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THE ACTIVITIES OF THE DESIGN PHASE

From the beginning the activities of the design phase were divided into
three main sections. One component of the design dealt with identifying
and organizing the skills and competencies required of individuals
practicing RDDE." A second component dealt with the instructional model
by which individuals in project settinge would be trained in RDD&E
competencies and skills. The third component was the overall organiza-
tion and management system for the training program. Of the six members
of the core design group, two were assigned to each major component.
There was, of course, some shifting and a great deal of interaction
between these components, but for the most part the members of the core
design group stayed with their original assignments throughout the
design phase.

The core design group worked primarily with two sets of outside consultants:
The Working Council, a group of twelve men from the consortium institutions;
and the Interim Governing Council made up of top administrators of the
seven consortium institutions. The Working Council met on five occasions
to review and provide help on various aspects of the design. Individual
members of the Working Council also were involved for a number of
additional days of work.

The Interim Governing Council was formed during the working council
session of September 30 to provide an initial governing and policy-
making board for the consortium. It met regularly between then and the
end of the design phase and developed not only th: basic documents and

the .basic working procedures for the consortium, but also made a number

of difficult policy decisions which were necessary for the preparation of
the final report. The dates on which the Working Council met were July 14,
August 24, September 30, November 3 and December 3. The dates of the
meetings of the Interim Governing Council were October 12, October 20, i
November 3, November 20 and December 3. Three interim reports were ‘\
filed with the government; one on August 1, one on September 1 and one 1,
on November 15. !

The best way to describe the activities of the design phase is to describe
the work accomplished in the intervals between the Working Council
meetings, between the Interim Governing Council meetings, and to use

as the basic documents for describing that work the interim reports to
the government and the minutes of the Interim Governing Council meetings.
Such is the format of the following pages.

The period from June 19 to July 14 involved freeing the designated staff
from their existing work assignments, calling the first meeting of the
Working Council, and developing an initial plan for accomplishing the work
of the design phase. A two-day meeting in Washington on June 30 and

July 1 provided some clarification of the guidelines for the final design.

On July 14, 1970, the first full Working Council session was held at
Teaching Research in Monmouth. The morning was spent in clarification
of the nature of the design, a general review of dates and time lines,
and a determination of the relationship of the Working Council to the
core design team. The afternoon was spent in intensive working sessions
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on each of the major components of the design phase. At that point

in the design phase most of the effort was concentrated on the
determination of the tasks which had to be done and in the conceptualizing
of the work of the design phase,

The August 1 report was written as a result of the inputs from the Working
Council. The August 1 report contained a clear statement of the staff
assignments, as clear as possible a definition of the tasks that had

to be accomplished in the design phase, and a pert chart or time line
against which these activities had to be accomplished. A copy of the
August 1 report 1is Appendix B,

By the August 24 meeting of the Working Council a considerable advance

had been made in clarifying the nature of the tasks to be accomplished.
The first surveys of possible training sites to determine which sites

had projects which could serve as training projects had been completed.

A great deal of effort was spent at the Working Council session attempting
to conceptualize the dimensions along which projects varied. The complica-
tions of the instructional model were described and a number of
suggestions were made for simplifying it and for handling some of the
difficult problems. Alsu the Working Council confronted the major
decision as to which training programs to have initially: Research,
Evaluation, Development, or Disseminaf’.ion.\

The Working Council inputs pointed to a decision to concentrate on
Development and Evaluation and provided reasons for this linked to
National needs and priorities and Regional needs and priorities.

The September 1 report was written as a result of the inputs of the

August 24 Working Council meeting. It contained the decision to go
initially for Development and Evaluation, as well as a detailed description
of the training model, an initial scheme for the management of the entire
operation, and a first description of some of the problems of the
specification of competencies in Development and Evaluation. A copy of

the September 1 report is Appendix C.

By the September 10 Working Council meeting a detailed working draft

of the competencies involved in Development and Evaluation was provided
to the Working Counicil members and time alloted for discussion of the
task breakouts. Also the initial development of a competency profile
based on the specification of the competencies and skills was in rough
draft form.

However, it was obvious that the training program was now taking on a
concrete enough design that the consortium had begun to worry about
critical operational decisions and policies; in short, it was time for

the official formation of the consortium to carry out the training program.
Management and governance of the training program were becoming critical
issues, and the consortium members could no longer allow the design to

be developed without confronting the hard issues of how to put the design
into operation.

