts membership was from 
universities in the States of Minnesota, Michigan, 
Illinois, Nebraska, Colorado, and Iowa. However, AID 
records show that of nine meetings held by the experts 
during the firs' 2 years cf the contract, one meeting 
was held in Min.eaFolis, two in Chicago, and the 
remainder in New Orleans (two); Miami (one); Washington, 
D.C. (one); Hot Springs, Virginia (one): and Sa? Francisco 
(one). 

The AID project monitor advised us that meetings 
held outside of the midw?stern reqion were held at those 
locations because many of the members of the panel pf 
expert, would be together at those locations for other 
professional society meetings. 

We recognize the expediency of holding mae in 
conjunction with meetings of professional soci 
however, we noted that the cost to AID for mc- held 
in locations other than Chicago and Minneapcl . on 
the average, 133 percent more than the meetings '-nose 
cities.' The extra cost to AID for the six meet.ngs held 
outside the midwest was $14,565 during th, first 2 years 
of the contract. 

Documents justifying the selection of the University 
: of Minnesota also stated that: 

\ 
"Cost to AID: The University of Minnesota does 

not plan to charge any off campus overhead for 
! the subcontracts. This will result in consider- 

able savings over the life of this project." 
t Our discussions with both project personnel and 

contract management personnel indicated that the above 
statement had limited and different meanings to the AID 
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people involved. We found no evidence that any attempt 
was made by decisionmaking persons in AID to quantify 
the “considerable savinqs.” In our opinion, this state- 
ment was included to sell the project to higher officials. 

Monitorinq 

As stated in tne original contract, performance of 
the work was to be suhjec t to the *technical directions” 
of the Office of Population. The project mb?ager within 
the Office of Population was also the Chief of the Research 
Division. He was assisted by a co-monitor who worked 1 day 
per week. In addition, the cognizant contract officer per- 
formed some moni tar inq tasks, such as approving the selec- 
tion of consultants and the award of subcontracts. 

The contractor WJS required tc submit comprehensive 
annual ana interim ri-montn progress reports to AID’s Office 
of Population. The subcontractors were required to submit 
similar reports to Minnesota, which Minnesota in turn sub- 
mitted to AID. Al though the contract called for AID to re- 
ceive 35 copies of the annual and IL copies of the 4-mont!l 
reports (including subcontract reports), the AID project 
monitor advised the contractor to submit only a few copies 
of each. 

The direction to reduce the number of copies was based 
on observations by the project monitoring staff that the 
reports were nctt widely read in .YID. ‘.:he contract cf f icer 
responsible for the Yinnesota contact was also responsible 
for 25 other contrdcis, and she spent asout 3 percent of her 
time on the Minnesota contract. The project monitor told us 
that she only has time to scan the Minnesota reports and that 
she concentrates primarily on other contracts which she con- 
siders problem cases. \ 

The subprojects al-+? monitored by’ the Minnesota staff 
and tile panel of experts. The subcontractors are required 
to submit to Minncsata (1) monthly expenditure reports, 
(2) annual substantive proqrcss reports, 2nd (3) interim 
6-month progress reports. The monthly e rpenditure reports 
are reviewed by the Hinnosota project cor,troller upon receipt, 
and the financial aspects of each subcont,:act are reviewed in 
depth at qua* terly meetings of the Minnesrtta staff. The semi- 
annual and annual progress reports on eacll cub?roject are re- 
viewed by tii2 two originally assigned expc rts as part of their 
monitorinq responsibility. 

Our review of the monitorinq of one sllbproject showed 
weaknesses. The subcontract was for $67,000 over a 2-year 
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period. Four months into the subcontract one of the assigned 
reviewers cautioned Minnesota to watch the amount of money 
very carefully over the next 6 to 12 month:: “for it is an 
awful lot of money for fairly simple design.” The other 
assigned reviewer observed at the same time that “some re- 
sults reported must have been obtained before this project 
was approved” and that Minnesota support appeared to be sup- 
plementary. 

During the 11th month of the subcontract, the AID 
project co-monitor accompanied the two reviewers to visit 

. the project. In reporting on the visit, one of the re- 
viewers stated that in future proqrcss reports the subcon- 
tractor should differentiate between work performed under 
the subcontract and prior work to allow for a careful cval- 
uation of how AID money was beinq spent. The AID project 
co-monitor , reporting on the visit, stated that the subcon- 
tractor was substantially ahead of the time schedule and 
that Minnesota should remain alert to expenditures charged 
to the subcontract. 

Our review showed that AID monitors were not aware 
of any special monitoring action that the Minnesota staff 
took in response to the warnings of caution expressed by 
the reviewers and the AID co-monitor, At our request, 
the AID project co-monitor obtained a teiephone report 
of,final expenditures under the subcontract. This report 
brbrlght total expenditures under the subcor tract to $64,713, 
or 95.8 percent of the amount originally ab arded. 

Notwithstanding these observations, we found that the 
AID Research Advisory Committee, upon receiving the first 
18-month proqress report from Minnesota, had commended 
the emphasis on quality in _ dbcontract review and selection 
and rec:crgended the annual budget ceiling on subcontracts 
be raised to $60,000. 

\Move to Northdestern Universa 

In July 1974 the Program Director at Minnesota sesiqned 
‘.and assumed a new positcn at Northwestern University. AID 
transferred the project t.o Northwestern and in the process 
increased the scope of woL k and extended the contract dura- 
tion to June 30, 1978. 

STDRNATIONAL FDRTILI~Y RESEAXH PROGRAM 

On June 30, 1971, AID entered into a con’-.ract with Lho 
University of North Carolina to conduct in less developed 
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countries comparative clinical trials of new means of fer- 
tility control, such as improved intrauterine devices and 
simpler, safer methods of sterilization. The contract term 
was 5 years, with initial funa .,ing of $3.1 million for the 
first 3 years. In February 1975, the project, already lo- 
cated in a building off-campus, separated from the Univer- 
sity and became a separate corporato entity as a nonprofit 
institution.’ Amendments increased tho value of the project 
to $9.1 million as of August 28, 1975. 

Under the terms of the contract, the University of 
North Carolina was to identify study contributors in the 
United States and in less developed countries who would be 
willing to conduct the clinical trials, using materidls 
supplied by the university, and report results to the uni- 
versi ty. The contract also provided for training at the 
University of North Carolina of less developed country phy- 
sicians who would be conducting the clinical trials. 

