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Problems of Profit Determination Encountered
By Government Contractors

Just as weapon systems have’ grown more
and more complex so have the provisions sur-
rounding government contracts. If the products
being purchased by the government were those
being used in every-day commercial activity so
that prices and performance were well estab-
lished, all contracts could be firm-fixed price,
and accounting problems would be little dif-
ferent from those for commercial products.
However, much of the work done for the gov-
ernment has not been done before, making it
impossible to estimate the costs of doing the
work and to arrive at what both parties con-
sider a fair price on a firm-fixed-price basis at
the time the contract is originally negotiated.
Hence, contracts range all the way from firm-
fixed-price to cost-plus-fixed-fee with various
degrees of incentive provisions in between.

Whenever cost-type contracts are involved,
the issue of what constitutes reimbursable
costs becomes important because the contrac-
tor’s sales price depends on the costs for which
he will receive payment. These costs are deter-
mined by the terms of the contracts and other
regulations incorporated therein. The basic
principles and procedures regarding contracts
with the Department of Defense are described
in the Armed Service Procurement Regulations
usually referred to as ASPR. Other government
agencies, such as the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration and the Atomic Energy
Commission, have their own regulations as they
do not come under the Department of Defense.

Section XV of ASPR which is entitled “Con-
tract Cost Principles and Procedures” is im-
portant to accountants dealing with govern-
ment contracts. This section states that the
contractor will be reimbursed for direct and
indirect costs. Direct costs are not limited to
material and labor but are costs identified
specifically with a contract. Thus it is permis-
sible to charge items which would normally be
charged to overhead directly to contract costs,
provided that like items are not charged to
overhead and distributed to the same contract.

Indirect costs are reimbursable to the ex-
tent that they are determined to be reasonable,
allocable and allowable in view of other factors
set forth in ASPR. ASPR 15-201.3 states that
“A cost is reasonable if, in its nature or amount,
it does not exceed that which would be in-
curred by an ordinarily prudent person in the
conduct of competitive business.” ASPR 15-
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201.4 provides that “A cost is allocable if it
is assignable or chargeable to a particular cost
objective, such as a contract, product, product
line, process or class of customer or activity,
in accordance with the relative benefits re-
ceived or other equitable relationship. Subject
to the foregoing, a cost is allocable to a govern-
ment contract if it:

(i) is incurred specifically for the contract;

ii) benefits both the contract and other

work, . . . and can be distributed to
them in reasonable proportion to the
benefits received; or
is iecessary to the overall operation of
the business, although a direct rela-
tionship to any particular cost objective
cannot be shown.”
Among the other factors are costs specifically
excluded, such as trade or institutional advertis-
ing, bad debts, contributions and interest or
other financing costs. This entire section of
ASPR is stated in rather general terms and
there is often a difference of opinion on the
interpretation made by the government audi-
tors and the contractor’s accountants.

Cost-type contracts may provide for reim-
bursement of actual overhead costs or negoti-
ated overhead rates. Under the negotiated
overhead rate provisions, the contractor is re-
quired to submit an overhead claim usually
within 90 days after the close of his fiscal
year. This claim is then subject to audit by the
government auditors who submit an audit re-
port stating their findings. This information be-
comes the basis for the government represent-
ative to meet with the contractor and negotiate
a rate. It is this negotiated overhead rate that
becomes part of the sales price of the contract.
Since negotiations may be held anywhere from
six months to a year after the close of the
contractor’s fiscal year and since it may be even
longer before a rate is agreed upon, it is easy
to see that determining the amount of over-
head for which the contractor will be reim-
bursed can become a problem.

After the contractor has decided on the over-
head rates to use in computing his sales price,
he still has to be concerned over how much fee
to accrue since sales recorded under cost-type
contracts are based on costs as incurred plus
all allocable fees. In the case of cost-plus-fixed-
fee (CPFF) contracts, he knows how much his
total fee is and the problem of allocating the fee
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becomes similar to any contract where per-
centage-of-completion method is used to de-
termine gross profit. For the past several years
many of the large contracts have been CPFF
type of contracts. Prior to 1965, 80% of
NASA’s business was awarded on a CPFF
basis because of the difficulty of setting a
firm-fixed price for such products as a capsule
to go to the moon. Now more and more NASA
contracts contain cost-incentive features. Cost-
incentives may be incorporated into fixed-price-
incentive contracts or cost-plus-incentive-fee
contracts.