At the September 30 working counc:il meeting the body known as the Interim
Governing Council was formed. This group was made up of top administrators
in all of the seven member institutions of the consortium. It was
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constituted as a policy-making board, with the director of the design
project as the chief executive officer of the Interim Governing Council.
The Interim Governing Council proceeded to meet regularly during October
and November to make decisions about the nature of the training design
and how to implement it in each of the consortium institutions. The
minutes of the Interim Governing Council meetings are included as

Appendix A. However, we will summarize here in short what was accomplished

at each Interim Governing Council meeting.

At the initial Interim Governing Council meeting on October 12, 1970,
the group officially formed itself as the policy-making body to prepare
their institutions for implementation of the training program. They
determined the membership of the Interim Governing Council, received an
explanation of the components of the training design as they were now
taking shape, and requested the number of specific pieces of information
to be provided by the next meeting. In particular they ask for
information on the nature of the skills of the trainees when they
entered the program, the nature of the skills necessary for jobs that
they would be trained to perform on exit, and a simulation of the progress
of a trainee through the training program. This would enable the Interim
Governing Council members to determine something about the kinds and
budget level of commitments from each of the consortium institutions.

At the second Interim Governing Council meeting on October 23 a draft of
the official document forming the consortium was presented, edited, and
approved. There was considerable discussion over how to insure that the
training program would exist after the phase-out of federal funding.
The Interim Governing Council insisted that as soon as possible the
expertise necessary to run the training program chould be phased into
the universities so that the universities could develop the competence
to maintain such a program after federal funding ram out. Considerable
discussion was concentrated again on the nature of the level of training
of the entering trainees. It was decided that a high level of training
would be required on entry, similar to that of the person described

in the simulation which was provided for the Interim Governing Council
to read. The Interim Governing Council requested that if any other
kind of trainee than the one described in the simulation were to be
trained through this program, that a simulation of that type of person
should also be provided.

At the November 3 meeting of the Interim Governing Council the final

ve .sion of the official document forming the consortium was accepted.
Then as a discussion of the budget breakouts began, and it was apparent
that the overall staffing and organization of the training program was
not clear to a number of the Interim Governing Council members. A
lengthy presentation was made of this which enabled the Interim Governing
Council members to understand the budget breakouts.

The production, in terms of trainee output, for the training program
was regarded by the Interim Governing Council members as quite 1low,
considering the cost, and they directed that a budget phasing simulation
be presented which would demonstrate that by the end of the period
of federal funding the cost per trainee would be down to a level within
reason for the continuation of the program after federal funding. This
was to be done by the next Interim Governing Council meeting. The
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design director requested agreement on two things: that during the
initial year of the training program a single institution would serve

as the administrative coordinating agency, and only after that time would
the functions of the central administration be decentralized to the
university sites. He also presented a rationale for two different kinds
of trainees, generalists and specialists, and asked the Interim Governing
Council to approve these as the two levels of training within Development
and Evaluation. This was agreed to by the Interim Governing Council.

The November 15 report contained a virtually complete rough draft of the
final report, including all of the decisions the Interim Governing Council
had made, and all of the policy gspecifications, management and organiza-
tional plans and other work of the core design group. Much of the

writing of this report and the final decisions on a number of points were
made during a two-day retreat by the core design group after the November 3
meeting of the Interim Governing Council. Simultaneous with the November 3
meeting of the Interim Governing Council a number of working council
members had met in an unofficial session and had also provided inputs.

The November 15 report was the Preliminary Final Report.

The November 20 meeting of the Interim Coverning Council concentrated

on reacting to the November 15 report. A number of points of nonclarity
were identified and a number of suggestions made for revising, reorganizing,
and strengthening the final report. The major decision at that point

was that the management of the training program during its initial year
would use a task force concept of personnel from the three universities'
sites, and that through that mechanism a large number of people at each
university would be trained in the kinds of techniques involved in this
training design and its implementation. This was accepted by the

Interim Governing Council.