Selection procedure 

The award of this contract to the University of North 
Carolina was made on a single-source basis in response to 
an unsolicited proposal. The project monitor, in justi- 
fying the sole-source award, stated that this University 
was “uniquely qua1 i f ied” to carry out the program. 

AID officials told us that the decision to enter into 
this contract with the University of North Carolina was 
based on (1 I AID’s already established interest in sup- 
porting comparative clinical trials and (2) AID’s estab- 
lished working relationship with the principal investiga- 
tors. 

AID’s relationship with the princfpal investigators 
apparently began in the mid-1960s. AID believqd a need 
existed for comparative clinical trials of new fertility 
control techniques and provided financial support to the 
Pathfinder Fund’s International IUD (intrauterine device) 
Program. When the two principal invcstiqators on this 
project subsequently left Pathf indcr Fund to take positons 
at the University of North Carolina, AID shifted its support 
of international clinical trials to North Carolina; 

One aspect of the award of the North Carolina project 
illustrates a facet which we found common to both this and 
the Minnesota/Northwestern contract--a contract was awarded 
to an institution apparently because the principal investi- 
gators who had been working on the same or similar projects 
for AID at other institutions moved to A different univer- 
sity. This does not necessarily indicate a lack of prope: 



consideration by AID; however, we point this out to indicate 
one characteristic of some AID-university contracting prac- 
tices. 

The contract was monitored in AID's Office of Population 
by two persons serving as co-monitors. One concentrated on 
administrative aspects and the other on scientific aspects. 

We found that day-to-day monitoring was weak because of 
the monitors' heavy b-orkload. The primary means of monitor- 
ing the contract consisted of approximately weekly phone 
conversations with program staff and limited review of pro- 
gress repcrts prepared and submitted by the contractor. 
While the contract s?cified which data was to be included 
in the reports, such as quantitative data on dissemination of 
results, it did not specify the criteria by which the project 
monitor should judge whether the contractor was performing 
at an adequate level. 

The level of expnditures under the contract was also 
reported semiannually; but zjlirce the contractor could make 
any adjustzents between line items he considered reasonable, 
AID had no biisis for evaluation, other than the bottom line. 
Furthermore, the contract, covering 4-l/2 years and costing 
$9 million, has never been audited by the Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare Audit Agency, the cognizant 
audit agency for the university. 

Contractor performance was not evalilated by AID from 
its inception in 1971 until September 1975. This evaluation 
was made by the two AID project co-monitors, assisted by 
two outsize consUltants, both medical doctors. The evaluation 
team visited the contractor's headquarters in Cnapel Hill, 
North Carolina, and field activities at 13 data contributing 
centers in 8 countries. The final repor::. of the evaluation 
study was not completed 'at the time of our review, but pre- 
liminary reports by the individual team nembers revealed 
several problem areas. 

--The team found instances where dati contributing 
centers did not clearly understand the program or 
the necessity for having signed con-racts, cost 
accountirq records, ar.2 informed col:sent records. 

--Soee data contributors had not received, nor were 
they aware of the availability of, extra data 
analysis available from the contractl>r. 
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--Sometimes the contractor’s staff have been unrespon- 
sive to contributing centers * communications, have 
been unselective in travel to sites and conferences, 
and have not been alert enough to stop contributors 
from initiating studies without proper authoriza- 
tions and contracts. 

In addition, the evaluators saw a need for better per- 
sonnel selection policies by the contractor and better over- 
all managcmen t practices, such as determinations regarding 
decentralizing training of contributors, analyzing of data, 
and coordination with other AID projects. 

This project had been in existence for more than 
4 ye’ars; over $9 mill ion had been obligated; and, although 
AID suspected that some problems existed, it. only recently 
became fully aware of these operational problems and began 
taking corrective actions. We were informed that the evalu- 
ation study was not made earlier because travel funds were 

1 unavailable. 

The findings of the evaluation team take on added 
significance in lig!lt of comments made to us by Office 
of Population officials when we initiated our review. We 
were told that the research projects we selected for review 
were two of their best run projects. 

UTILIZATION OF RESULTS 

AID has always given some consideration to how the 
research results would be used when approving research 
projects, but only in late 1974 were the approval proce- 
dures modified to require specifically that utilization of 
potential results be an element of consideration in the ap- 
proval process. The two research contracts discussed above 
were both awarded prior to the procedural change, but in 
both cases w& noted that the results of the research had 

I not been extensively used. 

With respect to the Minnesota/Northwestern project, 
‘: the contractor’s progress report at the end of the first 
; 3 years of the contract stated that the majority of the 
i research was ongoing and that the findings up to that 
\ time were not ready for application. With respect to the 
I No.rth Carolina project, results were disseminated through 
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,contributors, the researchers, and the AID evaluation team 
generally agreed that additional means should be found to 
disseminate research findings. 
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CCNCLUSIONS 

Almost all of the AID-f inanced research under the Cen- 
tral Research Program is a result of unsol ici ted proposals 
from research organizations, includng universities. Con- 
tracts are awarded to the institution making the proposal, 
after the review committees have considered the scientific 
merits of .an’d need for the proposal. Othe: institutions 
possible capable of performing the proposed research project 
are not solicited for cost or technical proposals on the 
basis that the proposal is the product of original thinki;lg. 
This procedure for awarding research contracts generally 
compl ies with procurement regulations . 

Until recently, AID’s procedures for approving research 
projects did not include, as a specific step, a requirement 
that consideration be given to how the research results would 
be used. In late 1974 the approval procedures were revised 
to require that planned utilization be specifically considered 
before a project could be approved. Because of the relatively 
long term nature of research projects, it is too early to 
determine the impact of this change in procedures. We believe 
that in considering research proposals, more consideration 
should be given to the practical application of research re- 
sults within a reasonable timeframe. 
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CHAPTER 5 

LONG-TERM CONTRACTS TO DEVELOP 

LDC EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS 

The traditi.onal type of U.S. university involvement 
in foreign assistance was, until the early 197Os, the 
multiyear technical assistance contract to help estab,ish 
or improve educational and research institutions in less 
developed coun tr ies. Some U.S. universities had been 
involved in such co< perative relationships with developing 
country universities since the early 1950s with AID and 
predecessor agency support. The U.S. universities maintain 
teams of faculty at the developing country institutions to 
assist in teaching, research and administration. Host 
institution students and faculty are also brought to the 
U.S. campus for advanced degree training to qualify them 
to teach in an institution in their home country. 

