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This report presents the results of an audit of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation’s (FDIC)
process for awarding Training and Consulting Services Branch (TCSB) contracts. The FDIC Strategic
Plan identifies as an operating principle that “ Corporate resources are managed effectively to enable the
Corporation to fulfill itsmisson.” To achieve this operating principle, the Divison of Adminigration’s
(DOA) missonisto “provide qudity and timely human resources, organizationd, and adminidrative
services to support the Corporation in fulfilling its mission,” with a corresponding god to ensure “FDIC's
workforce is professond, efficient and highly skilled.”

As part of the DOA, the primary purpose of TCSB isto develop and maintain ahighly skilled workforce
equipped to meet the present and future chalenges facing the FDIC. TCSB develops and ddlivers
training and provides consulting services with the god of achieving business results by improving
individud and organizationa performance. TCSB dso develops srategies for achieving organizationa
change and evauates the quality and impact of training. The Office of Inspector Generd’s (OIG) audit
was included in our calendar year 2000 Audit Plan.

The OIG has not previoudy performed asmilar audit of TCSB operations. However, at the request of
the FDIC's Chief Financid Officer and Director, DOA, the OIG’ s Office of Congressonad Rdations
and Evauations Branch (OCRE) and the FDIC' s Office of Internal Control Management (OICM)
recently completed ajoint study on training and personnd adminigtrative services. The study examined
adminidrative services functions throughout the Corporation to assst FDIC management in its effort to
improve operationd efficiencies and reduce costs. On March 1, 2001, OCRE and OICM issued ajoint
report on the results of the study entitled, Study of Administrative Services — Training and
Personnel. The report identified a number of suggestions related to TCSB operations.  In particular,
one suggestion was that TCSB study the Divison of Resolutions and Receiverships (DRR) core
curriculum project to determine whether computer-based instruction could be utilized to deliver training
more efficiently to other divisons. This particular suggestion aso relates to work performed during our
audit and is discussed in more detail in the report section entitled * Other Opportunities for
Improvement.”



BACKGROUND

To meet its primary purpose of developing and ddlivering training and consulting services, TCSB
primarily relies on three sources of training vendors. These sources include vendors identified and
approved for use by (1) the Office of Personne Management (OPM), (2) the Generd Services
Adminigration (GSA), and (3) vendors identified and contracted with directly by the FDIC. By utilizing
multiple training sources, the FDIC increases the variety of courses available for employees and the
efficiency of awarding and administering contracts.

Specificdly, the FDIC awards training and consulting services contracts to OPM using interagency
agreements, in which case OPM acts as the FDIC' s contracting agent. In the case with GSA, the FDIC
awards and administers contracts to vendors identified on the GSA Federal Supply Schedule. In
addition, in many ingtances the FDIC dectsto directly contract with training and consulting vendors using
competitive procurement procedures outlined in the FDIC Acquigition Policy Manud (APM). In such
cases, TCSB prepares a Requirements Package (RP) that specifies the training and consulting services
required. DOA’s Acquisition and Corporate Services Branch (ACSB) then issues the Request for
Proposal (RFP) to solicit proposals from prospective vendors, awards the contracts following a technica
and price evduation of the proposas by TCSB and ACSB, and performs contract administration.
ACSB's performance goal isto award 80 percent of al contracting requirements within a specified
number of caendar days (depending on the dollar amount of the contract) after receipt of a completed
RP. For contracts over $100,000, ACSB'’s performance goal is 120 calendar days.

During the period January 1, 1999 through December 5, 2000, the FDIC awarded 119 TCSB contracts
and modifications totaling $18,956,714. The FDIC awarded 21 contracts using interagency agreements
to OPM totaling $9,498,781, 28 contracts totaling $2,851,727 using the GSA Federa Supply
Schedule, and 62 contracts totaling $6,252,331 directly with training and consulting services vendors
identified by the FDIC. In addition, the FDIC awarded eight TCSB contracts totaling $353,875 using
interagency agreements with other government agenciesincluding the National Archives and Records
Adminigtration, Nationa Finance Center, USDA Graduate School, and the Treasury Executive Inditute.

Generdly, the FDIC training and consulting services contracts usng OPM or the GSA Federd Supply
Schedule are awarded more quickly than the contracts that the FDIC awards directly with training and
consulting services vendors. The primary reason isthat OPM and GSA have established contracts with
avarigty of training and consulting vendors, thereby saving the FDIC time in identifying and evaluaing
prospective training and consulting vendors. Therefore, the focus of our audit was on evaluating and
identifying opportunities to improve the FDIC' stimeliness for awarding non-OPM and non-GSA training
and consulting services contracts.