The last meeting of the Working Council and the Interim Governing Council
was December 3 at Teaching Research. This was a lengthy and detailed
critique of the Preliminary Final Report, the November 15 document, and
the determination of a set of guidelinesy for preparing for a site visit
should this design bz one that is site-visited. The Interim Governing
Council made four major decisions. It determined a way of combining
roles in the staffing of the training program to cut the budget down to
the 1imits stipulated by the Office of Education. It determined a pro-
cedure for making firal selection of ataff, if and when the training
design is funded. It determined a procedure for making the final
selection of the training sites from the seven members of the consortium,
with the statement that se’ection would be made if and when the program
was finally funded. Once the site and staff are selected, the final
selection of training projects would take place. In all cases

the Governing Council would make the final decision on the basis of
inputs from the training program director. A copy of the Preliminary

Final Report is Appendix D.
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE INTERIM GOVERNING COUNCIL, OCTOBER 12, 1970,
AT TEACHING RESEARCH, MONMOUTH, OREGON

PRESENT: James Beaird, Jerry Fletcher, Victor Doherty, Keith Goldhammer,
Edward Seger, Dale Bolton, Robert Clemmer, William Loomis and
Robert Gilberts

ABSENT: No institutions. Leo Meyers was represented by Loomis and Clemmer

A set of notes from a recent conference of Design Directors with Dr. John
Egermeier, the Project Officer from Washington, D. C., was distributed,
without discussion.

The first topic was to determine the membership of the Interim Governing
Council. There was substantial discussion of the advisability of including
on the Interim Governing Council a representative from.the Community College
network in the state, as this was the one class of institution which was

not represented. A motion to include a representative of the Community
College network was tabled on the grounds that at this stage in the develop-
ment of the project their involvement was unnecessary. The group regarded
itself as the Interim Governing Council and the assumption was that when

the program actually became operational, they would be replaced by a
Governing Council, At that time, assuming that the Community Colleges

were involved in the training, the issue of their membership on the Governing
Council would be resolved.

The group then formally decided to form itself as the Interim Governing
Council and James Besird was elected the chairman. Jerry Fletcher, the
Design Project Director, was named the Chief Executive Officer of the
Interim Governing Council, and it was agreed that agendas for all subsequent
meetings would be prepared jointly by Jerry Fletcher and James Beaird.

James Beaird assumed the chairmanship and stated that the major issue before
the Council was their working relationship as institutions, and the
formation of a consortium. He further stated that this could not be
addressed until there was a general consideration of the Training Model.

He asked Jerry Fletcher to explain that Model.

At the conclusion of this explanation, the representatives of the institu-
tions were asked to raise questions which would affect their commitment

to the Model. James Beaird started by raising a number of issued, such as;
What is the level of training of the trainees? For what roles they are
being trained? What would be said to a trainee about what he would be
able to do when he comes out? How much freedom will there be to negotiate
within the prepared scheme?

Jerry Fletcher suggested that there were a couple of major implications

of the model, and if the group understood these and felt their institutions
could be committed anyhow, it would then be appropriate to move to more
detailed issues. The major issues were: (1) the commitment of the Model
to moving much of the instruction into a field setting; (2) the decision
to go with a competency-based program, and (3) the focus on a project as
the training setting. The representatives of several institutions stated,
. in reply, that the degree to which they could be committed to the general
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Model depended upon how a number of the problems were worked out in
actual operation. They felt their institution could be committed if....
Jerry Fletcher responded by requesting that he be given specific
problems and charged to report back at the Interim Governing Council's
next session with either preferred solutions, or alternative solutions,
for these problems. He requested that the group regard its task as that
of putting together solutions to the many problems which were acceptable
to all of the institutions. In the course of the meeting all of the
institutions expressed their support of the basic model, assuming satis-
factory solutions could be worked out in the detailed problems of
implementing the model.

The charges for the next meeting were determined by the Council: (1) An
effort would be made to clarify who the Training Program would be concen-
crating on in the initial year of its operation, that is, what kind of
trainees, with what kind of entering profiles, to be trained to do what.
(2) A set of Model trainees and their progress through a training program
would be simulated for the next meeting. From this simulation it should
be possible to break out exactly what the commitments were that were
required of the institutions, and exactly what the benefits to those
institutions would be. From there it would be possible for an institution
to assesgs its commitment to the Training Program. In particular, it was
requested that the Core Design Staff make an estimate of the extent of the
obligation required from each of the consortium institutions to implement
with Training Program.