From 1960 until 1974, almost half of AID funds ob- 
ligated for education, and ,subs tan t ial amounts obligated 
in such other fields as agriculture, health, and pub’ ;c 
administration, were to support higher education in ?SS 

developed countries, primarily under these long-term con- 
tracts, This “university-to-university” approach became 
the normal form of U.S. university contribution to develop- 
ment assistance. From 1960 to 1970, l-he average yearly obli- 
gation for aid to professional and higher education was 
$36 million, peaking in 1967 when 74 11,s. universities were 
working in 40 developing countries. 

This mode of U.S. university participation has rapidly 
dimin ished. From 1971 to 1975, annual obligations for aid 
to professional and higher education declined from $16 mil- 
lion to about $6.5 million, with only 32 universities work- 
ing in 25 develcping countries in mid1974. This reduction 
reflects a decrease in both number and size of university 
contracts for developing educational’ institutions in less 
developed coun tr ies . 

Our review of several of AID’s lon$.-term contracts 
to improve developing country educational institutions 
showed that some problems persist despit! AID’s attempts 
to improve these relationships. The fol. owinq case 
example will illustrate some of these prclblemj. 
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COLORADO STATE UNIVERSITY 
CONTRACT TO DEVELOP THE 
ASIAN INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 

Through its contract relationship with Colorado State 
University, AID assisted in the establishment of the In- 
stitute in Bangkok, Thailand, in 1959 as the Southeast Asia 
Treaty Organization Graduate School of Engineering. In No- 
vember 1967 the school was chartered as the independent Asian 
Institute of Technology. AID has provided continuous funding 
support to the Institute from the time it was founded until 

. 1975, a period of over 16 years, at a cost of about $10.9 
mill ion. 

AID officials indicated the Institute was one of the 
more successful projects financed under the Regional Econo- 
mic Development Program. As of November 1973, 662 engineers 
from 18 countries had received advanced degrees; and for 
the 1973-74 academic year, enrcJllment was 348 students. The 

‘65 faculty members come from 18 different countries. 

The AID contract with Colorado State University was 
the primary channel through which the United States as- 
sisted the Asian Institute of Technology. As 0S June 1974, 
the U.S. contribution to the Institute madn up about 45 per- 
cent of total contributions irum all donors. 

PROBLEMS IN MEASURING PROGRESS 

We noted that throughout the life of this project, AID 
had difficulty in determining the level of progress by the 
contractor toward the “bjectives stated in the contract. 

!\Some of this difficulty appears to have resulted from lack 
‘:of, or faulty, reporting both by AID technical personnel and 
by the contractor. 

The purpose of the Colorado State University contract 
was to provide technical advisory services for the establish- 
ment and operation of the school. This was to include pro- 
curement of equipment and training of participants. Specific 
contract objectives were to develop (-) an overall organiza- 
tional and operational plan, (2 ] a graduate engineer ing re- 
search program, and (3) a curriculum for advanced degrees 
in engineer inq. 

geaknesses in AID Evaluations and Reporting 

AID policy requires an annual appraisal report on all 
technical assistance projec’x , although this requirement 
may be waived for any year dur inq which the project was the 

I 1 , LL 



sub)tct of an independent outside evaluation. We found that 
annual project appraisals were not made for at least the 
last 3 years. Officials informed us that a project appraisal 
report was to be prepared soon, based partly on the contrac- 
tor’s final report after the project was completed. In our 
opinion, an appraisal report at this stage, prepared on the 
basis of the contractor’s own report, would have little value 
for AID management. 

In addition to not preparing project appraisal reports, 
AID technical personnel often did not prepare regular con- 
tractor performance evaluation reports, which are also re- 
quired by AID policy. Reports that were prepared sometimes 
lacked detail. This deficiency in evaluating and reporting 
on contractor performance was noted by the Inspector General 
of Foreign Assistance in severai similar ccntracts with other 
universities. The Inspector General found that many contrac- 
tor performance evaluation reports did not accurately reflect 
the situation being reported upon. 

Some contractor performance evaluation reports made in 
connection with the Colorado State University contract did 
contain useful narrative comments. For example, AID offi- 
cials noted in a 1972 report that the 6-month progress re- 
ports required by the contract from the Colorado State team 
in Thailand lacked information which would permit measure- 
ment of progress toward oojectives. Specificallv, the re- 
ports did not (1) establish targets and plans for each 6- 
month period, (2) cite progress toward or problems inhibiting 
achievement of these targets, or (3) make recommendations 
concerning current needs in the fields of activity under the 
terms of the contract. 1, 

Need to Better moni tar progess 

We found that in the administration of the Institute, 
Colorado State tended to use its own personnel instead of 
training Asians for the administrative duties. This was 
noted by the AID Auditor General, but AID technical person- 
nel responsible for monitoring the project did not identify 
and report this practice as a weakness in contractor per- 
formance. 

In discussing the need for progress evaluations with 
the responsible AXD officials, we were told that the project 
was actually appraised each year in the annual budget review. 
However t we I,1.zd that the budget review consisted of discus- 
sions with the contractor, based on the contractor ‘s state- 
ment of progress achieved during the past year and his plans 
for the coming year. This, in our opinion, is not a substi- 
tute for the independent evaluation of contractor performance 
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and the annual project appraisal which are required under 
AID policy. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF NONCOMPETITIVE AWARD 

The contract with Colorado Sta%e University was 
awarded after the university performed 9 feasibility study 
under an AID contract. The feasibility study report rec- 
ommended “That [Colorado State University] sponsor the 
development of the school and define other asepcts of the 
proposed institution, such as initial programs, staffing 
requirements, and research.” 

1Je recognize the practicality of follow-on awards 
which utilize knowledge and experience developed during a 
feasibility study; however, we be1 ieve that awarding a 
contract on the basis of the university’s assessment of 
the work to be done may contribute to later difficulty 
in monitoring progress. This is yarticularly true when 
AID’s decision is based on the contractor’s own assessment 
of his performance, rather than on an independent AID eval- 
uation. AID’s experience with this contract--21 amendments 
extended over a 15-year period --suggests the existence of 
an element common in university contracting situations, 
namely an absence of agreement with the contractor as to 
when his job is completed. 