OBJECTIVE, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

The objective of the audit was to determine whether TCSB contracts were awarded in atimely manner
and whether the resultant services met customers needs. We reviewed only those contracts thet the
FDIC awarded directly to training and consulting vendors. The scope of the audit included training and
consulting services contracts awarded from January 1, 1999 through December 5, 2000.

During this period, the FDIC awarded 62 contracts and modifications totaling $6,252,331 for training
and consulting services.



We judgmentally selected 6 contracts totaling $3,936,305 of the 13 contracts over $100,000 for review
from the FDIC' s Procurement Actions Log (PAL). The 13 contracts over $100,000 totaled
$5,580,697. PAL isamanagement system used by ACSB to track RPs through the Acquisition
Section. We sdlected contracts that, generdly, took the longest period of time to award to determine
whether opportunities existed to improve the timdiness of award. Specificaly, ACSB awarded the six
contracts between 91 and 133 caendar days (5 of which met ACSB’s 120-day performance goal)
following receipt of a completed RP.

We performed analyses at each stage of the contract award process, with an emphasis on the period
between the initial submisson of a RP and the issuance of the RFP. At aminimum, the RP consgis of a
detailed Statement of Work (SOW), price estimate, and approved expenditure authority. We reviewed
ACSB’s officid contract files, contract milestone schedules, the sdlection recommendation report, and e
mails to verify the accuracy of the dates shown in the PAL report. We determined whether individuas
preparing the SOWSs had taken recommended training in SOW preparation and had experience in the
type of training and consulting services being procured.

We reviewed TCSB training files and course attendance rosters to determine whether TCSB Oversight
Managers (OM) and Technica Monitors (TM) had taken the required OM training and refresher
courses. We aso reviewed pertinent FDIC policies, procedures, and directives including the FDIC's
APM and ACSB’s PAL Usar Manual to ensure applicable policies were followed. Throughout our
review, weinterviewed TCSB and ACSB g&ff, as gppropriate, to gain a better understanding of the
process used to prepare, track, and award TCSB contracts. We aso interviewed OMs and reviewed
summary feedback ratings from course participants to determine whether the resultant services from the
selected contracts met customers needs.

Findly, we met with officids from OPM and GSA to discuss their respective practices for procuring
training and consulting services and identify practices that the FDIC could possibly adopt. We aso met
with the Department of Trangportation (DOT) to discuss products and services available under the
Transportation Virtua Univerdty to determine whether asmilar program could be adopted by the
FDIC.

We conducted our audit between July 2000 and March 2001 in accordance with generdly accepted
government auditing sandards. In planning and performing our audit, we obtained an understanding of
the management controls and procedures related to awarding and tracking TCSB contracts as abasis
for making recommendations to improve the overall process. However, because our detailed tests were
limited to sx TCSB contracts, we are not expressing an overal opinion on the adequacy of ACSB
procurement procedures or the PAL system.



RESULTSOF AUDIT

The sx TCSB contracts we reviewed met the needs of customers. Specifically, the respective TCSB
OMs and program office officids told us that they were satisfied with the services provided by the
vendors. In addition, our review of sdected training course participant feedback formsindicated overal
satisfaction with the training.

Nonetheless, the FDIC can take initiatives to improve the timeliness and tracking of TCSB contracts
awarded over $100,000 using competitive contracting procedures. Generdly, the TCSB Requirements
Packages (RP) associated with the six contracts we reviewed required revisions to address ACSB
comments that, overdl, lengthened the time required to finalize and issue the RFP. Theserevisons
included consistency issues, the adequacy of pricing schedules, editoria changes, and SOW formatting
and specificity requirements. TCSB has aready taken actions that should correct the SOW formatting
weaknesses. To further improve the SOWS, we are recommending that TCSB OMs and TMs
responsible for preparing SOWSs attend the FDIC' s 1-day training course entitled Statement of Work
Preparation.

We dso determined that ACSB personnd were not consistently following procedures for entering
completion datesinto PAL related to the tracking of sgnificant contracting phases for the Sx contracts.
Asaresult, the usefulness of PAL information was reduced, which isimportant since ACSB uses PAL
to track the processing of RPs. Therefore, we are recommending that ACSB personnel be reminded to
follow procedures for entering into PAL accurate, complete, and current dates.

Finally, athough we concluded that TCSB training contracts satisfied customer needs, we met with
officias from other government agencies to identify contracting practices and training services that the
FDIC should consider to further improve the timeliness of TCSB contract awards and the delivery of
training services to cusomers. Asaresult of thiswork, we identified two suggestions related to TCSB
using a basic ordering agreement to award training contracts and utilizing DOT’ s Transportation Virtua
Univerdity to expand training options. These suggestions are described in more detail in the report
section entitled “Other Opportunities for Improvement.”