The next meeting is Friday, October 23, at 10:00 a.m. in the Northwest

Regional Laboratory in Portland.
Resp ctfiiézziggs;tted,
<

Dr. Jerry L. Fletcher
Chief Executive Officer to the
Interim Governing Council

JLF/1ib
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE INTERIM GOVERNING COUNCIL, OCTOBER 23, 1970,
AT THE NORTHWEST REGIONAL EDUCATIONAL LABORATORY, PORTLAND, OREGON

PRESENT: James Beaird; Jerry Fletcher; Victor Doherty; Wayne Courtney and
Shelby Price representing Keith Goldhammer; Frederic Giles; Robert
Gilberts; William Loomis representing Leo Meyers; Lawrence Fish

ABSENT: No One. !
The meeting began at 10:15. The minutes were accepted with one correction. ‘,f

The meeting began with a discussion of a draft prepared by Beaird for
outlining the purposed of the consortium. A number of changes were
proposed in the draft, particularly in the need to clarify what the
implications were of the universities taking over the training program
after the period of federal sponsorship, and what this meant for the roles
of the field training institutions. Several attempts at clarification were
ordered incorporated into the document, in particular the statement that
the intent of this training design is to develop a new pattern of training
RDD&E personnel for education which is beyond that which now exists at
universities, both in terms of the variety of types of training available
and in the levels of training within RDD&E; and the notion that the role
of the universities as eventual coordinators of the training programs

is necessary to legitimize the programs, but that the role of the field
institutions as the centers of much of the training activities and as
strong influencing forces on the direction and nature of the training
programs not be reduced or compromised. Beaird and Fletcher were directed
to rewrite the document incorporating these changes, and the document was
accepted pending incorporation of these changes.

The members of the Interim Governing Council strongly felt that the continued
existence of the consortium after federal funding ran out was problematical
at best, and that the guiding philosophy of the management of the training
program, even during the period of federal funding, should be to prepare
the training model to be taken over by each of the three separate
universities in their own way. Fletcher argued that many of the aspects of
the training model demanded that there be very close cooperation between
the universities, sharing staff, exchanging trainees, and using each
other's field training sites, and that these necessary close relationships
might best be maintained by maintaining the consortium. The Interim
Governing Council strongly felt that it was dangerous for the federally
supported portion to rely on a consortium, for if the consortivm could not
be maintained, the training program might die after federal sponsorship
ran out. The Council insisted that from the very beginning the training
program be managed so that it might be taken over by each university in
its own training programs. The Council felt that the necessary cooperation
could be maintained without necessarily maintaining the consortium.
Another topic of wmajor discussion was the nature of the trainees and the
kinds of competencies for which they would be trained. Giles indicated that
there would be major problems in the universities getting into short-term
training programs, even if the instructional model would permit this, and
he also felt that if the intent was to admit trainees at very low levels
of competence, such as without a B.A., there would be problems with
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university sponsorship. Fletcher indicated that the decision had not yet
been made with respect to levels of entry and exit competencies, largely
because the training model seemed to be individualized to the extent

that it potentially could handle any kind of trainee. He indicated that
the plan was to carefully interview the heads of the various consortium
institutions to determine their job openings and the minimum competencies
needed for hiring for those job openings, and to use this survey as the
basis for determining the initial training programs to implement.

a3 AT AR SRS

The Interim Governing Council requested that the results of the job survey

be reported back at the next meeting. They also requested that if the
intent was to admit and train trainees other than the kind described in
the simulation (Frank Farkel) , that the training of these kinds of
trainees also be simulated. It would be necessary to make decisions
about consortium arrangements based on the types of trainees who would
be admitted. It was made clear that at the beginning the trainees would
enter with a rather high level of competence.

One final request was that a cost analysis would have to be done on the
components of the training program to find out if the consortium
institutions could afford to run the program after federal funding ran
out, and the best question to ask would be whether the institutions would
do the things demanded by the training model in the absence of federal
funding. It was suggested that such support would be critical.

The meeting adjourned at 1:30 p.m. -

Respectfully submitted,

Dr, Jerry L. Fletcher
Chief Executive Officer to the
Interim Governing Council

JLF:sp




MINUTES OF THE INTERIM GOVERNING COUNCIL, NOVEMBER 3, 1970 AT OREGON STATE
UNIVERSITY, CORVALLIS, OREGON

PRESENT: James Beaird, Jerry Fletcher, Victor Doherty, Keith Goldhammer,
Frederick Giles, Robert Gilberts, William Loomis, representing
Leo Meyers, Lawrence Fish

ABSENT: No one

The meeting began at 10:45 a.m. The minutes of the previous meeting were
accepted.