It appears that, when AID negotiates contracts with 
a single university based on the university’s proposal, 
AID is spared the task of rigorously stating the objectives 
of a project, as would be necessary if A.ID prepared a 
formal request for proposals. In this regard, AID contract 
management officials state that the most. common deficiency 
in project proposals is the lack of a contractable scope 
of work, i.e., a scope of work to which the contractor can 
be held. As d result, later attempts by AID technical 
personnel to evaluate contractor performance or assess the 
achievement of project,objectives may be difficult, if not 
impossible. 

PRGBLEMS IN ESTABLISHING 
SISTER INSTITUTION RELATIONSHIPS 

One of AID’s objectives in contracting with U.S. uni- 
versities to help establish or strenghthen developing country 
universities is to foster a sister institution relationship 
between the U.S. and developing country u*\iver si ties, which 
will continue after AID financing has end4 d. Through such 
an ongoing relationship, the developing ctruntry institution 
would, theoretically, continue to be strerigthened by the 
U.S. university. 



We were told by an AID official that the Agency’s suc- 
cess in establishing sister institution relationships has 
been limited by a reluctancy on the part of U.S. univer- 
sities to commit their own funds tc develop or maintain such 
relationships. AID documents indicate that because U.S. 
institutions have not maintained a close relationship, de- 
veloping country institutions established or strengthened 
with AID financing have a tendency to regres? significantly 
when the AID support is terminated. 

Evidence indicates that this problem may exist in the 
case of Colorado State’s relationship with the Asian Insti- 
tute of Technology. Although AID had provided for a systema- 
tic reduction of Colorado State personnel during the last 
4 years of the contract--13, 12, 10, and 8, respectively--the 
likelihood of a significant regression was raised by an Pnsti- 
tute official who expressed dismay that the U.S. faculty would 
be withdrawn so abruptly. He indicated that a longer more 
gradual phaseout of U.S. faculty would be preferable. The 

, Institute official’s concern may be quite valid, for example, 
as noted earlier, the contractor tended to administer the 
Institute rather than to train Asians to do it. Also, the 
apparent inability of U.S. universities to use their own 
funds to maintain overseas relationships may mean that the 
university will be unable to continue supportive activities 
such as faculty visits and exchanges. Because the contract 
was only recently terminated, it is too earl:r to determine 
.whether this AID-fostered relationship will survive. 

CONCLUSIONS 

AID’s contracts with U.S. universities to develop 
higher education institutions in less developed countries 
have generally been long-term relationships, not only because 
the job to be done takes time but also because AID and the 
contractor have not clearly agreed on what the objectives 
are or when /they have been reached. We believe that AID has 
relied too heavily on the contractor’s own assessment of ; 
his performance and this has resulted in years of continual 
amendments to the contracts. This heavy reliance has also 
contributed to a weakness on the part of AID to take a firm 
position on when the work is completed and terminate the 
contract. 

\ 
I We believe that AID’s practice of awarding contracts , 

without ccst or technical proposal competition contributes 
4 to this problem because AID has not been forced to clearly 

‘state the contract objectives as would be necessary if the 
Fontract were awarded competitively. 

.i 



RECOMMENDAT:ON 

The Administrator of AID should recognize the basic 
cause of the problem and require that specific contract ob- 
jectives be clearly stated so that the Agency can determine 
whether the contractor is performing adequately at specific 
points during the contract. 

. 

. 
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LHAPTER 6 

DIRECT AND TNDIRECT COSTS OF 

UNIVERSITY C-RANTS AND CONTRACTS 

Grants and contracts awarded by AID to universities 
usually involve the performance of such sercices as research, 
training, and planning or carrying out technical assistance 
projects, and the cost of performing these services is reim- 
bursed by AID. The university costs are composed of two 
elements: direct and indirect cost:.. Indirect costs are 
reimbursed as a percentage rate of direct costs. How these 
rate are computed and what the percentage rate means has 
been widely misunderstood by individuals not directly in- 
volved in the relationships between the Federal Government 
and the university community. Universities use different 
accounting systems and compute indirect cost rates using 
different direct cost bases; therefore, comparisons of in- 
direct cost rates should not be made. The important factor 
is the total cost of providing the service. 

Federal agencies award a large number of grants and 
contracts to educational in.%titutions. In 1958 the Bureau 
of the Budget issued Circular A-21, establishing Govern- 
ment-wide principles to be applied in determining the costs 
of services performed by educational institutions. These 
principles prescribe which direct and indirect costs are 
allowable for reimbursement and define the methods to be 
used in establishing indirect cost rates. 

A related circuiar designated a single Federal agency 
as responsible for negotiating indirect cost rates to be 
applied to all Federal agency grants and contracts at a 
given institution. Similarly, a single agency was designated 
cognizant audit agency responsible 

4 
or auditing all Federal 

grants and contracts at a given institution. Wherever pos- 
sible, the same agency. was designated to both functions at 
a single institution. For example, a’t Johns Hopkins Univer- 
sity, the cognizant audit and negotiating aqency is the De- 
partment of Health, Education and Welfare; at the University 
of Hawaii, the cognizant audit and negol.iating agency is 
the Department of Defense. 

Bureau of the Budget circulars on this matter have 
been superseded by Fedreral Management Circulars pro- 
promulgated by the General Services Administr; tion, but the 
principle of establishing a single agency to negotiate in- 
direct cost rates for all Federal Governmebnt contracts and 
grants at an institution and to audit all Government con- 
tracts and grants at the institution rema.,n the same. 
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INDIRECT COST RATES -- 

The negotiation of the indirect cost rates at a univer- 
sity is based on a proposal prepared by the university, re- 
flecting its actual direct and indirect costs for the most 
Lecent accounting period. In considering the proposal, the 
cognizant negotiating agency may request an advisory audit 
by the cognizant audit agency. Tne regulations also provide 
that all agencies having grants or contracts blith the insti- 
tution will be notified of the planned negotiations and be a 
invited to participate in the negotiation conference. How- 
ever, we were told that the Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare, as a ccgnizant negotiating agency, has informed 

1 other agencies that they will no longer be notified in ad- 
vance of planned indirect cost rate negotiations. . 