FDIC CAN IMPROVE THE TIMELINESS OF AWARDING TCSB CONTRACTSOVER
$100,000

FDIC can improve the timeliness of awarding TCSB contracts over $100,000 that use the FDIC's
competitive contracting procedures. Specificaly, the six contracts we reviewed were awarded, on
average, 155 days following the initid submission of the RP by TCSB to ACSB. The 155 days
conssted of 61 daysto findize TCSB'sinitid RP and issue the RFP, and 94 days to receive and
evaluate proposals and award the contracts.

Based on interviews with the respective contract specialists, OMs, and TMs for each contract and
reviews of documentation in the contract files, we concluded that, overall, the 94 days taken to receive
and evauate proposas and award the contracts was reasonable. However, the 61 daysto findize
TCSB'sinitid RPs and issue the RFPs could have been reduced and, therefore, improved the overal
timeliness of the Six contracts awarded. Table 1 summarizes each of the Six contracts reviewed and the
associated day's taken to issue the RFP following TCSB' sinitial RP submisson.
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Table 1: DaysBetween Initial Submission of RP by TCSB to ACSB and RFP I ssuance

Days Between RP Received
Contract Number Contract Description to RFP Issued
99-00879-C-CJ || Technicd Writing/Editing for TCSB 66
00-00027-C-CJ || Cepitd Markets Training for DOS 79
99-00904-C-RJ | Professona Video Servicesfor FDIC 86
Deveopment of a Master
99-00506-C-J4 | CD-ROM for DCA 44
Electronic Banking Training for DOS
99-00647-C-K1 56
Effective Writing for Bank
00-00272-C-J4 | Examiners School — DOS 34
Total Days 365
Average Days 61

Source: OIG analysis of contract file documentation.

We determined that TCSB RPs required revisons to address ACSB comments that, overal, lengthened
the time required to findlize and issue the RFP. These revisonsincluded consstency issues, the
adequacy of pricing schedules, editorid changes, and SOW formeatting and specificity requirements.

TCSB has taken action to correct the SOW formatting weaknesses. In June 2000, TCSB formed a
Contract Team with the god of developing consstent SOW language for training analysis, design,
development, ddlivery, and evauation. The TCSB Contract Team and ACSB prepared four SOW
templates that will be downloaded on TCSB'’s shared drive and Web page. The OM will be ableto
select the template that relates to the training that is needed and use it as aguide for preparing the
SOW. The templates should diminate any formatting weaknesses that have contributed to delaysin
findizing the SOW. The Contract Team’ s recommendations were formally approved by TCSB's
Associate Director on February 14, 2001.

However, to further improve the qudity of SOWs, we believe that OMs and TMs responsible for the
preparation of SOWs should attend the FDIC 1-day Statement of Work Preparation course. We
determined that only two of the sx OMs who prepared the SOWSs had attended the SOW Preparation
course before initiating work on the SOW. In one additional instance, the OM attended the SOW
Preparation course gpproximately 2 months after initiating work on the SOW. The two OMswho
attended the SOW Preparation course had RFPs that were issued 34 and 44 days after submission of
theinitid RPto ACSB. Conversdly, the four OMswho did not attend the SOW Preparation Course
(including the OM who attended the course gpproximately 2 months after initiating work on the SOW)
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had RFPs that were issued 56, 66, 79, and 86 days after submission of theinitiad RP to ACSB.

Further, the OM whose RFP was not issued until 86 days after submisson of theinitid RP lacked
familiarity with the subject area covered by the proposed contract. Specifically, TCSB determined a
need to award a contract for video services and assigned the responsibility of preparing the RPto an
OM who had no experiencein thisarea. TCSB told us that this Stuation was an isolated case because
TCSB usudly assgns SOW preparation to an individua who aready possesses some knowledge in the
area covered by the requested service. However, in thisinstance, TCSB assigned the SOW
preparation to the OM as a developmenta opportunity to learn about video services.

Although TSCB correctly indicated that the SOW Preparation course was not a requirement for the
OMswho prepared the SOWSs, the FDIC recommends the course for al personnel who will be
involved in defining contractor needs, securing contractors, and eval uating contractor performance. The
course provides employees with the knowledge, skills, and ability they need to develop an SOW that
will help them to select the most qualified contractors and evauate their performance.

