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COMFTROLLER GEREAL'S IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN MAMAGLWENT OF
REPOLT TO THE (ONGRESH TRATNING UNDER THE GOVLRNMINY LFMPLOYEES
TRAINING ACT
Department of Defense B-70896

DIGEST

WHY TWE REVIEW WAS MADE

House Report 329, issued June 1, 1967, identified problems in employce
training in the Federal government and recommended improvements.

The General Accounting Office (GAQ) reviewed the Department of Defense
(DOD) management of its empleyee training program at 14 installations
to see what had been done in response to the recommendations and fo

determine the current status of the program. :
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FINDINGS AFD COVCLLEIONS

The House report estimated that $120 million was spent in fiscal year
1966 for training all Federal employees. The sams weaknesses identi-
ficd in 1267 regarding training costs continued to exisi within BOD
during fiscal year 1970.

--The military departmznts and DOD agencies did not have adequate
accounting systems for determining and repcriing accurate costs
of training. (See p. 9.)

--Not all training costs were being identified in the cost account-
ing systems. (See p. 8.)

--Information reported to the Congress tended to give a distorted
picture of the training prograns that were being operated under
the act. This havpened because more than 75 percent of the costs
were never reported. (See p. 8.)

Costs shown in the annual training report are not obtained from the
accounting system, but from various source documents. In attempting
to determine the accuracy of these cosis, GAO found that, in most
cases, the documents either were not available or could not be rec-
onciled to the report. (See p. 9.)

Trainee salaries have never been veported as a training cost in the
annual training report. GAQ believes that this is the most significant
cost e]emegt in the Federal training program and should be reported.
(See p. 8.
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Training programs at the military installations visited were in various
stages of development. For example, at some of the Army installations,
a training plan had been developed through the joint efforts of super-
visors, training pevsonnel, and the training committee. In contrast,
none of the three Navy activities had prepared an overall installation
training plan as required. Instructions issued by the military ser-
vices and the Defense Supply Agency for determining training needs and
developing training plans generally appeared adequate. They had not
been effectively implemented, however, at the majority of the installa-
tions visited. (See p. 16.)

Discussions with employees revealed that most of them thought that
training selection procedures had been applied fairly. . The majority of
those trained said that they had been informed of the objectives of the
training course prior to attendance and that the training had improved
their job performance. GAO believes that generally the selection pro-
cedures were applied fairly, but there was Tlittle indication at some
installations of a systematic method of seiection. (See p. 20.)

In addition, GAO believes that weaknesses in the training program are
indicated, as follows:

--Inadequate procedures and controls to ensure that all completed
training is recorded in the individual's personnel folder as re-
quired. (See p. 24.)

--Evaluations of training completed have not been documented to pro-
vide management with an opportunity to systematically analyze the
effectiveness of particular training courses in meeting organiza-
tional needs. (See p. 23.)

--Internal audits and Civil Service Commission inspections have not
been made in recent yecars to provide management with an independent
evaluation of the training program. (See p. 27.)

RECOMMENDATIONS OR SUGGRSTIONS

The Secretary of Defense should

--consider identifying training costs in the accounting system to
make these cata available to managers at all levels (sce p. 12);

--ensure that DOD Instruction 1430.5, prescribing policies and
standards for the conduct of training, is properly implemented
(see p. 29);

--ensure that adequate procedures and management controls are estab-
1ished for recording completed training in the personnel files
(see p. 29); and
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--promote increased enphasis on surveillance of training activilies
by the use of management review groups, including internal auditors
(see p. 29).

The Chairman of the Civil Service Commission should

--provide more leadership in recommending or establishing a uniform

costing systen for training items to ensure that costs are com-
parable (see p. 12) and

--provide more frequent inspections of the training activities at
military departments and DOD agencies (see p. 29;

T AGENCY ACTIONS AND UEKESOLVED ISSULS

The Civil Service Comnission aarced, in general, with GAO's findings.
The Commission, hcwever, does not believe it practical for DOD--or any
other large Federal organization--to establish procedures requiring
that tgaining cost items be identified in accounting systems. (See

p. 12.

The Commission is attempting to determine the practicality of developing
cost models for training. DOD, in recognition-of the importance of
identifying and recording cosis of training, will continue to cooperate

in testing the system being developed by the Commissicn for Government-
wide application. GAD will reserve further cownznts until we have had

the opportunity to evaluate that system in operation. (See pp. 13 to 15.)

DOD will reemphacsize to the military departments and defense agzncies the
need to comply wilh prescribed policies and standards for training civil-
ians. Particular emphasis will be given to the administrative requive-
ments for recordkeeping.

DOD and the Commission recoqnize the need to cover training activities
when making veviews and inspections.

The corrective act

ions of the Cowmmission and DOD appear to be responsive
to the conditions ci

ted in this report.

MATIFRS FOR CONSTDERATTON BY THE CONULESS

These matters are being reported to provide more current information on
the management of training programs under the Government Employees Train-
ing Act in DOD.
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REFORT 50 THE CONGRLGS TRAINTING UNDER THE GOVERNMN

bty

COMNPILOLIE: SU0w 0 IMPPOVEMENTS NEEDED IN MANAGLFINT OF
ENT EMPLOYLES

TRAIRING ACT
Department of Defense B-70896

DIGEST

WHY THE ke VILD WAS MADE

House Report 329, issued June 1, 1967, identified problems in employee
training in the Federal government and recommended improvements.

The General Accounting Office (GAO) reviewed the Department of Defense
(DOD) management of its employee training program at 14 installations

to see what had been done in response to the recommendations and to
determine the current status of the program.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUST (KIS

The House report estimated that $180 million was spent in fiscal year
1966 for training all Federal employees. The same weaknesses identi-
fied in 1967 regerding training cosls continued to cxist within DOD
during fiscal year 1970.

-~The military departments and DOD agencies did not have adequate
accounting systems for determining and reporting accurate costs
of training. (See p. 9.)

--Not all training costs were being identified in the cost account-
ing systems. (Sce p. 8.)

~--Information reported to the Congress tended to give a distorted
picture of the training programs that were being operated under

the act. This happened because more than 75 percent of the costs
were never reported. (See p. 8.)

Costs shown in the annual training report are not obtained from the
accounting system, but from various source documents. In attempting
to determine the accuracy of these costs, GAO found that, in most

cases, the documents either were not available or could not be rec-
onciled to the report. (See p. 9.)

Trainee salaries have never been reported as a training cost in the
annual training report. GAO believes that this is the most signi{icant

cost element in the Federal training program and should be reported.
(See p. 8.)
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Training prograns at the military installations visited were in various
stages of development. For example, at some of the Army installations,
a training plan had been developed through the joint efforts of super-
visors, training personnel, and the training committee. In contrast,
none of the three Navy activities had prepared an overall installation
training plan as requived. Instructions issued by the military ser-
vices and the Defense Supply Agency for determining training needs and
developing training plans generally appeared adequate. They had not
been effectively implemented, however, at the majority of the installa-
tions visited. (See p. 16.)

Discussions with employees revealed that most of them thought that
training selection procedures had been applied fairly. The majority of
those trained said that they had been informed of the objectives of the
training course prior to attendance and that the training had improved
their job performance. GAO believes that generally the selection pro-
cedures werc applied fairly, but there was little indication at some
installations of a systematic method of selection. (See p. 20.)

In addition, GAO believes that weaknesses in the training program are
indicated, as follows:

--Inadequate proczdures and controls to ensure that all coinpleted
training is recorded in the individual's personnel folder as re-
quived. (See p. 24.)

--Evaluations of training completed have nol been docurented to pro-
vide management with an opportunity to systematically analyze the
effectiveness of particular treining courses in meeting orcganiza-
ticnal needs. (See p. 23.)

--Internal audits and Civil Service Commission inspections have not
been made in recent years to provide management with an independent
evaluation of the training program. (See p. 27.)

RECOMMERDATIONS OF SUGGESTTONS

The Secretary of Defense should

--consider identifying training costs in the accounting system to
make these data available to managers at all levels (sec p. 12);

--ensuve that DOD Instruction 1430.5, prescribing policies and
standards for the conduct of training, is properly implemented
(see p. 29);

--ensure that adequate procedures and management controls arc estab-
lished for recording completed training in the personnel files
(see p. 29); and
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--promote increased emphasis on surveillance of training activities

by the use of management review groups, including internal auditors
(see p. 29).

The Chairman of the Civil Service Commission should

--provide more leadership in recommending or establishing a uniform
costing system for training items to ensure that costs are com-
parable (see p. 12) and

~--provide more frequent inspections of the training activities at
military departments and DOD agencies (see p. 29?.

AGENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES

The Civil Service Commission agreed, in general, with GAO's findings.
The Commission, however, does not believe it practical for DOD--or any
other large Federal organizaticn--to establish procedures requiring

that training cost items be identiified in accounting systems. (See
p. 12.)