The first item on the agenda was a discussion of the revised version of
the statement of the rationale for the consortium. After some discussion
two points were ordered incorporated into the document: a rewording of
a phrase so that it was clear that the staff of the training sites in the
consortium was to be involved in the training of any trainees--not just
university personnel; a statement that the decision on whether or not

to continue the consortium after federal funding would be made based on
the experience of running the training programs through the consortium
during the years of federal funding.

There then began a discussion of the detailed budget break—outs which
separated the developmental costs from the continuing or operating costs
of each phase of the training program through the actual first year of
operation. These budget figures and the categories of activity were
based on the Frank Farkel simulation of the previous Interim Governing
Council meeting. .

It was soon apparent that the figures had been derived on the basis on a
set of assumptions about staffing patterns, and about the number of
trainees and staff who would be involved at each phase, and that these
staffing patterns were not clear to many of the members of the Interim
Governing Council. A lengthy explanation was then presented of the
overall management framework, the staffing patterns anticipated, and
the number and qualifications of the staff members at various levels.
The large number of questions asked by the Interim Governing Council
led to a request that for the next meeting a simulation of the probable
nature of the involvement of each institution during the first year and
for the subsequent years be developed which presented a clear picture of
exactly what the institutions were agreeing to, if they agreed to implement
the training programs. The critical thing would be the roles of the
institutions and how these roles would change over time, particularly
with reference to staffing of the training programs. Fletcher stated
that such a simulation would be prepared for the next meeting.

A number of questions about the training program indicated the need to
question the training model from a production standpoint, for ultimately
the capacity to maintain the training program after federal funding was
phased out would depend on the rate of production and the quality of
production of the training programs; and that money would have to be found
to cover the costs of maintaining such training programs, or they would
simply cease to exist. Many federal programs have existed and done good
things for short periods of time while federal funding was available and
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have died immediately once federal funding was withdrawn, because the
programs were not conceivably operable within the budget limitations of
state universities or other training stitutions. The Interim Governing
Council insisted that the simulation, which would show the involvement
of each of the institutions over time and how this involvement would
change, would also be able to demonstrate that by the time that
substantial federal funding was phasing out, other sources of support
would be available which offered promise for maintaining the program.
The two rules of thumb presented were that the universities receive one
FTE for instruction for approximately 17 graduate students, and that the

* field institutions could be expected to pay an amount equal to the work

the trainee would do while he was a resident at that site. For budget
purposes we should assume that this would be the equivalent of a trainee's
basic subsistence. It remains to be seen whether these two levels of
funding can cover the anticipated cost of the training program after it

is developed.

Doherty suggested that the establishment of the special training sites
would be valuable for quite a large range of activities beyond those
demanded by the particular training programs, such as for doctoral
dissertations to be undertaken at these settings, and for some beginning
level internships. He suggested that one idea which might be incorporated
into the phasing plans for the programs would be to move to use the sites
in additional ways beyond those required specifically by the training.

After lunch the discussion centered mainly on two things: Fletcher
requested permission to simulate the involvement of the institutions over
time in the running of the consortium by starting the initial year with

a single central administrative institution at which virtually all of the
functions would take place, and to show how over time the central adminis-—
trative functions would be de-centralized into the university institutions
or the site institutioms. It was agreed that this would be a wise idea.

The last agenda item was a presentation by Beaird and Fletcher of a
rationale for the training programsS which would be undertaken initially.
It was proposed that there be, in both the areas of development and
evaluation, two separate training programs: one, a generalist training
program, the other a specialist training program. A generalist would
be trained to a high level across all eleven areas or functions within
development or evaluation. He would be capable of independent judgment
and action in the field and would probably enter with, and certainly
leave with, at least a masters degree from one of the universities. A
specialist would be trained roughly to the level of the generalist, but
in only one, or two, Or three functions of development and evaluation.
The specialist would be at roughly the same level of competence as the
generalist in a few competency areas. The generalist would be at that
level of competence in all. A rationale was suggested which spoke to
the need for both generalists and specialists and which tied the two
together: generalists would be produced first and go into the fi