Based on areview of FDIC training course rosters for headquarters and regiona offices, we determined
that only 32 of 69 TCSB designated OMs and TMswho could be assigned the task of preparing an
SOW had attended the SOW Preparation course. We bdlieve that if OMs and TMs take this course,
they will be better able to prepare higher quaity SOWs requiring fewer revisons and, therefore, less
timeto findize

Findly, athough not specificaly related to the timeliness of TCSB contract awards, we determined that
21 of 69 TCSB OMs and TMs had not taken the required OM Refresher Training course. The APM,
Chapter 7.B.1.f, Training Requirements, states that the 1-day OM Refresher Training courseis
mandatory every 3 yearsfor dl FDIC employees serving asan OM or TM. To better ensure consistent
and quality contract oversight, OMs and TMs need to take the course as required.

Recommendations
The Associate Director, TCSB, should:

(1) Require TCSB Oversight Managers and Technical Monitors who are expected to prepare a
statement of work to take the 1-day FDIC Statement of Work Preparation training course.

(2) Ensurethat dl Oversgght Managers and Technical Monitors who have not taken the Oversight
Manager Refresher Training Course within the 3-year period take the course.



ACSB NEEDSTO ENSURE THAT DATESIN THE PAL SYSTEM ARE MORE
ACCURATE TO FACILITATE BETTER TRACKING OF CONTRACTING MILESTONES

ACSB personne did not consistently use the correct dates for entering key contract milestone dates into
the PAL system. Specificaly, for two of the Sx contracts we reviewed, contracting personnd did not
enter the correct dates for * date completed package received,” which refersto the date a completed RP
was received from TCSB. In addition, for four of the Sx contracts, contracting personnd did not use the
correct dates for “date purchase order signed.” Because ACSB uses PAL to track and manage the
gtatus of requirements packages, information in PAL needs to be accurate, complete, and current. The
effect of the errors increased the number of days to award a contract as reflected in PAL by between 1
and 37 days.

PAL isamulti-user loca area network based system used at each FDIC office to track the processing
of RPsthrough the FDIC' s acquisition section. PAL is used to record the procurement requisition
number, program office point of contact, dates for receipt of a completed requisition package and
contract award, and Acquisition Section Contracting Officer.

The PAL User Manud defines a completed RP as a completed procurement request that includes
appropriate expenditure authority (procurement requisition and expenditure case, if applicable), SOW,
price estimate, suggested vendor sources, technica proposal requirements, and technical evauation
criteria, if gpplicable. In addition, the PAL User Manua defines a completed contract award asthe
date the contract or purchase order is awarded. ACSB personnd stated that thisis the date that the
Contracting Officer executes the contract.

For two of six contracts reviewed, the completed RP received date was not accurate. In one instance,
PAL indicated February 14, 2000 as the date a completed package was received by ACSB.
However, based on our review of the contract file, the OM sent arevised SOW to the contract
specidist on January 18, 2000. The contract specidist subsequently issued the RFP on January 21,
2000. In order to have issued the RFP on January 21, 2000 the contract specidist would have had a
completed RP prior to that date, which we bdieve was the January 18, 2000 date indicated in the
OM’se-mall.

In the other instance, the contract specidist received a completed RP on January 19, 2000 rather than
the February 18, 2000 date indicated in PAL. Based on our review of the contract file, we determined
that the OM sent an e-mail to the contract specidist on January 19, 2000 with dl the attachments for
the completed RP. In addition, a subsequent e-mail from the contract specidist to the OM Sated that
the contract would be awarded within 120 days from January 19, 2000, thereby indicating that a
completed RP was accepted as of that date.

In addition to the incorrect completed package received dates, we also determined that four of the
six contracts had incorrect PAL dates for the date the purchase order was signed. For these four
contracts, the contract speciaists input to PAL dates that were 1 day, 11 days, 13 days, and 37 days
earlier than the actua contract execution dates. Asaresult of usng incorrect dates for both the



“date completed package received” and “date purchase order signed,” the actual number of daysto
award the affected contracts increased between 1 day and 37 days.

In most instances, we attributed the incorrect dates for both the completed package received date and
purchase order signed date to human errors by the contract specidists. However, in one instance, the
contract specidist incorrectly used the effective date of the purchase order, which was 37 days earlier
than the execution date due to an exigency requiring the contractor to begin work before fina execution
of the contract.

The Assstant Director, Acquisition Section, stated that ACSB is developing an dectronic commerce
drategy for the acquistion function that will eventudly lead to the replacement of the PAL system. The
gpproved grategy will be implemented over the next 2 years, contingent upon funding gpprovd. The
information retained in the PAL system and other information on procurement milestones for al phases
of the procurement process will be incorporated into the eectronic commerce design. Therefore, the
Assgant Director did not believe PAL should have extensive input controls and verification procedures.