Variations in indirect cost rates 

Four separate indirect cost rates are usually estab- 
lished at each iustitution --ar. oncampus and an offcampus 

,rcsearch rate and an oncampus and an offcampus educational 
service agreement rate. Some universities establish these 
four rates separately for each department while others es- 
tablish universi;y-wide rates. The offcampus rates apply 
to work Leinrj per formed at locations away from the main 
ca:npur;, whir. ‘i in the case of AID generally means in less 
devel;,ned s-f: *it I r ies. ?ne offcampus rate is generally some- 
what lower II,~TI ths cncampus rate because certain indirect 
co.sts, such ‘3 btii Iding and equipment use, 1 ibrary use, and 
maintenance, are not applicable. 

There are many reasons *.+nv *,niversities have different 
indirect cost rates. A discussion of the various problems 
involved in establishina rates and ,a more detailed explana- 
ticn of why the rates differ from i.nstitution to institution 
is in GAO report “Stud;r of Indirect Costs of. Federally 
Sponsored Research Primarily by Educational Institutions” 
{H-117219) June 12, 1969. 

i 1 
i, The two more siqnificant factors causing different in- 
’ direct cost rates between institutions are that (1) institu- 
; tions do no? use ident ical accounting systems and ( 2) in- 
,stitutions 30 not compute the indirect cost rate using the 
kame direct, cost base. The principles established in the 
%ederal Management Circular recommend that direct salaries 
and wages be used as the base for establishing il.airect cost 
rates; however, other bases may be used, provided it can 
& demonstrated that they prcduce more equitable results. 
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Our review showed that universities use several 
variations of the direct salaries and wages base. Some 
examples 

1. 

2. 

3. 

are : 

Salaries and wagesr plus over time premium 
and retirement costs, 

Straight-time direct labor dollars including- 
holidays and excused absences and excluoinq 
over time premium and sabbatical leave cost&. 

Direct salaries and waqcs including vacation, 
holidays and sick pay but excludix other 
fringe benefits. 

A much more significant impact on the indirect cost 
rates occurs when a university uses a version of total 
direct costs as the base. This lowers the indirect cost 
rate since the amount of indirect cost is distributed 
K a larger base: hence, the indirect costs are a lower 
percentage of the direct cost base. . 

The following example shows how the indirect cost 
rate is affected by varvinq the direct cost bases, even 
Ggh the actual amounts of direct costs a;?d indirect 
costs do not change. Assume for example, that an insti tu- 
tion incurs the following coats in a given per fod: 

Direct costs: 
Direct salaries and wages 
Fr inqe benefits 
Other direct costs 
Capital expend i tureo 

$ 4,000,030 
1,000,000 
3,000,000 
2,000,00~ 

Total direct costs \ 10,000,000 

Indirect costs: ’ I 
Total indirect costs 1 2,000,000 

Total costs $12,000,000 

Using the above identical sets of COC;is, the indire-t cr..: 
rate will vary as the direct cost base ii: changed, as shown 
below. 



Base 
Base 

amount 
Ind -Ltect Indirect 

c3st cost rate 

Salaries and wages $ 4,000,000 $2,000,000 50% 
Salaries and wages 

plus fringe bene- 
fits 5,000,O~LI 2,000,OQ3 40 

Total direct costs 
le’ss cap! tal 
expenditures 5,000,000 2,000,000 25 

Total direct costs 10,000,000 2,d00,000 20 

As. shown above, the comparison of indirect cost rates 
alone should not bc 7&e. However , because the complexity 
of the rates ctnd bases is not widely understood, there is a 
tendency to vielz lower indirect cost rates as being more 
favorable to the Government. The university community is 
aware of this perception on the part of many public off i- 
cials. Johns Hopkins University, in 1973, took action to 
improve its image in this respect. Prior to that time Johns 
Hopkins had computed indirect cost rates on a salaries and 
‘n < . J c > base. In 1973 tne university beqan using a modified 
total rjircct cost base and also began computing rates 
university-wide instead of separately for each department. 
These .~nd other :nodifications made at that time resulted in 
generally : rehear indirect cost rates. For example, the in- 
direct c(rs: rote for research ;arried out oncazpus by the 
School of Hyl, lrne dropped from 41 percent to 34 Percent. 

In its request tcl the cognizant negotiating agency for 
approval of these changes, Johns Hopkins listed severai rea- 
sons for the changes but stated that one of its objectives 
was to eliminate the improper empt,z>sis on rates and that 
using the larger base wculd elimlnare iarqe ftuctuations in 
rates. In discussions with Johns tlcpkins officials, we were 
told that they ijere not unaware of the fact that lower rates 

‘are viewed as preferable by many Government officials, even 
‘though the rate itseLf is not meaningful when compared with 
rates at other institutions. 

AID involvement in negotiations we- 
‘\ One of the cesponsibilies of AID’S Overhead and Special- 

Costs- Negotiation Branch of the Office of Contract Management 
is&to review the indirect cost rates established by the cogni- 
zant negotiating agency. Although AID money is usually a 
very small part of the total Federal grant and contract money 
going to any single university, AID often has a special in- 
terest in the negotiations since AID contracts and grants 
involve more offcampu3 work than do grants or ccntracts from 
oth@# Federal agencies. AID has been involved, aiong with 
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the cognizant agency, in negotiations with several univer- 
sities, in an attempt to insure that the established rates 
are favorable to AID. AID t;as recently been involved with 
the Department of Defense, the cognizant audit agency,’ in 
neqotiating an indirect cost rate for the East-West Center, 
which had be.come separate from the University of Hawaii in 
July 1975. In this case, although the East-West Center is 
not a degree granting institution, the Office of Man;lg.ament 
and Budget, on March 10, 1976, said it had no objections 
to AID being the cognizant negotiating agency for the Gov- 
ernment at the Center. 

We found that as a general rule AID accepts without 
question indirect cost rates established by the cognizant 
negotiating agency. However, on a sampling basis, or when 
substantial amounts for overhead above that already paid 
to an institution on a provisional basis are claimed against 
one or more AID contracts, AID does review rates established 
by the cognizant agency to assure the appropriateness of 
the rates to AID programs. Such reviews are generally con- 
ducted with the cooperation of the cognizant negotiating 
agency. 