The Commission is attempting to determine the practicality of developing
cost wodels Tor training. DOD, in recognition of the importance of
identifying and recording costs of training, will continue to cooperate
in testing the system being developed by the Commission Tor Government-
wide application. GAD will reserve further ccmments until we have had
the opportunity to evaluate that system in operation. (See pp. 13 to 15.)

DOD will reemphasize to the military departments and defense agencies the
need to comply with prescribed policies and standards for training civil-

jans. Particular emphasis will be given to the administrative require-
ments for recordkeeping.

DOD and the Commission recornize the need to cover training activities
when making reviews and inspections.

The corrective actions of the Commission and DOD appear to be responsive
to the conditions cited in this report.

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGFESS

These matters are being reported to provide more current information on

the management of training programs under the Government Employees Train-
ing Act in DOD.
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CHAPTER 1

TRAINING OF GOVERNMENT CIVILTAN EMPLOVYEES

The Government Employees Training Act (5 U.S.C. 2301)
provides for Government-sponsored programs to supplement
and extend self-~education, self-improvement, and self-
training by employees. Training is defined by the act to be:

"W*<¥% the process of providing for and making avail-
able to an employee, and placing or enrolling such
employee in, a planned, prepared, and coordinated
program, course, curriculum, subject, system, or
routine of instruction or education, in scientific,
professional, techlnical, mechanical, trade, cleri-
cal, fiscal, administrative, or other fields which
are or will be directly related to the performance
by such employec of official duties for the Govern-
ment, in order to increase the knowledge, profi-
ciency, ability, skill, and qualifications of such
employee in the performance of official duties."

Both the Executive Order No, 11348 of April 20, 1967,
which resulted in part from the findinzs of the Presidential
Task Force on Caveer Advancement, and the act gave the Civil
Service Commission the responsibility and the authority for
the effective promotion and coordination of programs estab-
lished and training operations under these programs. The
Commission was directed to prescribe regulations containing
the principles, standards; and rclated requirements for the
programs, and plans thereunder, for the training of employees
of the departments under authovity of the act.

House Report 329, dated June 1, 1967, issued by the
Subcommittee on Manpower and Civil Service, House Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service, identified a number of
problem areas in the effectiveness of implementation of the
act. Principal among these were a lack of cost accounting
systems for determining training costs, particularly in-
house costs; an inadequate amount of interagency training;
inadequate monitoring of non-Govermment training sources;
questional.le practices in sclecting employecs for training;
potential duplication of training efforts; and deficient
evaluation of training programs.,
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To correct these problems, the Subcommittce recommended
that

--the Commission provide leadership to departments and
agencies in establishing better cost systcms for
craining;

--departments and agencies, with Commission leadership,
give greater consideration to allowing more employees
from other agencies to participate in their training
programs; .

--training through non-Govermment sources be more
clusely reviewed to ensure that comparable training
is not more economically available within the Gov-
ernment;

--local applicaticn of trainee selection procedures be
more closely monitored;

-~-departments and agencies not develop and conduct
training courses which arc available through existing
school systems; and

~--departuients and agencies develop and implcement more
adequate programs to cvaluate all phases of their
training programs, with emphasis on trainee perfor-
mance after training.

The same Subcommittee, in louse Report 207, dated
April 24, 1967, commented, in part, on certain problems per-
taining to the training of local naticnals in Western Eu-
ropean and Far Eastern countries,

DOD Directive 1430.4 assigns the responsibilities for
civilian employee training to the Assistant Secretary of
Defense (Manpower and Reserve Affairs) and delegates author-
ity to conduct internal reviews of training needs and to
establish and administer programs of training to the Sccre-
taries of the military departments and the directors of DOD
agencies, DOD Instruction 1430.5 prescribes policies and
standards for the conduct of training.

Each of the military depariments and the Defense Supply
Agency have issued vepuvletions to implement DOD basic policy.

5
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These regulations, in general, delineate training respon-
sibilities to headquarters and field activity officials and
provide guidance for planning, administering, and reporting
employee development and training operations.

Our review was conducted mainly at the civilian person-
nel offices of the military installations visited and was
directed toward an evaluation of the management of the
training of civilians in DOD, therefore this report is not
intended as an overall evaluation of the personnel functions
at these installations, -

FEEe.

W s e 6 e




CHAPTER 2

TOTAL COST OF FEDERAL TRAINING PROCRAM NOT AVAILABLL

Concern of the Subcommittee about the identification
and reporting of Federal training program costs, aggregating
an estimated $180 million for fiscal year 1966, was evi-
denced in the Subcommittee's report by the following obser-
vations.

--Most Federal departments and agencies apparently do
not have adequate systems for determining and report-
ing accurate costs of training.

--More emphasis needs to be placed on identifying
training cost items in existing cost accounting sys-
tems.

~-Annual reports reflect the cost of -only non-
Government training and conscquently are potentially
misleading with regard to the actual cost of train-
ing throughout the Fcderal Government,

--Anmual reports tend to give a distorted picture of
the training programs that are being operated under
the Government Employees Training Act and thelr ac-
tual cost.

Our review of civilian training activities in DOD revealed
that the conditions cited above still existed in that agency.

COST OF INTERNAL TRAINING NOT REPORTED

The annual training report prepared by DOD and submit-
ted to the Commission and the Congress has never included
the expenditures for internal (within DOD) training. Prior
to the receipt of instructions for the preparation of the
fiscal year 1970 training report, personnel at the installa-
tions had not been instructed to include the cost of inter-
nal training in the annual report.



During the 1970 appropriation hearings, the Commission
was unable to provide the total cost of the Federal train-
ing program for fiscal years 1967-69. The only cost it
could provide was the $180 million estimated in Housc Re-
port 329 for fiscal year 1966. The appropriation Subcom-
mittee was told that the training costs for fiscal year
1959 would be reported to the Commission by all Federal
agencies and that, for the first time, agencies would esti-
mate the cost of training conducted in their own facilities.
Instructions to the military installations for the prepara-
tion of the 1969 training report, however, did not include
the Commission's request for the cost of intermnal training,
and, as a result, these costs were not reported.

Since the training reports prepared by DOD do not in-
clude the cost of internal training, which normally accounts
for more than 75 percent of the total training costs as
shown by House Report 329, we believe that the reports are
still misleading and that they tend to give a distorted
picture of the cost of the training program.

Since House Report 329 was iscued, the anmual reports
prepared bv DOD have included the cost of interagency train-
ing in addition to the cost of non-Government training. On
the basis of the cost data developed for fiscal year 1966,
however, the cost of inleragency training accounted for
about 3 percent of the total cost of about $180 millien
spent for training civilian employces.

TRAINEE SALARY COST NOT REPORTED

The Commission, in its instructions for the preparation
of the annual training report through fiscal year 1970, iwade
no provision for including the cost of trainee salaries as
a cost of training. Thus the largest single cost element
of the training program is excluded when installations re-
port their expenditures for training.

On the basis of the reported hours of training, we ces-
timated the cost of trainee salaries at the 11 installations
visited to be in excess of $5 million. For the same in-
stallations the expenditures for training recorded in the
annmual rcport, which were for interagency and non-Govermment
training only, amounted to $505,156. We belicve that the
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estimates developed at these installations indicate that
the trainee salaries cost is the most significant element
of cost in the Federal training program,

Salary costs are of particular significance at insfal-
lations that sponsor long-term training programs at colleges
or universities. For example, at one installation we noted
that, during the first 10 months of fiscal year 1969, sal-
ary costs for employees attending a college or university
amounted to $227,157 whereas materials, travel, and tuition
costs were only $23,202. These long-term training costs
accounted for about 60 percent of the total spent for all
training. If salary costs are not reported, the cost of
training is significantly understated.

In our opinion, the amount of money paid to an individ-
ual while he is in a trailning status is definitely a cost
to be considered when developing the total cost of the
Federal training program. We believe that any cost-benefit
analysis of the training program would not be meaningful
unless trainee salaries wvere considered.

ERRONEQUS_RFIGATS RISULTIHG. FROM
INADEQUACT VS 1IN RECORDKEZPING

At the military installations visited, the costs in-
curred for the training of civilian employees were not
readily available from the accounting system, because not
all the training costs were identified separately. At many
installations travel and per diem costs incurred in comnnec-
tion with training were not separated from cther travel and
per diem costs. Even at installations with a detailed cost
accounting system, the total cost of the training program
was not available from the accounting records. One instal-
lation reported training costs of about $1.9 million for
the fiscal year, made up of salary and material costs from
the accounting records plus travel and per diem costs esti-
mated by the budget officer.

We found that persons responsible for reporting train-
ing expenditures and statistical data in the anmual training
report had accumulated the data from such sources as course

amiouncemenls, attendance records, and travel orders. The
cost datavwvere not obtained from the accounting records. In



general, adequate procedures and controls had not been es-
tablished to ensure the accuracy of the data reported.