We agree that it may not be appropriate at this time to implement PAL input controls and verification
procedures because PAL is expected to be replaced and our audit was limited to the sx TCSB
contracts and, therefore, the errors we identified may not be indicative of a pervasive problem.
Nonetheless, we bdlieve that for PAL to be an effective tracking and management system, the dates
input to the system need to be correct. For example, three of the six contracts that met ACSB’s 120
day performance god based on information in PAL did not meet the god when actud dates were used.
Therefore, we believe that contracting officers should be reminded of their responghbility as outlined in
the APM, Chapter 5.C.2, Procurement Action Log System, to ensure that al information contained in
PAL stays current, complete, and accurate.

Finally, athough not related to PAL, we determined that the Contract Milestone Schedule was not fully
completed or included in the contract file for five of the Sx contracts. In one instance, the schedule was
not included in the contract file. In four instances, the schedules did not have the actud or projected
dates or proper sgnatures. The APM, Chapters 4.H.4 and 6.B.5, Contracting Milestone Schedule,
requires that ACSB and the program office jointly prepare the Contract Milestone Schedule for
contracts over $100,000. The schedule identifies significant pre-award contract events and includes
projected completion dates to monitor the progress of the contracting process. By not preparing these
schedules, proper notice is not provided to parties of the anticipated completion dates of dl significant
pre-award contract events.

Recommendations
The Assigtant Director, Acquisition Section, should:
(3) Reiterateto al Contracting Officers that dates input to PAL need to be accurate, complete, and

current in accordance with the APM.  In addition, Contracting Officers should be reminded of the
definition of a completed contract avard as Sated in the PAL User Manudl.



(4) Raterateto al Contracting Officers and Contract Specidigts that the Contract Milestone Schedules
need to be fully completed and included in the contract files for al contracts over $100,000.

OTHER OPPORTUNITIESFOR IMPROVEMENT

We concluded that the six TCSB training contracts we reviewed met cusomers needs. Nonetheless,
we met with officids from other government agencies to identify contracting practices and training
sarvices that the FDIC should consder to further improve the timeliness of TCSB contract awards and
the ddlivery of training servicesto cusomers. Specificaly, we met with officias from DOT, OPM, and
GSA.

With regard to DOT, we determined that DOT utilizes a Transportation Virtud Universty (TVU) to
provide professond, academic, technical, and organizational development training to DOT and other
government agencies and industry partners in both online and ingructor-led formats. The god of TVU
isto train employees from their desktops and not take employees out of the field and put themin a
centralized traditiond classroom. TVU makes effective use of technology to improve training
opportunities for federa government employees. TVU currently has over 800 released courses
available in the following areas. (1) professond effectiveness, (2) business expertise, and

(3) computer end users and administrative and IT professonals. According to DOT, Web-based
training reduces costs and provides performance improvement.

TCSB officids told us thet they have been actively pursuing many means of dternative training ddlivery.
For example, the largest effort to date has been the development of 17 interactive computer-based
courses for the DRR curriculum. In addition, the Divison of Compliance and Consumer Affairs (DCA)
requested that TCSB assg the divison in developing a curriculum that would no longer rely on
classroom-based ingtruction provided by an outside vendor. With assistance from DCA, TCSB has
proposed replacing most classroom-based DCA courses with avariety of dternative training delivery
methods including Web-based and sdf-study courses. Under the Financia Analysis Program, TCSB
also offers seven courses that are either paper-based salf-study or CD-ROM based computer
ingruction.

The March 1, 2001 report on the joint OCRE and OICM study of training and personnel administrative
services suggested that TCSB consider using DRR as a case study to determine whether computer-
based training could be utilized to ddliver training more efficiently to other divisons, particularly to DOS
and DCA.. Inresponding to the study, a TCSB management officia acknowledged that computer-
basad training could result in significant cost savings, particularly when travel expenses are consdered.

To further build on the work of both TCSB and the joint OCRE and OICM study, we suggest that
TCSB consider pursuing use of the Web-based DOT TVU program. TCSB personnd told us that they
have dready had some discussons with DOT about the possibility of DOT providing training courses to
the FDIC.

In addition, OPM provides government agencies with another contracting vehicle for satisfying training
needs. Currently, OPM has 15 training vendors that have been pre-quaified for use by other agencies
using abasic ordering agreement (BOA). OPM is currently soliciting additiona vendorsfor its BOA
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and expects to have 20 to 30 vendors available in 2002. Similarly, GSA pre-qudifies training vendors
for use by both GSA and other government agencies. Both OPM and GSA personnd indicated that
pre-quaifying training vendors reduces the amount of time required to award training contracts because
the vendors' capabilities, performance, and costs have been pre-approved. Accordingly, to further
enhance the efficiency of procuring training and consulting services, we suggest the FDIC consider
edtablishing a BOA for training vendors.