We noted one instance where AID recovered $34,000 from 
the University of Missouri after AID convinced the university 
that the indirect cost figure, negotiated by the Navy and 
used in AID contracts, was not correct for AID contracts. 
In another instance AID recovered $40,000 from Auburn Uni- 
versity when it was determined from a sample review of the 
cognizant agency’s negotiation agreement that an offcampus 
rate for the university’s agricultural experiment station 
was appropriate for AID overseas contract effort. At the 
time of our review AID was in the process of negotiating 
a settlement of indirect costs charged under the Colorado 
State University contract described in chapter. 5. This ne- 
gotiation may result in a recovery of about $14,000 by AID. 

DIRECT COSTS 

The largest element a>f direct cost under most university 
contracts and grants is salaries and wages. According to U.S. 
Government-wide principles set forth in a Federal Manaqement 
Circular, direct costs charged for salaries and wage:: are 
to be based on the university’s payroll distribution system. 
The payroll distribution system is a means of allocating 
wage and salary charges to the different activities the fac- 
ulty or staff may be working on. While direct costs charged 
for wages of nonprofessional s are to be supported by time 
and a t tendance 1: ecords , salary charges of professional staff 
are only required to be supported by monthly certifications 
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signed by the staff member and his supervisor that the pay- 
roll distribution accurately reflects the level of effort 
expended. 

We reviewed the procedures at four universities for 
charging professional salaries to Federal grants and con- 
tracts. The normal procedure of salary distribution at the 
universities was to allocate each faculty member’s salary 
to the activities--contracts, grants, instruction, adminis- 
tration, etc. --on which the individual was to be war king, 
based on projected budgets. At the end of each month, the 
faculty member and his supervisor were to sign an after-the- 
fact certification that the allocation of salary accurately 
reflected the relative amount of effort devoted to each ac- 
tivi ty. The after-the-fact certifications were being made, 
but because time and attendence records are not required, 
we could not verify the accuracy of the direct time charges. 

At several institutions we were told that professional 
staff member direct time charges to Government contracts 
and grants, as well as charges to other university activi- 
ties, were largely based on the judgment of the individual 
staff member. An evaluation of whether or no? this method 
of charging direct professional staff time to U.S. Govern- 
ment contracts and grants results in fair and accurate 
charges is outside the scope of this review. However, in 
our selective sample we noted one instance where an incorrect 
time charge had been certified correct for a q-month period. 
In this instance the faculty member was charging one AID con- 
tract for 22 percent of his time although, he was spending 
nearly 100 percent of his time on a different AID contract. 
We were informed that the reason for this erroneous certifi- 
cation was that the university’s accounting system could not 
be changed rlntil contractual coverage was actually received. 
According to the university, the faculty member began working 
on the basis of oral authorization of an AID official. After 
the contract was received, the university’s accounts were 
adjusted retroactively for the Q-month period. 

CONCLUSIONS - 

The Federal Governillent awards a large number of grants 
and contracts to educational institutions each year. To 
avoid confusion, duplication, conflicting directions, and 
unnecessary work for institutions receiving grants and con- 

. tracts from more than one agency, a single Eederal agency 
has been assigned to determine allowable indirec: costs and 
to audit each educational institution. Becaxe AID * s portion 
of total Federal grants and contracts for an:r one institution 
is relatively small when compared to total F:!deral funds pro- 
vided, AID cannot have a significant influence on the indirect 
cost rates established. 
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Universities use diflerent accounting systems and com- 
pute in-lirect cost rates on different direct cost bases; 
therefore, comparisons of indirect cost rates between uni- 
versities should not be made since the rate itseif has no 
special meaning. AID shouid be primarily concerned with 
obtaining the lowest direct cost for a contract or grant, 
since direct costs make up the base to which a rate estab- 
lished for all Federal agencies at that institution is ap- 
plied. 
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CHAPTER 7 

SCOPE OF REVIEW 

We examined AID’s use of universities in carrying out 
foreign assistance programs, addressing the central issues 
of (1) the extent to which universities are used, (2) khe 
reasons for using universities, and ( 3) the ways in which 
universities are used. 

We reviewed the legislative history of pertinent sec- 
tions of the Foreign Assistance Act, including hearings, 
committee and conference reports, and floor debates. We 
examined AID documents concerning the interpretation and 
implementation of this legislation and discussed related 
policies and procedures with AID officials. 

We reviewed available AID statistical and financial 
reports and audit reports by the AID Auditor General, the 
Inspector General of Foreign Assistance, the Department of 
;!eal th , Education, and Welfare Audit Agency, and the Defense 
Contract Audit Agency. 

To obtain the views of university officials, we sent 
questionnaires to the universities which were awarded 
grants to strengthen their capabilities in solving problems 
of less developed countries. We received 41 responses to 
54 questionnaires we sent out, a response rate of 76 percent. 
We also visited four universities to review records and to 
discuss with officials the universities’ policies and proce- 
dures with respect to AID contracts and grants. We held 
numerous discussions with off iciafs of other universities, 
the National Association of State Universities and Land 
Grant Colleges, the National Association of College and 
University Business Officers, and Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare personnel responsible for negotiat- 
ing university indirect cost rates and for auditing univer- 
sity contracts. 

Because of time constraints, we limited our review to 
selected contracts and grants at selected universities. We 
did not visit the less developed countries to review the 
extent to which university contract and grant activities 
were ultimately benefiting the populations of the recipient 
countries. 
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

NUMBER AND VALUE OF AID UNIVERSITY 
COi?i%kTS AND AMENDNENTS BY FISCAL YEAR 

Fiscal year 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

Contracts 
Roendments 

Number 
awarded -__I 

329: 

Contracts 67 
Amendments 394 

Contracts 
Amendments 

68 
434 

Contracts 81 
Amendments 421 

Contract; 
Pmendments 

149 
388 

Contracts 
Amendments 

139 
557 

Contracts 
Amendments 

Contracts 
Amer,dments 

' 84 
\ 562 

\ 
88 

567 
. 

Value 
(million? 