Inadequacies in maintaining accurate and complete rec-
ords have resulted in erroneous reports' being prepared
and submitted to higher headquarters. These reports are
the source of' the information for the annual training re-
port submitted to the Commission and the Congress. Also,
these reports have been the source of information prescnted
during appropriation hearings.

At the installations visited, we attempted to verify
the accuracy of the costs and statistical data in the an-
mual training report. In some instances we were informed
that the schedules prepared in accumulating the information
for the report had not been retained. In most cases the
data in the report could not be reconciled with the docu-
ments which we werc informed were the source of the infor-
mation reported.

Examples of some of the inaccurate reporting of data
in the training report follow.

One installation reported training costs of $92,680.
In attempting to reconstruct the cost of training,
however, agency personnel found that they had errone-
ously included $19,784 twice. As a result, training
costs were overstated more than 25 percent,

Officials at one installation informed us that they
did not submit a training report for fiscal year 1968
because of confusion during reorganization. Our re-
view of available records indicated that about
$195,350, exclusive of trainee salaries, was expended
for training 839 participants in 1968.

Another installation's report indicated that 365 em-
ployees were trained in 1968. Our review of the civil-
ian training report files, which we were informed were
the source of the information for the training report,
however, showed that 495 employees had been trained.

On the basis of our review, it appears that there has
been no significant improvement in the determining and
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reporting of training costs in DOD since House Report 329
was isgsued in 1967. As a result, we believe that it will
not be possible to determine the total cost of the program
unless more definite cost records are prescribed and main-
tained at each installation.

We believe that adequate procedures and controels should
be developed to improve the accuracy of the reported data.
We believe also that, to submit complete and accurate re-
ports, personnel responsible for these reports at the in-
stallations need a better understanding of the reporting
requirements and an appreciation of the importance of main-
taining reliable supporting data.



RECOMMEENDAT IGNS

We recommend that:

--The Secretary of Defense should consider the feasi-
bility of instituting procedures to require training
cost items to be identified in the accounting system
to make this type of data available to managers at
all levels for them to make decisions on various
training programs on the basis of more complete in-
formation. This data also would be the basis of the
cost information required in the annual training re-
port as well as the basis for determining the total
cost of the Federal training program in DOD.

--The Chairman of the Civil Service Commission should
provide more leadership in recommending or establish-
ing a uniform costing system for training items to
ensure that costs are comparable. The policies and
implementing instructions concerning what costs to
include under the training program and how these
costs are to be determined and reported should be dis-
seminated to ascertain within reasonable levels of ac-
curacy what the training program is costing.

AGENCY COMMENTS AND GAO EVALUATION

In commenting on our draft report, the Commission
agreed, in general, with our findings that

-~the cost of internal training had not been reported,
~-trainee salary costs had not been reported, and

~~erroncous training cxpenditure reports had been the
result of inadequacies in recordkeeping. (See app. I.)

The Commission questioned whether our statement that
the cost of internal training generally accounted for more
than 75 percent of the total cost of training was support-
able. The Commission appears to have assumed that our state-
ment was bascd on its fiscal year 1969 annual report of
training which indicated that 73.7 percent of total partici-
pant man-hours and 78.5 percent of total training instances
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had been reported as internal training. The Commission ob-
served that it could not be assumcd that the ratio of inter-
nal costs to total costs would be directly proportionate to
the ratio of internal participation to total participation.

We agree with such a rationale; however, the statement
in our draft report is supported by the cost information
presented in House Report 329. This is the same sourcc of
the cost information presented by the Commission during the
1970 appropriation hearings.

The Commission stated that it was not surprised that
erronecus training reports had resulted from inaccurate
training cost bookkeeping. As a result, the Commission is
now developing cost and value analysis models which can be
used by training staff members who have not had any prior
accounting or bookkeeping experience. The Commission stated
also that it believed that it was possible to determine both
costs and benefits for use in planning, management, and re-
porting of training without the establishment of rigid ac-
counting procedures--provided that both training and finan-
cial management staffs work closely tegether on a regular
basis.

As discussed previously, the erroncous reports were ger-
erally the result of inadequate procedures and controls to
ensure that all the appropriate data were reported. Even
with the development of cost models, it will be necessary to
have accurate input. We agree with the Commission that
training and financial management staffs should work closely
topgether on a regular basis; however, this apparently was
not the case in preparing the training report.

In commenting on our statement that the cost of inter-
nal training was not reported, DOD stated (see app. II) that
the instruction from the Commission to include the cost of
internal training in its 1969 recport was received too late
to adjust reporting procedures without incurring excessive
costs. Because of this, DOD, with the approval of the Com-

mission, delayed reporting data on internal training until
the 1970 report.

In commenting on our recommendations, the Commission
stated that it did not believe that it would be practical
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or DOD or any other large Fedcral organization to establish
procedures requiring that training cost items be identified
in accounting systems. The Commission believes that it is
possible foir agencies to develop analytically derived and
periodically adjusted cost estimates which would be adequate
for training management purposes. The Commission is attempt-
ing to determine the practicality of developing cost models
for training.

The cost model development effort currently being con-
ducted by the Comnission is aimed primarily at determining
the cost of internal training, therefore the model will in-
clude trainee hourly wages and lost productivity factors,
which are the largest internal training costs. In addition,
the model will include such items as overhead costs, i.e.,
building leases or rentals, utilities, special facilities,
equipment, etce.

DOD, in commenting on our reconmendations, stated that
it recognized the jmportance of identifying and recording
clements of costs asscelated with training and that it would
continue to cooperate fully with ithe Commission in the de-
velcepient of long-range improverants in the financial manogze-
ment of training operations. DOD stated also that it planned
to continue vo work with the Commission to

~--develop criteria for testing the Commission's train-
ing cost model at a DOD installation and

-~-participate actively in the Commission's improvement
progrom by testing the system that the Commission is
developing for Government-wide application.

DOD stated further that the Commission's approach, if suc-
cessful, may make it unnecessary to attempt the difficult
and potentially expensive task of adding training cost items
to the present accounting system.

5.
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We do not object to the development of cost models to
gencrate standard costs for the planning and management of
the training program. Estimates so developed, however,
shovld be periodically compared with actual costs to deter-
mine the reliability of Lhe estimates. In our opinion, at
the installations visited the major training cost items
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(s. laries, travel, and tuition) could be determin.d from ac-
cotnting records without extensive modification of the exist-
ing accounting system. In such instances these costs should
be utilized in measuring the reliability of the standard

costs.

In view of the Commission's current efforts to develop
cost models for training and DOD's statement that it will
continue to cooperate fully with the Commission in testing
the system being developed for Government-wide application,
we will reserve further comments until we have had the op-
portunity to evaluate the system in operation.
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CHAPTER 3

NEED FOR I[MPROVEMENTS TN

MANAGTNLRT OFF TRAINING PROGIRAMS

L5 PLIMENTATTON
LAN RFGUI"{ {ENT S

INCONSTSTENC]
OF TRAINING D

Although cach of the services and the Defensce Supply
Agency iscued instructions supplementing the provisicas of
the Fedcral Personnel Manual, providing for the planned
training, development, and education of civilian cmployces,
the degree of implementation varied, and as a resuli the
training programs were in verious stages of develonment,

In accordence with the Federal Persconnel HManu-l, each
agency is required to review periodically, but no less often
then annually, its program to idencily the tralniop necded

. 7 i

to bring abouc moe effkctlve perrormmance arn il lcast pos-
sible cost. Agencing can cxpect to get the best wowsulls
when revicvs of trajning necds cre conductad in a plinned

and systomatic miner end y represcent the conclusions
f line manag-oaent as well as the views of povsonacl and
training staflfs.

Army

Army instrucilions re;rir a systematic, designed roview
of training necds to nrovide the basis for plamming, pro-
gramming, and establishing goalsc The instruciions provide
for an employce development officer who is responsible for
preparing training plens ond coordinating the training pro-
gram. In addition, thay rvequirc the cstablishment of a lo-
cal training committce to assist in the planning, coordinat.
ing, and evaluating of training matters.

At two of the thrze installations visited within the
continental United States (CONUS), we notced that an anncal
training plan had hcon prepared on the basis of training
needs identified by the joint action of operating end traine
ing personnel. The tiaining committee at each installation
had revicewed the training plon prior te refersing it o the
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commanding officer. At the third installaticn, although the
proceaurcs for planning to mect training needs had not been
systematic in the past, actions had been taken to improve
the situation. These actions included the establishment of
a train.ng committec, the implementation of new procedures
for determining needs, and the preparation of written train-
ing plans.