CORPORATION COMMENTSAND OIG EVALUATION

On June 20, 2001, the Director, DOA, provided a written response to the recommendations in the draft
report. DOA’sresponseis presented in Appendix | of thisreport. DOA partialy agreed with
recommendation 1 and fully agreed with recommendations 2 through 4. With respect to
recommendation 2, the Director, DOA, stated that TCSB identified the OMs and TMs who have not
taken the Oversght Manager Refresher Training Course within the past 3-year period and instructed
them to enrall in the course. In aJune 25, 2001 e-mail, DOA sated that TCSB will monitor the training
to ensure that the OMs and TMs attend the course. For recommendation 3, DOA agreed that the
information in PAL should be accurate, complete, and current and that Contracting Officers would be
reminded of the definition of a completed contract award. For recommendation 4, DOA agreed to send
an e-mall to gppropriate saff re-emphasizing that al Contract Milestone Schedules need to be fully
complete and included in the contract files for al contracts over $100,000. In aJune 29, 2001 e-mail,
DOA indicated that the Assstant Director, Acquisition Section, sent an e-mail addressing the corrective
actions outlined in recommendations 3 and 4.

With regard to our suggestions, the Director, DOA, stated that DOA is continually exploring the use of
technology to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of FDIC' straining programs. However, DOA
believes more defined research or studies of dternative sources or providers of Web-based training need to
be considered before exploring the OIG’'s suggestion.  Further, DOA is currently researching the most
effective contracting method (including the possible use of a BOA) for supplying contracting needs for
training design and development.

A summary of the Director’ s response to recommendation 1 and our andysis follows. In addition,
Appendix |1 presents management’ s proposed actions on our recommendations and shows thet there is
amanagement decision for each recommendation in this report.

Require TCSB Oversight Managersand Technical Monitorswho ar e expected to preparea
statement of work to take the 1-day FDIC Statement of Work Preparation training cour se
(recommendation 1): The Director, DOA partidly agreed with this recommendation. DOA does not
agreethat all TCSB OMs and TMs be required to take the 1-day FDIC SOW Preparation training
course. The Director stated that implementing such a recommendation would not be cost effective or
essentid given the fact that many of the TCSB OMs and TMs are responsible for preparing SOWs for
non-complex procurements. These SOWs need only contain a short concise

description of the requirements that are attached to the requisition. In generd, these requisitions are
service contracts awarded through the OPM and the GSA.

Further, the Director, DOA, stated that in June 2000, TCSB formed a Contract Team with the god of
10



developing uniform SOW language for the various TCSB-contracted training needs. Asaresult,
TCSB, with the support of the DOA Acquisition Section, developed SOW templates for training
andyss, desgn, development, delivery, and evauaion. DOA bdlieves the templates will help diminate
or minimize potentia delays that may occur in the SOW development process.

The Director, DOA, further stated that there are times when TCSB OMs and TMs are required to
follow complex procurement procedures. For these types of procurements, TCSB staff develop
detailed and complete SOWSs that convey dl aspects of the requirements and clearly delineste what isto
be procured. DOA believesthat all TCSB OMs and TMs that prepare these types of SOWs should

be required to take the 1-day training course. TCSB has identified these OMs and TMs and instructed
them to enrall in the training course. In aJune 25, 2001 e-mail, DOA sated that TCSB will monitor the
training to ensure that the OMs and TM s attend the course.

We agree with DOA that OMs and TMs that prepare non-complex procurements should not be
required to take the 1-day FDIC SOW Preparation training course. Our review included only
contracts that were complex procurements that took the longest period of time to award. The intent of
our recommendation was to require the 1-day training course only for those OMs and TMs that
prepared a SOW for complex procurements. The action taken by DOA is respongive to our
recommendation and meets the requirements of a management decison.
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APPENDIX |

FDIC

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
550 17th Street, NW, Washington, DC 20429 Division of Administration

June 15, 2001

MEMORANDUM TO: David H. Loewengen
Assstant Inspector Generdl

FROM: Arleas Upton Kea [Electronically produced version; origind signed by
Arlease Upton Kea)
Director, Divison of Adminigration

SUBJECT: Management Response to Draft Report: TCSB Contracts for Training
and Consulting Services Met Customer Needs, but FDIC Can Improve
the Timeliness and Tracking of Selected TCSB Contract Awards and
Consider Alternative Contracting Methodologies

The Divison of Adminigtration (DOA) has completed its review of the subject Office of Inspector
Generd (OIG) draft report. We appreciate the review performed by the OIG, and its conclusion that
the DOA, Training and Consulting Services Branch (TCSB) met the clients needs for the contracts
reviewed. In the report the OIG made four recommendations to DOA related to two audit findings
and identified other potentia opportunities for improvement in the corporate training area.