$17.6 
25.4 

$43.0 

$11.7 
29.9 

$41 

$ 7.0 
30.3 

s37.3 

$13.7 
36.2 

$49.9 

$29.8 
51.2 

$81.0 

$22.7 
28.1 

$50.8 

$17.4 
39.2 

$56.6 

$13.0 
26.1 

$39 
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APPENDIX II APPENDIX II 

Institution 
Section 211(d) grant Follow-on contracts 

Eontract Prom - T 0 Amounf -Number Value -- 

International agr l- 
cultural economics: 

Cornell Univer- 
sity, New York 

Iowa State Uni- 
versity 

Michigan State 
University 

University of 
Minnesota 

Southern Univer- 
sity, Louisiana 

Virginia State 
College 

Agricultural develop- 
ment in India: 

University of II- 
linois 

, Kansas State Uni- 
versity 

University 0C 
Missouri 

Ohio State Uni- . 

CSD-2823 

CSD-2824 

CSP-2826 

CSD-2815 

CSD-3414 

CSD-3415 

CSD-1922 

CSD-1931 

CSD-1921 

verse ty CSD-1928 
Pennsylvania State 

FOLLOW-ON CONTRACTS USING CAPACITY 

DEVELOPED UNDER SECTION 211(d) GRANTS 

University 
University ot 

Tennessee 
Water resources; 

.University of 
AC i zona 

Colorado State 
University 

Utah State Uni- 
versi ty 

University of 
California at 
Riverside 

Oregon State 
University 

Tropical ~0x1s: 
Cornell lJnw;;k/ 

sity, 
i University of 
\ Hawaii 

CSD-1932 

CSD-1927 

CSD-2457 

CSD-2460 

CSD-2459 

TAG-1141 

TA-C-1221 

CSD-2934 

CSD-2833 

4 

6/24/70 11,‘02/75 $ 2’3~,~00 

6/24/70 g/30/76 870,000 

6/29/70 6/28/76 745,000 

6/24/70 g/30/76 934,969 

5/19b72 5/18/77 500,000 

S/19/72 S/18/77 500,000 

S/31/68 12/31/73 

S/31/68 12/30/73 

5/31,‘68 6/30/73 

5/31/68 6/30,‘75 

S/31/68 12/31/75 

S/31/68 12/31,‘73 

200,000 

200,000 

200,000 

200,000 

200,000 

2r)o., 000 

S/23/69 6/30/77 

5/23/69 6/30/77 

S/23/69 6,‘30/77 

b/30/74 6,‘20/79 

6/20/75 5/29/80 

6/30,‘70 12!31/75 

11/02/70 11/01/75 

665,000 

1,050,000 

945,000 

1,000,000 

1,000,000 

500,000 

581.451 

2 $ 637,796 

2 1,476,181 

1C 2,700,285 

1 24,000 

2 304,185 

7 1,159,818 

8 701,905 

1 

2 

320,OOC 

705,630 
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APPENDIX II APPENDIX II 

Section 211(d1 grant Fol’.ow-on contrects 
Contract From To Amount xntwr va1 ue - - -- -- Institution 

North Carol ina 
Stat<. Univer- 
sity 

Prairie View ACM 
Colleqe, Texas 

University of 
Puerto Rico 

Aquacul tur$ and 
marine resources: 

CSD-2835 000 .1/02/70 11/01/75 $ 500 I 

6,‘30/70 11/02/75 500 

3/04/71 3/02/76 500 

‘,OOO 

,000 

5 

- 

15 

2 

2 

1 

4 

2 

1 

8 

1 

\I 17 

3 

$ 962,285 

1,283,841 

28,787 

94,400 

300,000 

51,752 

590,560 

Yl,lCO 

Y,605,475 

332,212 

13,933,252 

174,951 

CSD-2836 

CSD-2857 

Auburn University, 
Alabama CSD-27EO 

University of 
Rhode Island CSD-2455 

Ruminant 1 ivestock 
production: 

Texas AbM Univer- 
sity CSD-3675 

University of 
Florida CSD-3604 

Purdue Univer- 
sity, Indiana CSD-3683 

Tuskegee Insti- 
tute, Alabama CSD-3676 

Soybean production: 
University of 

Illinois m-c-73-49 
University of 

Puerto Rico TA-C-73-50 
Land tenure: 

University of 
Wisconsin CSD-2263 1 

Health and population 
Plannlqq: 

Johns Hopkins Uni- 
>erslty, Mary- 
land CSD-1939 

University of 
?!ichigan CSD-2171 

University of 
North Carol ina CSD-1946 

Nutrition: 
Xassachusctts 

Institute or 
recnnsloy\ TA-G-1113 

Law, Development and 
yodernization: 

Stanfor- Univer- 
sity, California CSD-3151 

c 6/24/70 6/23/77 1,100,001 

5/07/69 6/30/77 1,32S,OOO 
. 

6,‘30/72 6/20/77 500,000 

6/30/72 6/29/77 500,000 

6/29/72 6/28/77 400,000 

6/29/72 6/28/77 500,000 

g/17/73 

9/l 7/73 

g/16/78 

9/16/78 

500,000 

500,000 

l/28/69 bi30/77 2,120,OOO 

5/23,‘68 3,‘28/77 2,470,OOO 

6/28/68 6/30.‘74 1,253,ooo 

5/31/68 5/31/‘74 2,400,OOO 

5/31/74 5/31/7Y 685,003 

5/26/71 5/26,‘76 700,000 
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APPENDIX II APPENDIX II 

Institution 
Section 2111d) grant Follow-on contracts 

contract From To Amount --Value Number - -- 

Yale University, 
Connecticut CSD-2485 6/27/69 6/27/76 S 1,240,600 

Comparative Legisla- 
tive Studies: 

Duke University, 
North Carol ins CSD-3295 6/30,'71 6,'30/76 

University of 
Hawaii CSD-3293 8/11/71 S/10/76 

University of 
IUWd CSD-3294 a/11/71 E/10/76 

Economic, Social and 
Political Develop- 
ment and Uoderniza- 
tion: 

Midwest Universi- 
ties Consortium 
International 
Activities CSD-2958 5/28/71 5;27/76 

University of 
Michigan CSD-2547 11/20/69 6/30/78 

Southern Illinois 
University CSD-2514 6/30/69 C/30/75 

Tufts University, 
Massachusetts CSD-2810 6/30/70 6!28,'75 

Pace University, OTR-G- 
New York 73-251 6/29/73 61';8/78 

Educa t ionai Develop- 
ment: 

University of 
. 