On the basis of our review at two of the civilian per-
sonnel offices in the Pacific area, we believe that the pro-
cedures and methods vsed for identifying training require-
ments and preparing the training plans are, in general, ade-
quate. We found, however, that there was no single training
plan that reflected in detail the overall training program
for the command., Instead, documentation concerning identi-
fied needs and the plan for accomplishing the rclated train-
ing arce basically cegregsted into three groups according to
the anticipated source of training. We believe theat the
lack of a consolidated training plan prevents collective
consideraticn of total training necds when detemining re-
sources reguirad ¢nd aviilable, cstablishing prioritics, and
evaluating thc training program,

Review of a civilion personnel office in Europe showed
that an annuxl acca training plan had been prepared on the
basis of training needs identified by units duriag their sur-
vey. We found, heowever, that for fiscal year 1970 only
30 percent of the serviced units had participated in the
needs survey. We were informed that it was difficult to get
responses frou the military wnits regarding training necds,
As a result, we belleve that the civilian personnel office's
training plan is not based broadly enough to reflect prop-
erly the training nceds present in the area.

Navy

The Navy, in implementing the requirements of the Fed-
eral Personnel Manual for identifying training nceds, pro-
vided that reviews of training necds be made in a planned
and systcomatic menuer and be recorded in summary form by
June 1 of each year for the next fiscal year. The Office
of CiviTian Manpover Managoment issucd instructions in Hay
1967 which provided for appointment of an advisory commitice
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to assist in the overall planning, coordination, and cvalua-
tion of the education and training effort.

We found that no overall training plan had been prepared
for any of the Navy installations visited. In addition, at
two installations the training committee, which is respon-
sible for development of the training plan, had not met for
several years., Officials at the third installation attrib-
uted the lack of a training plan for fiscal year 1969 to a
reorganization. DBecause of this, staff resources did not
pernit the nowmal preparation and submission of the training
plan. Subscquent to our fieldwork the commander of this in-
stallation informed us that corrective action had been taken
to improve the training plan development.

Air Torce

Air Force regulations state that cach supervisor must
determine the development needs within his organization on a
continuous and systematic basis and must docvment and report
these needs. The regulations also provide that Alr Force
Form 1152, Civilian Developuant Record, he prepered o docu-
ment individual training needs.

At one of the threc CORUS installations visited, the
annual training plan was based on a sumnarizetion of the
Civilian Development Records prepared by the supervisors of
the employecs. The records listed the treining ncods of the
employces and the priority to be used in mecting these neceds.
Discussions with scme of the supervisors, however, indicated
that most of them did not determine ond report all their cm-
ployees' development needs.

The other two CONUS installations did not have a train-
ing plan and were not identifying training nceds as required.
At one installation the training surveys identified only the
number of courses needed and did not identify the individual
employee or the need for the training. We were informed
that in most cases the Civilian Development Record was not
used as a planning document as required but was submitted
after the course quotas had been received and the training
budget hsd bheen approved. At the other installation the
training surveys simply responded to the requests from
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supervisors and did not list the training nseds by organiza-
tion in priority sequonce.

At the Air Force installaticn out:ide the United States,
vhere r2 conducted our weview, the annual installation train-
ing plan had not been prepared. Officials agreed that one
was required and said that in the future cne would be pre-
pared. In discussing the idoentification of tralning needs,
11 of the 25 supervisors interviewed said that they did not
prepare and forward the Civilian Development Record to the
civilian personnzl cffice, vicro it is to be used as the
besis of the installations' civilirn developient program.

Defense Supplyv Agency

At the Defense Supply Agoncey installation visited, the
annual training ple on did not provide managenent with summary
infosmation concerning the totel broining hours required or

the total nmumber of cmyloyees to be trained. In addition,
only one of the froiuing coordinuntors forv the three divece

i
torates hod prOC“:;CD
i
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>y for a systoantle revicer and covalua-
. .
tion of needs identified by supe. vicnrs,
- e e e

<

In our opinion the instructions issuzd by each of the
military s services ond by the Defence Supply Agency for the
determinction of training needs and the development of traine-
ing plans, in genercl, appeored adeguonte. They had not
been effcetively implaoronted, however, al the majority of

§ In gcnerel, training nesds were

g
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not being idencified by supevvisors in a plonnced and sySm

tenatic manner {or the cons’deration of managemenl in as-

signing priorities and in daveloping training plans.

Q

The revised DOD Instruction 1430.5, Civilien Imployee
Training Policies ond Steandards, dated September 19, 1969,
sets forth instructions providing for each DOD component to
prepare g prepescd ammual training plan based upon identified
needs and priorities, a basis for selection procedures, and
f
£

an evaluation ol tho cffectivencss o t“ainingb If the
provisions o) this instyuctl] : tively Jmp cmented by
all DOD cemponconts, It sbou<n correct many of the wealmesses

1uenL1Llod dacing cor revicd,
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SELECTION OF EMPLOYEES WOR TRAINING

The Subcommittee report stated that practicsily all
Federal agencies had adequate written proczdurcs znd guices
for the use of their managers in selecting caployces to at-
tend training courses. The Subcommittee thought, howeveor,
that managers nominated employees for training meny times
without an adequate knowledge of the objectives of the train-
ing in relation to their work and that not cnough thought was
given to whether the employees necded the training to im-
preve job performance. -

At the military installations visited, of 133 employecs
responding to an inquiry, 141 weve of the opinion that the
selection procedures had been applied Fairly. Sinilerly,
the majority of those attending the training cource said that
they had becn infoxmed of the objectives of the couarrce pricr
to attendance and that the training had impweoved theiir job
performance.

sonnel Manual provideo thot cuplovo--
seloction procedures give considerziion Lo, anong
~
f

1. The relative degree of the employees' need for train-

ing and potential for advancem-nt.
& P

2, The relative extent to which the employcos® fmowl-
edge, skill, attitude, or perfowmnznce are likely to
be improved by training.

3. The relative length of time and degrce to which the
agency expects to benefit from the employces' im-
proved knowledge, skill, attitude, and perforvmance.

4, The employees' own interest in, and offorts to im=

prove, their work.

Although the results of our revi
erally the selection procedures had b
believe that at some installatione thera
tion of a systematic method for sclection.
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For example, at one installation we were informed both
by training branch personnel and by employees that for vari-
ous reasons the employecs recelving training were not always
those who could utilize it best. They said that it was nec-
essary to fill quotas given by service schools to avoid a
reduction in allotted quotas. There are instances when, be-
cause of work load requirements, an alternate must be sent
who may not be in a pocition to utilize the training re-
ceived. Installation officials said that they would evalu-
ate their selection process end would take corrective action
vhere neccesary. "

At another installation most of the training was con-
ducted in nen-Government facilitics because of the special-
ized natuvre of the training. Twvo long-ternm training pro-
grams were available to professional employees.

~~The Graduate Acacemic Progvem, in which participants
receive payment for full salary and tuiticn vhile
vorking 70 bLours a week ond attending a local ccllege
or university.

~~Tha Fellowship Program, in which parti
ceive poyment for {ull 5alu1y and tutt
tending A collere or umiversity on a fu

i"‘

d-tinme b'm 5.

Most participante work toward a master's degree under the
Graduate Acadenic Progrewn and for a Ph.D. degree in the
}.‘elloVTul'.L”) Pl:og)l m.

In discussions with supervisors we found that most of
them did not have any systematic method, as prescribed in the
Federal Personnel Manual, for the selection of employces for
training but usually left it up to the emp10vee to determine
his own necds and to express a desire to recelve training.

In view of these selection procedures, we revicwed the rec-
ords of the 47 participants who had completed the Graduate
Academic Program between 1962 and May 1969 and found that
only 19, or about 40 percent, were currently employed on a
full-time basis.

Of the others, 13 had been involved in the Fellowship

Program and 15 had terminated employment. Of the 15 who had
terminatcd employment, nine acccpted amployment in private

21



industry, three returned to school, two transferred to other
Government agencies, and one retired. OCf those who accepted
employment in private industry, we noted that five had left
within a year, three had left within 2-1/2 ycars, and one
had left about 4 years after completion of the program.

In our opinion, if more attention had been given to the
factors set out in the Federal Personnel Manual for consider-
ation in selecting the employeces for training, rather than
allow each emnployce to determine his own needs, the reten-
tion rate of the employees who had completed the. program
might have been better.
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INALEQUACTES T TRAINING EVAIUATIONS

We tound little evidence of documenting the evaluation
of training completed. Although the majority of superviscrs
said that they had made evaluations of training, in most
cases the evaluations had consisted of observations or dis-
cussions and had not been documented.