This response summarizes our planned corrective actions with respect to the audit recommendations
made by the OIG, and provides expected completion dates and the documentation that will confirm
completion. We have dso provided comments on the suggested improvements identified by the OIG.

M anagement Decision:

Recommendation # 1. The Associate Director, TCSB, should require TCSB Oversight Managers
(OMs) and Technica Monitors (TMS) who are expected to prepare a statement of work to take the
one-day FDIC Statement of Work Preparation training course.

Management Response# 1: DOA management agrees with this recommendation in part. We do
not agreethat dl TCSB OMs and TMs be required to take the one-day FDIC Statement of Work
(SOW) Preparation Training Course. Implementing such a recommendation would not be cost effective
or essentid given the fact that many of the TCSB OMs and TMs are responsible for preparing SOWs
for non-complex procurements. These non-complex SOWs are typicaly Procurement Requisitions
using the smplified procurement procedures as outlined in Chapter 4 of the APM. These SOWSs need
only contain a short concise description of the requirements that are attached to the requisition. In
generd, these requisitions are service contracts awarded through the U.S. Office of Personnel
Management and the Generd Services Adminigration.
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Further, in June 2000, TCSB formed a Contract Team with the goal of developing uniform SOW
language for the various TCSB contracted training needs. Asaresult, TCSB, with the support of the
DOA Acquisition Section, have developed SOW templates for training andyss, design, development,
delivery, and evauation. We bdieve the templates help diminate or minimize potentid delays that may
occur in the SOW devel opment process.

There aretimes when TCSB OMs and TMs are required to follow complex procurement procedures.
For these types of procurements, TCSB staffs develop detailed and complete SOWSs that convey dl
aspects of the requirements and clearly delineate what isto be procured. We do bdievethat all TCSB
OMsand TMsthat prepare these types of SOW's be required to take the one-day training course.
TCSB has identified these OMs and TMs, and has ingtructed them to enroll in the training course.

Recommendation # 2. The Asociate Director, TCSB should ensure that dl Oversght Managers and
Technicd Monitors who have not taken the Oversight Manager Refresher Training Course within the 3-
year period take the course.

Management Response # 2: DOA management agrees with this recommendation. TCSB identified
those OMs and TMswho have not taken the Oversight Manager Refresher Training Course within the
past three-year period and has ingtructed them to enroll in the course.

Recommendation # 3: The Assstant Director, Acquisition Section, should reiterate to dl Contracting
Officersthat datesinput to PAL need to be accurate, complete, and current in accordance with the
APM. In addition, Contracting Officers should be reminded of the definition of a completed contract
award as gtated in the PAL User Manudl.

Management Response # 3: DOA management concurs with this recommendation. We agree that
the information input to PAL should be accurate, complete, and current in accordance with the APM.
Asapoint of clarification, the definition of a completed contract award isin the APM not the PAL User
Manud. The Assstant Director, Acquisition Section, will send an emall to al contracting officers
reminding them that datesinput to PAL be in accordance with the APM. The email will also
reemphasize the definition of a completed contract award. Email correspondence from the Assistant
Director, Acquisition Section, will beissued to al Contracting Officers by June 29, 2001.

Recommendation # 4: The Assstant Director, Acquisition Section, should reiterate to al Contracting
Officers and Contract Speciaists that the Contract Milestone Schedules need to be fully completed and
included in the contract files for al contracts over $100,000.

Management Response # 4: DOA management concurs with the recommendation. The Assstant
Director, Acquisition Section, will send an emall to al Contracting Officers and Contract Specidists
reemphasizing that the Contract Milestone Schedules need to be fully complete and in the contract file
for dl contracts over $100,000 as required in APM Section 4.h.4. Email correspondence from the
Assgant Director, Acquisition Section, will be issued by June 29, 2001.

M anagement Comments- " Other Opportunitiesfor | mprovement"

We agppreciate the suggestions offered by the OIG. The OIG indicated that they met with other
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government agencies (DOT, OPM, and GSA) and identified contracting practices and training services
that the FDIC should consider to further improve the timeliness of TCSB contract awards and the
delivery of training services to customers. We have reviewed the opportunities for improvement
identified by the OIG and offer the following comments.

With respect to the OIG suggestion that the TCSB pursue the use of the Web-based DOT
Trangportation Virtua Universty (TVU), we believe that the OlG'sidea is premature since the
suggestion is not supported by defined research or studies of aternative sources or providers of web-
based training. Furthermore, this proposed option is contrary to the way TCSB conducts its business.
TCSB uses a dructured methodology to confirm the technica feasbility of implementing computer
platform based training, to gather feedback on the use of online learning within the FDIC culture, and to
evd uate the course content.