Cost-plus-incentive-fee ( CPIF) contracts
provide for the negotiation of a target cost,
a target fee, a maximum fee and a minimum
fee, and a fee adjustment formula. For instance,
consider a contract with a target cost of $100,
000, a target fee of $7,000, and a fee adjust-
ment formula of 80%-government and 20%-
contractor. Assume that a maximum fee of
$9,000 was provided and a minimum fee of
$5,000. If the total cost is decreased from the
target cost of $100,000 to $95,000 the con-
tractor’s fee increases 20% of $5,000 or from
$7.000 to $8,000. This fee continues to in-
crease until cost reduction reaches $10,000,
making costs $90,000 at which time the maxi-
mum fee will be earned and any further cost
reduction will benefit only the government.
Conversely, if the cost goes up to $105,000,
the contractor’s fee will go from $7,000 to
$6,000. By the time the cost reaches $110,000,
the contractor will be entitled only to the
minimum fee of $5,000 and any other cost will
be born solely by the government. It is in-
teresting to note that once the minimum fee is
reached a CPIF contract becomes in effect a
CPFF contract, with the contractor receiving
a fixed fee plus his reimbursable costs.

Under the fixed-price incentive contract,
there is negotiated a target cost, a target profit,
a price ceiling, but not a profit ceiling or floor,
and a formula for establishing the final profit
and price. This formula is based on the rela-
tionship which final negotiated total cost bears
to total target cost. Once the price ceiling is
reached in this type of contract, it becomes
like a firm-fixed-price contract with any addi-
tional costs borne by the contractor.

Sharing formulas come in a wide variety and
depend upon the contractor’s and the govern-
ment’s confidence in the target cost, the proba-
bility of overruns or underruns and the dif-
ference between target fees and maximum and
minimum fees.

In addition to providing cost incentives,
the government is now attempting through the
use of weighted guidelines to establish the
profit according to the degree of risk under-
taken by the contractor. These guidelines sug-
gest ranges for various cost elements within a
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given contract ranging from 1% to 4% for
purchased parts and materials, to 9% to 15%
for engineering labor. The contract negotiator
assigns the rate he thinks most applicable and
multiplies this rate by the target cost to arrive
at the target profit by cost element. These tar-
get profits by cost element are then added
together to arrive at a total target profit which
is divided by total target cost to arrive at the
rate. The rate is then adjusted either up or
down depending upon the contractor’s assump-
tion of risk, his record of past performance and
other selected factors. Once the percentage
profit is reached, weighted guidelines add no
additional complications to the accountant’s
task of accruing profit.

This is not to say that there are no addi-
tional complications, for the government in its
attempt to increase the profit motive of gov-
ernment contractors has now gone to more and
more types of incentives. Among these is one
created by value engineering.

Value engineering is an organized effort on
the part of the contractor directed at achieving
the same products, quality and performance at
a lower cost. The value engineering clause al-
lows the contractor to retain a predetermined
share of all cost savings resulting from the
effort. After the cost reduction is determined
and approved by the contracting officer, the
target cost and fees are adjusted accordingly.
Under incentive contracts, the contractor’s
share of the savings may be as high as 50%.
This means that the accountant must take these
changes into consideration before starting to
determine the profit to accrue.

An increasing number of contracts now have
performance incentives. Performance incentives
consist of such items as the following:

Performance of the Product

Range of a missile
Speed of aircraft
Thrust of an engine
Maneuverability
Fuel economy

Performance of the Contractor

Delivery

Meeting test schedules

Quality control

Maintenance requirement

Reliability

These incentives are handled in much the
same way as cost incentives in that a fee is
decided upon for the various incentives. With-
in the range of acceptable achievement, addi-
tional fees are then awarded for bettering the
goals or penalties assessed for failure to reach
them.