The Federal Personnel Manual provides that each agency
carefully analyze and evaluate the results and effects of
training provided to employees, As a minimum, evaluative
methods should include a carceful analysis of:

1. The extent to which specific training courses or
programs produce desired changes in employee knowl-
edge, skills, attitudesn, or performances,

2. The extent to which the training courses that are
provided cover the arcas of greatest need,

3. The need for modification in the coverage or conduct
of these training courses to meet changing agency
needs,

Although instructions have been iscued implementing the
provisions of the Fedcral Personnel Manual, in most caces

it appears that there has not been sulficient follow-up to
ensure that evaluations are prepared and submitted,

Air Torce regulations require a posttraining evaluation
by the supervisor on every course over 40 hours. This eval-
uation is to be documented on a specified form and is to be
submitted to the civilian persornel branch within 90 days
after the training has been completed. All employees who
participate in off-base trainiug are provided course cri-
tique sheets to evaluate the training received. At one in-
stallation our review of rccords and interviews with 30 em-
ployees showed that they had attended 40 courses, O0f these
courses 19 required supervisors' evaluations whereas 26 of
the courses requived employees' evaluations, We found that
only five of the 19 supervisors' evaluations and four of the
20 employees' evaluations had been prepsred and submitted
to the civilian persounsi branch,



At one ol thie Navy installations, instructions dated
June 1968 reguired an evalustion form to be completed within
90 days after completion of training. At the time of our
review in 1969, however, no form had been developed for that
purposc,

Most of the employees interviewed who had received
training said that they had made no evaluations of the train-
ing received and that they were not aware of any evaluations'
being made, Most supervisors stated that they had evaluated
the employeces' training but that generally it had been by
observation or discussion and had not been documented,

In our opinicn, one measure of the cffectiveness of a
training program is the ability to determine whether specific
training courses have produced the desired results. There-
fore it is essential that data on evaluations of training be
fed back to maunagement levels where appropriate decisions
can e made, Ve believe that documented evaluations would
provide nmancrenent with a greater opportunity to systemati-
cally analyze the eflcctiveness of particuler training
courses in meeting organizational needs,

INADEQUAC FES TN DOCULENTING TRATHING G1VEL

At the installations visited, we reviewed personnel
records and held interviews with employces to determine
whether the treining received was being recorded. At most
installations we found that the record of training was ot
always being placed in the official personnel folder as ro-
quired.

The Fedcral Personnel Manual states that the official
personnel folder of an individuel will contain records of
all training courses completed, except for short training
periods that would have no bearing on the person's employ-
ment elsewhere, such as orientation training., Tt also pro-
vides that a record be in the folder for any period of train-
ing that exceeds 40 hours in non-Goverument facilities.

Generally when all the required training courses were
not being recorded in the official perscnnel folder it was
the result of inadequate procedures and controls, Some cxn-
amples of conditione noted follow,
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At an Alr Force installation, we revicwed the personnel
files of 30 cmpleyecs and fourd that, of the 22 courscs
attended that were for 40 hours or morc, only niune had
been rcecorded, We weve informed Ly a training official
that Lhe reason the training had not been documented
was bccause the form required by regulations had not
been sulmitted,

At an Army installation a review of the pClJOﬂMPI files
of 30 employces who had received training showed that
the treining hcd been recovded for 24, The six cabes

in which the training was not recorded represented ir
teragencey ard unon-Government training., Je were infor mgd
that in these cases officiels in the personnsl office

had had to rcly on the employvee to veport the training
because they had no other controls to ennare the reporc-
ing o such (raining.

At a MNavy installazion o review of 25 emplovecs' per-
sounel records vovealed thee in 16 cacoo thoey hod been
complotely documentod regarding trotning,  Six of the
scvern net p!myﬂ 1y reconded e oo attvilbuced vo the Fact
that eitber the troining hied been arrern.cd by the one-
ployce’s deportiient or the training had not regquired
tuition and ‘hezefore the peorsonnel office was notr in-
volved,

At an oversees inctallation, of 176 wmplovecs who had
reccived Jovma) training ducing the year, the perscrnel
records of 57, or ubout 34 perxcent, did not coulain any

documentaticn of the training received,

\J

Although in some cases the procedurcs appeared adequaie,
not all the required training was being recorded because of
the lack of proper controls., In other casecs procedures did
not exist to ensure thot all training was recovded as re-
quired, We bcliecve that, where necessary, procedures should
be developed, controls sheould be installed, and follow-up
action sheuld Le instituted to ensure that completed train-
ing is recorded in the employee's persomnmel folder



TRATNING KEEDZ ROT CATLGORTZED AS
SUGCESTED Ti ¢ UhVUbHTF””F REPORT

We found no indication at any of the installations
visited that training needs had been classified according
to the five categories suggested in House Report 329, The
Commission's instructions for the preparation of Lhc annual
training veport include a request that each reporting unit
cite specific examples of training given under cach of the

five categories suggested by the Subcommittee,

The House report stated that the Subcommittee felt that
the types of training justificd uvnder the treaining act logi-
cally fell into one of the fcllowing categories: (1) to
improve present performence; (2) for changes in technology,
mission, and cquipment; (3) to kecep abreast of the state of
the art; (4) lfor {uture develepment; and (5) initial train-
ing for unavailable skills, The report stated also that,
if employecs were identified and sent to treining on the
basis of ove of these five catogeries, it would scem that
managemant ai the end of cach yeur could identily more rcad-
ily where the bulk of the trainicg morney was belug speut
and for whaot purposce, The report rcecommended that consider-
ation bhe given Lo catcgorizing training in this mouner,

TRATNING OF FORELGN NATIONAT EMZLOYLS

Our revicv of the training funciion at four civilian
personnel offices outside the United Stales indicated that
the training progrsm for foreign national employces was
similar to thet for U.S. civilian employees. We were in-
formed that the criteria and procedurcs were applied uni-
formly to both. At all four locations foreign national
employees vere utilized to assist training pgrsounel in the
administration and development of the training program.

We noted that at some locations foreign national em-
ployecs were required to execute service (employment) agrece-
rents under certain circumstances, For example, at one lo-
cation in the Pacific area, employees were required to ox-
ecute scrvice agrecments when attending non-Government
training of more than 30 hours or Government training in
excess of o weeks, At a location in Lurope, we woere advised
that those employees who received specialized skills
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training were requircd to eXecute service agrcencnis ana
that to cate none of the agrecments had been OLShonorod.

From information obtained during our review, it appcars
that the training is made available to foreign national cm-
plovees under the same policies and procedures as arc ap-
plied to U.S., civilian employees.

LACK OF INTERNAL AUDTTS AND INSPECTIONS

uring our fieldwork we noted that, with the ciception
of one installation, no inspections of thc civilian training
progrem had been made by the Commission during Tiscal yeers
1968 and 1969. At six of the 10 CONUS installations, the
most recent inspection by the Commission was in 1965, At
the other four CONUS installations, the Commission had per-
formed more recent inspections; however, at only orie was
the training function includcd as paht of the review., At
the four civilian personnel offices outside the United
Stateq vhere we conducted our veview, there bhad Lien no re-
cent: inspection by the Commission,

Ho reviews of the training proscem had been Mud?
cent years by the military internal audicors., At most in-
stallalions, however, the progran had been subjeckcd to re-
view or evaluation by managemcent personnel, The effective-
ness of the revieus made under the direction of managoement
persommel varied as illustrated by the following cramples,

As a reusult of a review at an Army installation in 196¢
by representwtives of the Office of the Depvtv Chict of
Statf for Personnel, action had been taken or was
planned by off1c1als at the installation on matters re-
lating to the identification of training needs and to
the invelvement of management in the training progran,

At a Navy installation a self~cvaluation of the train-
ing division was completed in July 1969 as the result
of a program provided by the Office of Civilian Man-
power Management, The review concluded that all ele-
ments of training were adequate. At another Navy in-
stallation a command inspection was made in April 1969,
and the only significant comment relative to cmployen
development was that a high number of employees were
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enrolled in off-duty, self-development courses., Al-
though the results of these two reviews leave the im-
that the training program had no deficien-

pression
cies, we noted that, at both of these installations,
the same wealmesses described in the Commission's re-

views of several years ago continued to exist.

We believe that there is a need for management to per-
form reviews of the training program to provide for an eval-
uation of the various segments of the program. These can
be beneficial if a conscientious effort is made to evaluate
the results of operations in view of the established objec-
tives., More frequent reviews, however, should also be made
by the internal auditors and the Commission to provide man-
agement with an evaluation of the training program by an
activity independent of the operation of the program,

R I O N S



RECOMMEINDAT TONS

The Secretary of Defense should take the necessary ac-
tion to

~-~ensurce that DOD Instruction 1420.5, prescribing poli-
cies and standards for the conduct of training, is
properly implcmented,

--ensure that adequate procedures and management con-
trols are established for recording completed train-
ing in the personnel files, and

~--promote increased emphasis on surveillance of train-
ing activities by t S a ent review
1 tivitices by the usce of management review groups,
including internal auditors.

The Chairman of the Civil Service Commission should
provide more frequent inspections of the training activities
at military departiments and DOD agencies.

AGENCY COMMENTS AND GAQ TVALUATLON

In commenting on our drafi report (see app. I), the
Commission stated that the aboence or inadequicy of training
plans at various installations was the lack of a systematic
approach to training planning and management. In recogni-
tion of this, the Commission is developing a Training Plan-
ning and Manegement System which is based on specific orga-
nizational missions or objectives. This system will be
available for agencies to use as a wodel for development of
a tailcer-made training plan, containing the specific objec-
tives and training resources that will be necessary to meet
the objectives,

In regard to training evaluation, the Commission stated
that both Government and industry had long identified this
as one of the most difficult problems they had to face. The
Commission has undertaken the development of several guide-
lines to assist the agencies in the training evaluation area.