Asan organization, TCSB is continudly exploring the use of technology to improve the efficiency and
effectiveness of the corporate training programs. In fact, TCSB is the architect for the Corporate
Learning Strategy initiative that encompasses the use of innovative enabling technologies to optimize the
Corporation's ability to meet and continuoudy support employee developmenta needs. The TCSB
daffs are extremely proficient, experienced, and knowledgesble in the area of technology based training,
and use a dtructure eva uative process to determine the appropriate direction for technology based
traning. TCSB has successfully developed online training curriculums and continues to pilot various
technology based training venues to include the DOT TVU. For example, TCSB developed the 17
interactive computer-based curriculums for the Division of Resolutions and Receiverships and isin the
process of piloting an online program caled the Ninth House Network (NHN). NHN delivers
persondized, interactive business skills training to the desktop.

Concerning the OIG's suggestion to establish a Basic Ordering Agreement for training vendors, TCSB
was dready exploring this option before the OIG audit. The TCSB Training and Technology Section, in
conjunction with the Acquisition Services Section, are currently conducting research to determine the
mogt effective contracting method for supplying contracting needs for training design and devel opment.

If you have any questions regarding the response, our point of contact for this matter is Andrew Nickle,
Audit Liaison for the Divison of Adminigration. Mr. Nickle can be reached at (202) 942-3190.

cc: Starr Ramieh
Michad Rubino
Vijay Deshpande

14



APPENDIX 11
MANAGEMENT RESPONSESTO RECOMMENDATIONS

The Inspector Genera Act of 1978, as amended, reguires the OI G to report the status of management decisions on its recommendationsin its semiannud reportsto the Congress. To consider FDIC's
responses as management decisionsin accordance with the act and related guidance, severa conditions are necessary. Fird, the response must describe for eech recommendation
the specific corrective actions aready taken, if applicable;
®  corrective actionsto be taken together with the expected completion dates for their implementation; and
®  documentation that will confirm completion of corrective actions.

If any recommendation identifies specific monetary benefits, FDIC management must state the amount agreed or disagreed with and the reasons for any disagreement. In the case of questioned codts,
the amount FDIC plansto disdlow must be included in management’ s response. If management does not agree that a recommendation should be implemented, it must describe why the
recommendetion is not considered valid. Second, the OlG must determine that management’ s descriptions of (1) the course of action aready taken or proposed and (2) the documentation confirming
completion of corrective actions are responsive to its recommendations.

Thistable presents the management responses that have been made on recommendationsin our report and the status of management decisions. The information for management decisionsis based on
management’ swritten response to our report and any other discussions as appropriate.

Documentation

Expected That Will Management
Rec. Completion Confirm Final Monetary | Decision: Yes
Number Corrective Action: Taken or Planned/Status Date Action Benefits or No
The Director, Division of Administration (DOA), stated that the Training and Consulting Services Branch
(TCSB) Oversight Managers (OM) and Technical Monitors (TM) that prepare complex procurements Documentation
will be required to take the 1-day training course. Those OMs and TMsthat prepare non-complex identifying OMs
1 procurements will not be required to take the training course. The Director aso stated that TCSB has Completed and TMsthat are N/A Yes
identified OMs and TMsthat prepare complex procurement transactions and ingtructed them to enroll in required to take the
thetraining course. InaJdune 25, 2001 email, DOA stated that TCSB will monitor the training to ensure training course.
that the OMs and TMs attend the course.
The Director, DOA, stated that TCSB hasidentified OMs and TMswho have not taken the Oversight Documentation
2 Manager Refresher Training Course within the past 3-year period and hasingtructed them to enrall in the Completed identifying OMs N/A Yes
course. InaJdune 25, 2001 e-mail, DOA stated that TCSB will monitor the training to ensure that the and TMsthat need

OMs and TMs attend the course. the training course.

The Director, DOA, stated that DOA agrees that the information input into PAL should be accurate,

complete, and current in accordance with the Acguisition Policy Manud (APM). On June 29, 2001 DOA E-mail toall

3 indicated that the Assistant Director, Acquisition Section, sent an e-mail to al contracting officers Completed contracting officers. N/A Yes
reminding them that dates input into PAL should be in accordance with the APM. Thee-mail dsore- 9
emphasized the definition of acompleted contract award.
The Director, DOA, stated that the Assigtant Director, Acquisition Section, would send an e-mail to all

4 Contract Specidists re-emphasizing that dl Contract Milestone Schedules need to befully completeand in Completed E-mail todl N/A Ves

the contract file for dl contracts over $100,000. On June 29, 2001 DOA indicated that the Assistant
Director, Acquisition Section, sent the e-mail to dl contract speciaists.

contract specidists.
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