California at 
Los Angeles CSD-2825 6/24/70 6/23/I75 

Florida State 
University CSD-2945 4128171 d/30/76 

Stanford Univer- 
sity, California TA-G-1053 g/13/73 9/13/7R 

University of 
California at 
Ber kely TA-G-73-17 3/?4/73 3/13/78 

University of 
Hassachuse t ts TA-G-1112 5/31/74 5/31/79 

Science and Technology: 
Cornell Univer- \ 

sity, New York CSD-3158 e/11/71 a/10/76 
Hassachusetts In- 

stitute of Tech- 
nology CSD-3360 10/15/71 lC,‘15/76 

Georgia Institute 
of Technology CM-G-73-18 2/23/73 2/22/70 

University of . 
Arizona TA-G-1111 5/31/74 i/31/79 

Total 

500,000 

?35,000 

265,000 

1,000,000 

2,467,535 

1,000,000 

965,773 

lGO,OOO 

600,000 

1.000.000 

1,000,000 

938,354 

7~>1),000 

6.10,OOO 

\ 
900,000 

8C0,OOO 

1,0~i5,000 -- 

$42,7:8,682 
-c 

5 - 

5 6,607,529 

1 577,000 

6 478,527 

1 

1 

1 

3 

2 

1 - 

117 
zz= 

17,500 

121,500 

23,500 

334,800 

217,500 

22,496 

$43,078.767 
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APPENDIX III APPENDIX III 

University 

University of North 
Carol ina 

:Rfchigan State Uli- 
versity 

University of Wis- 
cons in 

Purdue University, 
Indiana 

Cornell University, 
New York 

Johns Hopkins Uni- 
versity, Maryland 

North Carol ina State 
University 

Utah State University 
University of Xinne- 

sota 
Colorado State Uni- 

versity 
Harvard University, 

Massachusetts 
Yale University, 

Connecticut 
University of Il- 

1 inois 
Texas Abt4 Univer- 

s1ty 
Orejon State Uni- 

versity 
University of 

Nebraska 
Ohio State Univer- 

sity 
University of New 

Hex ice 
University of Puerto 
. Rico 

University of Hawaii 
Kansas State Univer- 

Stzi:grd Unive/sity, 
California 

FUNDS AWARDED TO UNIVERSITIES 

UNDER AID’S CENTRAL RESEARCH PROGRAM 

1962 to 1975 

Food Population 
and and 

nutrition health 

S 

4,404,273 

3,503,275 

4,641,430 

3,498,785 

200,836 

3,714,608 
3,606,131 

$9,578,624 

665,746 

4,125,332 

3,279,ooo 

604,129 

980,996 

3,349,523 

347,199 

1,94@,502 

2,753,768 

2,622 ,271 

2,354 ,614 

2,140 1,901 

a/1,953,938 

1,500,059 
1,171,633 51,000 

1,177,85-l 

Education Selected 
and human development 
resources problems 

S $ 

610,000 37,880 

494.470 

932,425 

19,408 

21,000 

2,326,645 

3,133,777 

24,000 

24,800 

1,081,476 

Total 

$9,578,624 

5,052,153 

4,653,499 

4,641,430 

4,431,213 

4,345,576 

3,714,608 
3,606,131 

3,349,523 

3,300,000 

3,277,973 

3,133,777 

2,953,49a 

2,753,768 

2 622,271 

2,379,414 

2,140,901 

1,953,938 

1,500,059 
1,222,630 

1,177,857 

1,081,476 
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APPENDIX III 

UniversA 

Food Population 
and and 

Hassachusetts Insti- 
tute of Technology $ 

Universtiy of Pitts- 
burg 

Universtiy of Florida 
Stanford kesearch 

Foundation, California 
Washington Cnrversity-- 

St. Louis 
Rice University, Texas 
Princeton University, 

New Jersey 
University of Notre 

Dame, Indiana 
University of CaliEor- 

nia 

nutrition health 

Wake Forest University, 
North Carolina 

Williams College, 
Nassachusetts 

Syracuse University, 
New York 

University of hontana 
University of Penn- 

sylvania 
Iowa State University 
University of Michigan 
University ‘>f Oklahoma 
Branders University, 

Massachusetts 
New York University 
Medical College of 

Wisconsin 
Medical, Coileqe of 

Virginia 
University of Rhode 

Is1 and 
Northwestern Univer- 

si ty, 111 inols 
University of Georgia 
The Rockefeller Uni- 

versity, New York 
University cf Colorado 
University of Southern 

Floe ida 
Mississippi State Uni- 

versity 

724,357 S 

719,284 
819,QLl 

564,037 

607,000 

413,050 

223,273 

393,471 

APPENDIX III 

Education Selected 
and human development 
resouf ces problems Total 

S $ 252,000 5 976,357 

158,380 ‘877,664 
619,011 

’ 238,603 602,640 

590,182 
607,000 
590,182 

420,826 420,826 

181,289 404,562 

356,329 356,329 

355,475 
350,000 

349,282 
330,000 
?26,679 

269,000 

205,340 

195,376 

130,200 

109,706 

84,366 

77,196 
76,433 

65,129 

40,680 40,680 

250,594 
25,000 

69,303 

413,050 

393,47L 

355,475 
350,coo 

349,282 
330,000 
326,679 
269,000 

250,594 
230,340 

195,376 

130,200 

109,706 

89,300 
64,365 

7’7,196 
76,433 

65,129 

I  l 



APPENDIX III APPENDIX III 

University 

Food Population Education Selected 
and and and buman development 

nutrition health resources problems Total 

Columbia Univeraity, 
New York S s S 27,196 S S 

George Washington On&- 
versity, Washington, 
D.C. 25,000 

Poward University, 
‘!ashington, D.C. 25,000 

Washington State Uni- 
versity 25,000 

University of Missouri 25,Oi’O 
Indiana University 24,995 
Carnegie Mellon Univer- 

sity, Pennsylvanla 24,779 
Rutgers University, 

New Jersey 23,360 
llnivarsity of Chicago 11,000 
Vanderbilt University, 

Tennessee 7,000 
Haverford University, 

Pennsylvania 5,405 
‘;orthern Illinois Uni- 

27,169 

25,000 

25,000 

25,000 
25,000 
24,995 

24,779 

23,360 
11,000 

7,000 

5,405 

versity 2,5OU 2,500 

Total S45,644.204 524,910,838 Sl,756,605 $10,:85,725 S83,097,372 -- -____ --_. -_-- 
a/Contract formerly with the University of Illinois. 
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