In commenting on ovr recommendations, DOD agreed (sco

app. II) that a record of completed training (including such
items as date of completion, nature of training, and grade
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or rating attoined) should be kept in the official persomnel
folder. DOD, howover, questioned the appropriatencas of
maintaining training evaluation records in the emplovee's
official personnel {older. DOD believes that this informa-
tion is intended primarily for the use of management and
should be readily available for assembly, study, and analysis
by manegenent and the training staff.

We agree with DOD's comments. It was not our intention
to require that training evaluation records be filed in the
empleyee’s official persennel folder. As previously stated
in the report. therc has not been sufficicnt follow-up to
ensurc that evaluations are prepared and submitted so that
evaluation deta is available for consideration by management.

POD %tato* in its comments that action was to be taken
to reenphasi to the military departmwents and to DOD agen-
cics the need to comply with the provisions of DOD Instruc-
tion 1420.5 precceribing policies and stendards for the con-
duct of iraining civilians., As sugpestod, particular empha-
sis will be given bto measures to ensure ihat administrative
requiremrcnts tor recordkeep ng contained in DOD Instruction

1430.5 are comnplied witlhi. DOD stated olso that the need to
cover training activities during internal audits also was
recognized and that the coverape of training cctivities
would be provided consistently with the %ngLrJ(anPL of these
activities in relation to otber audit priorities and to the
aveilability cf audit resource

LIS

The Commission stated in its comments that we had erro-
neously cited the infrequency of inspeection at certoain DOD
installations. The Ccmmission stated alsc that they had con-
ducted inspections at each of these installations after 1965
and that, excupt fer two installations, the training activ-
ities had been inspeacted during, or after 1965. The Com-
mission agreed that no recent inspections had been made at
the four overseas installations.

In subsequent discussion with representatives of the
Commission reparding the more recent inspections at the in-
stallations we visited, we found that their inspcctions
either were made aftfer the time of our review or had not
specifically covered the training items discussed in our re-
port



In commenting on our recommendaticns, the Commission
agrecd that more frequent inspections were needed but cited
the problem of balancing priorities against available re-
sources,

The corrective actions indicated by the Commission and
DOD appcar to be recsponsive to the conditions cited in our

report.
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CHAPTER 4

SCOPE OF REVIEW

Our review was directed primarily toward the adminis-
tration and operation of the training function at the instal-
lation level. 1In performing our review, we examined appro-
priate sections of the Federal Personnel Manual and DOD and
installation regulations and instructions. In addition, we
examined fiscal year training reports and related records
and interviewed selected employees and their supervisors,
training personnel at the installations, and others connected
with various facets of the program.

We discussed our findings with appropriate installation
officials rcsponsible for the administration and operation
of the civilian training program.

We made reviews at the following installations.

Air Foxcec:
Electronic Systems Division,
L. G. Hanscom Field, Massachusetits
Nervon Air Force Base, California
Sacramento Air Materiel Area, California
7101st Air Base Wing, Wieslbaden, Germany
Army : '
U.S. Army Aecronautical Depot Maintenance Center,
Texas
Fort Ord, California
Tooele Army Depot, Utah
U.S. Army, Japan
U.S5. Army, Ryukyu Islands
U.S. Theater Army Area Support Command, Frankfurt,
Germany
Defense Supply Agency:
Defense Contract Administration Services Region,
California
Navy :
Boston Naval Shipyard, Massachusetts
U.5. Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, Texas
Naval Undersea Rescarch and Development Center,
California
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il d WASHINGTON, D.C. 20415
YOUR RLFLRLACE
~ 21 SEP 1970

Mr. Charles M, Bailey
Pirector, Dcfense Division
General Accounting Office
Vashington, D, C. 20548

L.

Dear Mr. Bailey:

We appreciate the opportunity to enument on the General Accounting
Office draft report titled "Improvements Needed in Management of
Training in the Department of Defense Under the Government Employces
Training Act®, Our letter of August 3, 1970, to the Comptroller
General outlined current Commission efforts aimed at improving the
management of training throughout the Governmant and also described
our attempt tuv ‘ctermine the practicality of develeoping cost medels
for traininpg. Since then, represwntatives ¢f the Assistant Secrctary
of Defense (Comptyuller), tho Assistant Sccretary of Defcense (MHanpower
and Reserve Affairs), and the military departoents have cooperated with
our Bureauw of Training to select a Defense installation in vhich the
co¢’ model concept will be tested in the near future. We believe

the o this coopey rtive effort will eventually aesist the IOR to remedy
some of the trarning nanagcuent deficrencies cited in the GAO draft
report, especially those dealing with {inancial management and cost
identification,

GAD support of our coct model development efforts, as evidenced by the
Comptroller Goneral's letter of Aupust 19, 1970, 1s wost encouraging.
Houvever, we wish Lo emphasize that this efiort is purely devclopnental
at this stage and must be thoroughly tested for both validity and
practicality before we can cousider full scale implementation in
Federal apencies,

Enclosed ere specific comments on four general subject areca catepories
which we identified in your report -- costs, plans, cvaluation, and

inspection.

//”’_'vaercly Qurs, &‘

\ﬁban E. Hﬂmpton
Chairman

Enclosure

'gg}z@ THE CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT SYSTEM 1970

FIFTY YEARS OF PROGRESS

UNX rt D __)T}\ l ,--S-j- CIV[L S[R\/ICE COFV’}MXC‘C{ON IN BEPLY PLFASE REFI R TO

(R
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APPENDIX I

COMMENTY i GAQ DRAFT REPOKRT TITLILD
UIMPROVERIENTS NEEDED IN MANACIMVNT OV TRAINING
LI THE DEPARLNT O DEFENSE UNDER T
GOVERIMENT EMPLOYLSS TRATINING ACT"

The major deficiencies cited in this report deal primarily with the
absence of adequate financial management systems for training in the
DOD activities sudited. Unflortunately this problem is not unigue to
DOD -- most Fcderal agencies have thi: samc probleu. We feel that tho
reascns wiyy this is so ave vorth some discussicn., Large scale
training of Federal employces is still relatively new in the Govern-
ment and expenditures for suech training have grown ovey the past
decade. Training managoment systens have not kept pace with thig
growth for a host of rearons, e.g., higher agencey prioritices, lack of
systematic analysis, manpower and bodpget limitations, and lack of top
management conccrn,

As outlined in previous corvespondince with GAO, the Commission has
begun to fulfill ite role in the planning and management of training
avea and ic accuiring the knowledpe and technical skills necessary to
serve in a concultative and advicory capacity to Federal agencies. In
addition, the Burecau of Personncl HNun:gement Lvoluation, in Lts review
ol agency persounsl functions, nov erxcmines such areos as the
responsiveness of fraining to mission necds, the responsibility for
training need dotesmination, developmont of schedules and prioritice,
equal training opportunity for minority groups and vomen, counseling
for self-developuont and advancasent, monagemnent attitudes toward
training, and tr.ining cvaluation,

Following are specific comaeats on the individual findings, conclusionrg,

and recommendations in this report. Ceomucnts arc divected Lo cach of
four major subject arcas -- costs, plans, ecvaluation, and inspectioi.

L. Training Costs/Expenditurcs (pp. 9-14)

The fiscal vyear 1967 edition of the Commission's annval training report
vas the first comprehensive annual revicw of civilian trailndng
activities throughout the Federal service. Since that time, we have
been following a phased plan to gradually increase the scope of the
training cost information sections of the report because wve vecogniced
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that agencics needod tine to desipn, develop, and implement comprchen-
sive training cost reporting systems, Quy request for training cost

ol internal treining expenditures, if available, Approxim&tclyﬂaﬁ:j_a
half of the agencics (not including DOD) were able to furnish such
estimates, Thoe FY 70 ennuial report data request requirves that all
agencies submit actual internal training expenditures with the oxception
of trainece salarics.

Although trainee salaries per se have never becen included as a distinct
cost item in prior annual training reports, the FY 69 repoct did
include training participant man-hours by grade category. Using this
data, it is poscible to make reasonable estimates of salaries and wages
paid to trainces by amultiplying average hourly pay rates by the number
of participant man-hours,

We recopnize that the costs of Government training cre understated in
prior editions of the Commission's annual training report, bhut we do
not belicve it would be practical for DOD or any other lavge TFederal
organication to estellish procedurces requiring that training cost itaems
be identified in accounting systens for the {following reasons:

(a)  Govoerawent programs are primarily planned, budgeted,
and accoantcd for in teras of specific apoency
missions or objectives tather than In terms of
supperting functions such as (raining. As a result,
accounting systems differ from dagoency to agenoy
(and within agencies).