(continued to page 10)



It would be well at this time to review returns
filed for those periods to determine that all
€lections have been validly made. Any deficien-
cies can then be remedied within the statu-
tory period.

While on the subject of elections there are
certain statutory limitations upon related cor-
porations where controlling dates are most im-
portant. As previously stated, December 31 is
the controlling date when apportioning the
$25,000 surtax exemption under Section 1561
and the multiple surtax election under Section
1562 of the Code. In the case of the $25,000
limitation of investment credit the apportion-
ment is as of the last day of the parent com-
pany’s tax year. On the other hand, apportion-
ment of the additional first year depreciation
under Section 179 of the Code is based on the
years of the members of the group ending with,
or within, the parent’s tax year.

While the controlled corporation sections of
the Code are of paramount importance, there
are many other tax aspects which should be con-
sidered. The 1964 Revenue Act has given rise
to new problems that are apt to be overlooked
upon first exposure to the Act. One of these
is unintentional dividends. Prior to enactment
of Sections 1245 and 1250 of the Code it was
common practice for related corporations to
transfer fixed assets to one another at their
net book value. If the fair market value of these
assets is in excess of that value, the Treasury
Department may adjust in accordance with the
recapture provisions; and, at the same time,
characterize the bargain transfer as a dividend
over to the recipient corporation.

When purchasing used Section 38 property,
credit may be taken up to $50,000 of the
purchase price in any one year. In the case of
an affiliated group (which contemplates more
than 50% stock ownership) the $50,000 must
be apportioned among the members of the
group on the ratio of used property purchased
by each, to total used property purchased by
the group. The danger here is that if a Sub-
chapter S corporation is a member of the group
it is frequently overlooked in the apportion-
ment calculation, because of its nontaxable
status. This credit flows through to the indivi-
dual stockholders, but is based on apportion-
ment at corporate level.

Only a very few of the problems of related
corporations have been touched upon here,
but the basis of their selection is the frequency
with which they occur, regardless of the size
of operation. It is hoped that attention has
been called to the necessity of the accountant
giving thought to the many problems inherent
in the existence of an affiliated group.

D.L.B.
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Problems of Profit Determination
Encountered by Government Contractors

(continued from page 4)

For instance, assume a contract for pro-
duction of an airplane with the following pro-
visions:

Maximum Maximum
Reward Penalty

Performance 1,050 MPH 1,000 MPH 990 MPH

Target

Cost $80 Million $100 Million$140 Million

Schedule 27 Months 30 Months 33 Months

Incentives

Performance $6 Million $2 Million 0

Cost 7 Million 5 Million $0 Million

Schedule 1 Million 0 Million - 1 Million
$14 Million $7 Million -$1 Million

In this case if target is achieved on every-
thing, the fee will be $7 Million. The fee could
be increased to $14 Million if the maximums
were reached on all incentives or fall as low as
a negative $1 Million.

It now becomes apparent that the contractor
may have some trade-off choices. He may have
produced the airplane at a cost of $80 Million
within 27 months and have achieved a per-
formance of 990 MPH, thus making him en-
titled to a fee of $8 Million. He may decide
that by spending an additional $20 Million in
another six months, he can increase the per-
formance to 1,050 MPH and thereby achieve
the maximum product performance fee. In this
case his fee would be as follows:

In 27 Months In 33 Months

Performane 0 $ 6 Million
Cost $7 Million 5 Million
Schedule 1 Million -1 Million

$8 Million $10 Million

He would have increased his fee by $2 Million.
The trade-off choices shown above are possible
under the contract. However, government con-
tractors must keep foremost in mind that the
best possible product, at the lowest cost, must
be delivered on time.

It is easy to see that the incentives are inter-
woven and must be considered together in
order to compute the final profit which will be
realized on the contract. The accountant’s task
thus becomes complex, for not only must he
obtain engineering and production estimates of
cost to complete the contract; but he must
also obtain estimates of time and performance.
Having obtained the estimates, he must review
them before making a decision of how much
fee to accrue.