(b)Y Modifying existing auntomated accounting systems to
gencrate training cost data would be an cxpansive
process which would probally rank rather touw on
apency priority lists in this eva of tight budgels
and increasing desand for services,

We believe it is possible for agencies Lo develop analytically deraved
and periclically adjusted cost estimates vhich would be adequate for
training management purpoeses, 1t is not neccssary to determine the coot
of Government training to the penny. In {act, the total cost of training,
by itself, is dirrclevant, The value or beneflit of training SQED&EQQ to
its cost is the critical factor in detormining the effectiveness of

agency training activities, Current Comnission efforts are directed
towards developmant of planmming and management systeas for Lraining

which could be used by aguncies to determine both the total cost and
valuc of their training activitics,
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The cost model development cffort currently being conducted by the
Commicesion is aimed primarily at determining the cost of internal
training and therefore the model will include trainec hourly wvages
and lost productivity factors, which are the largest internal
training coscts. In addition, the model will include such items as
overhead costs, i.ec., building lecases or rentals, utilities, special
facilities, equipment, etc,

The finding that crroneous training expenditure reports result from
inaccurate training cost bookkeeping is not surprising. However, we
believe that the installation of more ripid bookkeeping systems would
only scrve to coupound the prohlem., Typically, training perzonncl
are not also accountants or booklkeepers, nor should they be. Yet,
training perconnel are usually responsible for maintaining training
cost records for reporting purposes. Therefore, in recognition of
this problem, cost and value analysis models we are now developing
include a variety of simplified work sheets, tables, and guides which
can be casily ured by training staff members who have not had any
prior accounting or bookleeping cxperience. Of course, agency budget
and finance pcraonncl will have to cooperate with the Lraining staff
in the identification of any cost data elements that are unique to a
gliven agencye.

The statemernt on pase 10 that Ythe training repovts prepaved in the
Departient of Defence do not include the Commission's request for the
cost of internal training ... which normally accounts for more than
75 percent of the total training costs' cannot be supported. We
suspect that this “wore than 75 percent' rate was calculated from the
training participation data contained in the Commissjon's FY 69 annual
report of training., Although it is true that 73.7 percent of total
participant wan-hours and 78.5 percent of total training instances
during FY 69 uvere veported as internal training by DOD, it cannot be
assumed that the ratio of internal cousts to total costs ic directly
proportional to the ratio of intevnal participstion to tetal partieci-
pation. Therefore, in the absence of reliable data, it is 1mpossible
to determine the ratio of internal to total training costs.

In summary, we believe it possible to determine both training costs

and benefits for use in planning, management, and reporting of training
without the establishment of rigid accounting procedurcs -- provided
that both training and financial maragement staffs work closely together
on a regular basis.
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Troinaao Plons {pp. 15-19)

Ve belicve that the ubsence or inadequacy of training plans at various
instollations is only a symptom of a more fundarental problom, i.e.
lack of o systemetic approach to training planning ond managoacent.
Until such time as tr-ining needs are identified in terms of specific
organizational missions and objectives, most training plans will con-
tinue to be inadequate. In recognition of this, the Commission is
developing a Traiving Planning and lanagement System vhich ic based

on specific organiwational ndssions or objectivec. This system will
be available for agencies to use as a model for development of a
Mtallor-mnde'" training plan containing specific objectines and the
training resourccs that will be necessary to mec'. these obicotives

LU

3. Training Dveluation (pp. 22-23)

Training pergonnel in both Govermmsnt and industry have Jorg idantificd
training ovaluation as one of the most difficult problems they have to
face. This ig hardly surprising because of the confusion which surrounds
the term evaluztion., In an efflovt to clear up this confusion the
Commiscion has underteken the development of several guidelines in the
training eviluavion arvea. Orce of them, "Training Lvalustion: A Guide

to Its Planning, Developmout, ond Uce in Trainine Coponcl”

, has Dcon
completed and willd be sent to GPO Ler printing shorily and chould b
distributcd to agencies by Deccewbeor 1970, This guidelinee provides
training specialisis with an approcch to evalucticn which, with oppro=
priate modification, cuan be applied Lo many situations wvhere o training
course has been developed internally to moct an orpanization's needs,
In additicn, the guideline includes an evaluation systen model vwhich
can be urcd by trafuing specialists as a basis for instoelling and
conducting their own e~valuation program. Three additionel guidelines
are currently upsder development and should be conplefed during the
next nipe months., One deals with the post-course cvaluotion of
performance. The second presents a procedure which can be uned by
apency men-gement when deciding whether or not training vill meet
organizational requirvements. A third ig a wvalue analysis mcdel {or
training vhich, if successful, could be used in conjunction with a
cost model to assist agencies to compute the cost/benefit ratio of a
particular type of traiuing.

4. Inspeciions (pp. 26-28)

JShe GAO report, erronccusly, cited the infrequency of insypections at
certain DOD installations by the Commission. Specifically, CAO stated
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that: Only one in-pection hrd been medde of a civilian tia

in the last two liscal

GAO, at six of tea COWUS
four CONUS dinstallationc
included training as part
been made at four overscas ins ta]lltnono‘

We have, in fact, cenducted
since 1965 and, cxcept for two inst
been inspected during orx

reecont insprection,
tallatious was

inspections were more recceut

2t each of thesce
ons, the training activity has
Fucthermore, three of the installa-

inspections

ining program
accorblng to
in 1965; at the remaining
but only onc

and no recent inspection has

installations

tions have had incpections of the civilian t{raining program during the

last two fiscal years,

CAQ is correct, howcver, In [inding tha
made at the four ovcrseas
of the past scveral years has not

evaluations. However,

review of ppr“nnﬂal manag ¢

7101st Aixr Basc Wing

developing plans Lo join overx

CSC inspection offoits
those of CGAO. Ve Jook

ing to miscion oceas,

installations.

ained at Lraining

tight budpetary

activities have heen
the respenciveness

devclopmaent of ‘thnb1tq and p11uf1iLu°, (quaT training opport

for minority ¢rouca and vonen,

self-development

advancenent, snancrement ated tude toward Lrainivg, records of ¢

trainine, sapcrvicory

in the GAO drolt report o
the installaetions vhich boLh of

. L. C. llanscom

. Noion

tien and decur

(,"nphaSl‘

. Fort Ord
training

evaluation, The

we have made at [

have inspected.

ystematic program.

further improve the identi
of training ncaeds; moie
ueuded on training

ey manag-noent,

strengthen the evaluation of
effectiveness,

1o recent inspections have been

situaticn

permitted the resources for overseas
wce will participate with Air Force in a joint
several Ruropean bases (including the
)%deu) during the fall of 1970 and we are
ams later this fiscal

YOAT .

similar to
of train=-

for determining needs, the

unities

and

ompleted
fivdings

ive of
Specifically:

{ica=-

. U. 8. Naval Air Station at Beeville, Texas =~ neceds
to identify traianing needs as related to mission

accomplishmnent;
between personnel and managers;
centrated at higher

needs coovdination and planning

training is con-



APPENDIX I

Boston Naval Shipyard - failcd to conduct an

annual survey of training pceds and sct pricrities;
neceds centralized planning and developing of a
systematic approach for analyzing training ex-
penditures.

Finally, GAO reccmmended that the Commission provide more frequent
inspections of the training activities at military departments and
DOD agencies. The Conweission agrecs that more frequent inspections
are necded, not cnly al DOD agencics but at other agencies as well.,
In fact, we do incrcase our inspection activity cach year as resources
permit. llowever, we have the same problem that CAO hos of balancing
priorities against available resources. We have 4,006 inspectable
units (units with 50 or nmore employees) of which 206 arce DOD units.
As of June 30, 1970, we had 127 full-time and %45 part-time Inspectors
avallablce to inspeet these units. Thesce Inspectors completed 437
inspections in FY 70.

Furthermore, the CAO should not overlock the fact that the agencles
have a primaxy rceponsibility for personnel managcement and for evalua-
tion of pevsonnel management, including training. President Nizon, in
his memorandum of October ¥, 1969, directed each ciccutive departuent
and agency to cstablicsh a system to review periodically the effcctive=
ness of personnel mandpgerent within their organization.

While the Conaioslon will continue to provide leadership in cvaluvation
and to complenent agepcy revicws this requiremont that agencics
establish systerms for ascessing thelr own effccliveness vwitl Lfurthoev
enlarge and strengthen the total government-wide personacl manugomeut
evaluation elforc,

41



APPENDIX 11

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFLCMSE
WASHINGTON. D. C. 2630

MANPOWER AND 2 OCT 1970

RESERVE AFFAIRS

Comptroll r Gonorald of the

United Stables

- Qe boa
Deaxr MMr., Statns

thonned av e
. . - P T e e Ly A
To Cow v Cyoamorevooeenta et oW L T il

D\;’p{i.ﬂ ST T T .LL“~§‘-‘V‘ ol C',M’ DA SR P AN

L TN Y - R e -
O DT Lormmus on

The Deposd st of Defonze rocoriocs the hepergwss of Uhic vitad
actbivity “od willd ino Uitube obien progorams for dwmcovin s bhe
s .

effeobivonese With wndch biolnins

e
QI taridrele,

Sive-roly,

NEges S IR



APPENDIX 11

H\Q’J()ffl,‘;['v‘::q),‘)’_]i(q‘ﬂ) O L R e e C
CTUTROVIT B LD B TI IRACY
e SIS IIRARAI

, B T IV ST cum cone, s
GOV INSie 20T 0 sy WAL L AT ( WD CADY u,m’))

GAO Ruilo ", IJ»\T]J_()‘

1" N . A - - P N PRI P
The Sccroetary of Delencs consider Lhe Doz0ibilitly of dus
to requive. training cocl dteesr to he ddokifiod

co as Lo wvoke this Aot rvailable to mmiers ot <11 Love ls
Jhom Lo made soupd Geclaior, or vardione freaindzg prosroms,

N -1 - -

@lso b thee bosia of the co-b dnder o nbion vooudod .'m 1SS REEAPAA LRI
reporl as woll oo Cov de bevwinde,, the Relsl ocest ool b et oeod o troint o
pro,ram in the Dob,  (ee pe b))

DCD (Ol

The Dopartuent, of Defrisc cocomriccs Lhe imoorlonsco of
recording eicaents of coctn acLorinhbel with 1 LT
continue Lo cooperate {0117 with he Civil Sorvice Con
ment ol loag-roanae lnprovem by In the firenci a3 mone o
()'pf'_r’atim’ls Coverymmb-wido . Ve 1o Lo coatdi-ve 1o
Bervice Coueicstion (o) e ey ""101‘ S5 SRRTIS 1D R SO S P R S S B SRR
meded ot o Deptrv st of Dofonse i .
actively in the CIivil Ooa '.rl(""‘ Cormolonton's oy

st

i

p]

the oy cthal AU e dvelepdis
Compireid ~n‘f: cprroach, 11 sud ‘cc<s‘“
the 1( ,}l BT pﬂ‘:r,:l!(L:'_"I" by el
to our p*‘u:znt accovyling ryveidm.

GAO RECOMVILTATION

"The Sceretony of Neirire L2uo the ceiier neesnsrry bo (1) onages
previsions of ihe DON Iregyy hion 107050 o Loedh
for the covduct -
procedurcs and v toc e e brnddoioa o
training in 31'3 percorm- 1 file, wra (5) prowcoie dnere s d r*'p}‘rim.'i;‘
ment review (rovp:, Il !

activitiero, (SC" D &7 e

CRLIULY

[
iy
5
;
t
o}
—
e
1
%
o
crober
[
D 2
N
N

T Som i

eoened auditorn . on survell o e of Graindeg

DOD COMMInIT

Action iz to bo token to 1o »rphacize to the wilitory mrml‘tu, by orod Gl

Defenre apencies the noed do conmply with the pocvicions of Bob Trobruetilon
130.5, proceribivg policieos wid staudarvds Tor the conduct o 4 i

43



]

APPENDIX [I

rece vl
111 b proviasod

consictorn Lo0neT o thcue aftivities in rclation to othrr

andit prioviti - nd the svallivhility of cudit rolovrees

(@]

With 3. oot Bo the reromendntion thoet evoluations of comploted traininge
i :

he filed dn the c*n7af~ﬁ‘; cffi(lﬂl prresornel foldir, wo aprze thet recovds

evnue ‘7'1f', tt.“’i*v'!,n,f wo dupoctont, sub we do onot 2cnnic

ol fiecial prreoneed ol wr tha proper ploce Tor rceorddng sucn evelunlions,

Ve agree tht @ recoc. of coenleted tiujni“f inb]uﬁ

corplelion, rvture of tradtuin. 3

ol Tieisl e

~1 (ho cimloven's

77 nnL Theme e dabe o7
oand grade I3 cincd, be kept in the
ey, Hewcver, 301 ,.u‘ wblion o tratyring Lo nernt
a debniled analvric to deo~atiine the
o determineticn of b2 &
objrctivosn, thon v one
inforeeilion in the ol
such inlerrulion

B

Trom ey Ly oindr oo
ved cwployes bredinin
ceordinge 1hin LWind of
v, In our opinion,
e rents omd ol

he ey vnd SN vatlable Tov sccenbly, stuoy ot wetyeic by
el e o, - I

[ARHIETREIE A 0. o perved b the

fe ey P I [ P : oo - .

roguass Lo ne o aa H NI S R P VY 1 RBY :‘ 1" o C [RRSNIFIN T, Jp}l; ‘i.].()__'.' '.'

of M3~ poomon 2 jrLtiiied in

teran o the ade rosul Uing hy wnldng

such o4 reouirtment

1t - - L et L. REER - . n fa) - .

oo HOVEVeT, Inut“ﬂ inW“ Tﬁ Ln¢ wilitary inccellatlone Tor th~ UT“PW‘ﬁtlon
KN IS o At . I
of il 1069 4re t “t Tor the
cont of iutfrhb* result, theoo ecosts oy net ropovitad, ..

S 2
(»J*‘ 1 lu.)

anciude the Comedeniomts
3 1"

netruction Mron Lie

The Dopevtbient of - fone~ did not gob the 1
te mave ihe necernary adjnctaents to its vopor

he

vil Service
3

IS no

s}

-
L
'

Incorriws ovennoive conts,  Bresvre of thic, the Drparconont of poefersc, with

the upprovel ol the Clvit Scrvies Commdroion, dolaved the Suploaatation of
the riguirerent rory subdeccion of the dates o daloemal tredining qwtil the

foltovin. yequr,  The deba for 1070 i bedne cubealtoe-d o the Civil Service

Cowiendion v thin gvenr's vrwald fralininge ceport to Concress,

44

n- procedurer
ti satherine of the infeawlion Tor the veur 1000 without



PRINC
THE DEPARTHERT OF DEFEN

AND THE UN

RESPONSTBLE FOR ADMINIS

DISCUSSED TN THIS5 REPORT

RER T
w2l g JIAE

IPAL OFFICIALS OF

MTIL1L

TARY DED

1TED STATES CIVIL STRVICE COMHT

APPLENDTX

LIl

ARTMEN TS

S51I0N

TRATION OF ACTIVITILS

_Tenure of office
From

DEFENSE

DEPARTMENT OF.
SECRET..KY OF DEFTHCR:

Melvin R, Laird Jan, 19069
Clark M, Cli{iord Mar. 1968
Robert S. Mcilamara Jon. 1961
ASSTISTANT SECRETLTALY O BRFANSD
(MANPOULR AND RUSTRVE ATLATRE) @
Roger T. Kelley Mar., 1969
Vice Admiral W, P. JMack (vcting) © 1969
Alfred B, Fitt Oct., 1967
Thomas . Morris Oct, 1965
DEPAR (FFRT_OF THE ATR FORCE
SECRETARY OF 7HE AIR ¥ORCS:
Dr. Robert C, Seamuns, Jr. Jan, 1969
Dr, Harold Brown Oct. 1905
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR
FORCE (MAKPOWER AND RESERVE
AFFAIRS):
James P, Goode (acting) Apr, 1970
Dr., Curtis W. Tarr June 1969
James P. Goode (acting) Mar, 1969
J. William Doolittle Apr, 1968
Dr. Eugenc T. Ferrarn (acting) Jan, 1968
Dr, Eugene T, Ferraro (nokte &) June 1966
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Present
Jan. 190¢
feb., 19068

Vresoeont

Mar. 1969
Jan, 1969
Sept. 1967

Present

Jan. 196¢
Present

Apr. 1970
June 19269
Mar, 1969
Mar., 1963

Dec. 196
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Tenure of office
From To
DEPARTHMENT OF THE ARMY
SECRETARY OF 'THE ARMY:
Stanley R. Resor July 1965 Present
ASSTISTANT SECRETAKY OF THE ARMY
(MANPOWER AND RESERVE ATFFAIRS):
William K, Drchn Apr. 1968  Present
Arthur W, Allen, Jr. (acting)  Jan. 1968  Apr. 1968
Arttur W. Allen, Jr. (note a)  Oct. 1963 Jan. 19068
DEDARIMENT OF THE NAVY
SECRETARY OF THI AVY:
John ii. Chofee Jan. 1969 Present
Paul R. Touetius Aug. 1967  Jan., 1969
John T. Melaughton July 1967  July 1967
Paul H, Ritze Nov. 1963  June 1967
AQSI%TKE‘ SlF LTARY OF THE NAVY
(MANPOWER A'D RESERVE AFFAIRS) @
James D Hittle Feb. 1969 Preseut
Randolph S, Driver (note a) Aug, 1967 Feb. 1969
URITED STATES_CTVTL_SERVTCE COMMISS IOR
CHATRMAN
Robert L, Hampton Jan. 1969  Present
John W, Macey, Jr. Mar. 1961  Jan. 1969

a . .
Pecfornmed corresponding duties as Deputy Under Secretary
(Manpover) prior to creation of present office in January

19638.

.....
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