(concluded on page 14)
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Miss Virginia E. Martin, 110 Leatrice Lane, Anaheim, California 92802

Miss Edith A. Reinhardt, Fidelity-Philadelphia Trust Company, Broad and
Walnut Streets, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19109

Mrs. Josephine M. Barber, 6226 North 14th Street, Apartment C, Phoenix,
Arizona 85014

Miss Margaret G. Smith, 301 South Home Avenue, Apartment 502, Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania 15202

Mrs. Isabelle J. Stark, 0232 S. W. Pendleton Street, Portland, Oregon 9720%

Mrs. Belle T. Anderson, CPA, 312 North Harrison Street, Richmond, Virginia

23220
Miss Mary E. Burnet, CPA, 132 Delray Road, Rochester, Ney York 14610
Mrs. Madeline M. Rude, 1708 Belmont Boulevard, Rockford, Illinois 61103
Mrs. Leilah Gavaldon, CPA, 2124 10th Street, Sacramento, California 95818
Mrs. Mildred Schuette, 323 North Andre Street, Saginaw, Michigan 48602
Miss Mary E. Dunlap, 6662 Chamberlain Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri 63130
Mrs. Louise Hettwer, 2535 Wooddale Avenue, N. E., Salem, Oregon 97303
Mrs. Helene Nelson, 1642 Adams Avenue, San Diego, California 92116
Mrs. Maria E. Diamond, 616 Font Boulevard, San Francisco, California 94132
Mrs. Doris Dyson, CPA, 7834 Bothell Way N. E., Seattle, Washington 98115
Mrs. Vivian E. Wolford, W. 1402 Broadway Avenue, Spokane, Washington
99201
Miss Virginia L. Rumpf, 230 Shotwell Park, Syracuse, New York 13206
Mrs. Dorothy C. Post, 3610 South Thompson Avenue, Tacoma, Washington:
98408
Mrs. Catherine H. Beers, 2907 Bay to Bay Boulevard, 301 Boulevard Building,
Tampa, Florida 33609
Mrs, Helen H. Williams, 1935 Franklin Avenue, Terre Haute, Indiana 47803

TOLEDO Miss Charlotte M. Buck, Post Office Box 172, Maumee, Ohio 43537
TUCSON Mrs. Mary K. Butler, 5756 East Second Street, Tucson, Arizona 85711
TULSA Miss Bonnie M. Clough, 606 Petroleum Club Building, Tulsa, Oklahoma 74119
UTAH Miss Elizabeth Poulton, 3641 Crestwood Drive, Salt Lake City, Utah 84109
WEST PALM BEACH Mrs. Elsa M. Kearney, 740 Eastwind Drive, North Palm Beach, Florida 33403
WHEELING Miss Mary A. Eggiman, Sutton & Stewart, Inc., 841 National Road, Bridgeport,
Ohio 43912
YOUNGSTOWN Mrs. Alma S. Cockman, 39 Ridge Avenue, Youngstown, Ohio 44502
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Cel'tified Public A ccountants He is also faced with some problems in ac-

counting theory. Should he accrue a fee on
performance because the engineers say that the

In accordance with Article V, Sections 1 product will reach a certain performance when
through 4, of the Bylaws of the American only a final test will prove that such a perform-
Woman’s Society of Certified Public Ac- ance has been achieved? Should he wait for
countants, notice is hereby given that the the test, thereby increasing or decreasing profit
regular Annual Meeting of the Society will possibly as much as a million dollars at one
be held at 9:00 A.M. on Saturday, October | time? These are major decisions which ac-
1, 1966 in the Somerset Hotel, Boston, | countants can and do argue pro and con.

Massachusetts. Having thus arrived at the fee rate to accrue
and the costs believed to be reimbursable, the
Frances D. Britt accountant can proceed to prepare his financial

Secretary 1965-1966 statements. At this point, he still has to worry
about whether the Renegotiation Board will
take part of it away from him.
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