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ABSTRACT

Punding for the fcrmat: 5 and maintenance of 23
research laboratories and centers has, : 1 the past, come from the
USOE, adeinistered by one of its units. Legislaticn is currently
»ending before Congress that would create a National Institute of
£ducation and transfer some of the responsitilities, including that
of funding work in the laboratories and centers, from the USOE to
NIE. A nev institutional support policy has been devised which
selects and systematically arranges existing cosponents, many cf
vhich have emerged over time since the first institutions were
founded. The objective is to develop decision mcdels, assessment
criteria and methods, and monitoring procedures that are approgriate
to program objectives and policies and to the institutior's achieved
maturity. (Author/wn)




]

D 0881

Katfonal Ccater for
Divisfon of Rescarch

NIE ARCHIVES COLLECTION -

SOOI N ¥ HE B YO
v "':,..uunnum
0t ipney ST TVIE OF

el NO e el BEE .co-:r

o e v omeina T 8 &
e owre,

'.-.' :‘t‘::':x‘:n VG W it

~'~ ':ca e me T apcgILed . BETNE

;Q'."'n' PSRRI TR BRI 2

PRI R L LR RTITNT I L N

FANAGL:i:iT POLICY (-~ IoTiieme

ARD AS;iervpne

Educattonal i soarch and
suc¢ Davelopm~nt Resources

Charles §is (3o
Yebruaty 9, 1972

Ve ST

Cevelopment

- 3 v en i . S ——— ————
—— . — . W .
- -



i
TABLE OF CO:NTIRNTS

1. Introduction.............. cereiescacnsenntas crreene ee...Page 1
II, Objectives...... et et ce it enn veesteseevren et arans ceese..Page &
III. Institutional Context.....vvvvecnes.. ceseeaen cevereneas .Page 6
IV, Institutional Maturity Model........ Ceit it etes et ans .Page 9
v, Support of Programs Within Mature Institucions......... .Page 24

: |
VI, Asscssmenf System.eseesenss fere et e e iesenias ....Page 37
- VII. Reclationship of Proposcd Policy to NIE Plaaning.........Page 43
VIII, Conclusion..i.veeeeeerioeeeoecsesenooseoosossonncsss ....Papec .45
FOOtNOLES.eunrnennnns et saiene ceeeeene criectenens ....Page 47
Questions and ANSWerS....i.eieeroeseoeroecranesans ceene e Page 48

€ .
¢ A




T e 8
) Yebruary 8, 1972

] [] ' m

[}

MANACIHMERT POLICY FOR INSTITULIC AL SUPPORT
AND ASSESS!'FNT
1. IRTROOUCTION
* The Unftcd States Office of Educatfon (USOE), through the Divisfon
of Nescarch and Devclopment Resources (DRDR) as of this writing
supporte f) fnstitutfons, These ‘nclude:
. 11 rcgéonal cducational laboratories;
° o 10 university-based R&D centers;
o« The National Program on Early Childhood Educatfon; and
o The Ratfonal Center for NHigher Education Management Systeos

at WICHE.

-Io tlc brief sevcu-yecroocrtod that has encompassed the life épan™
of th:usc fnstituti{ons, the USOL has brought some of the first
fnstitutions of their kind into existence, nurturcd them, ran
fnterfercnce at the Federal level, and helped many of them dcvelép

7/ strong RLD projranms with associatec managenent support, In this
short history, the laboratorics and centers can alrcady point to
Imn§ sténtficant achlézén:nts of national {mportance, Products
from these institutions have consistcatly attractced the highest
ratiugs in evaluation studies such as one.reccntly completed by

Y,

the Educational Testing Service,

o m____ X0 USOE polfcy that has govcrned the support of these R&D

fustitutions during thcir bricf seven-ycar history has largely
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been derived in bits and picces as f{ssues demanded {t, Annual
contracts are negotiated on the basis of submitted scopes of work
and budget requests. Although the recent trend has been to nego-
tfate the 'nsti‘utional budgct amouut on the basis of cach of the

: ongoing prozrams, no policy has been articulated which links the
funding to the program. Compar{sons betwcen f{nstitutions and/or
prograus have becn difficult. Rezcent reorganizations that brought
the funding of both laboratorics, and cent::s under onc adm’'nistra-

tive unit makes the necd fora uniforms {unding p-licy cven more

"ldeﬂt- * -

No exglict; support policy statement has cxisted that {s
comprehicnsive and systeratic. The prcviéus policy exists primarily "o
_in the form of guidelines and procedures f{or the various facets of
the laboratorics and centers. Oae of thc vnfortunate assumptions
that guided earlier practices was that Federal appropriations were,
by now, cxpected to reach approximately three times their preseat
$34 milifon level. This not being the casc caused the USOE the
_problcm of having to terminate support on some institutions in
order to maintair minfium required support levels in others.
Since no explicit and generally acceptable policy existed for
making judgments with regard to terminating less mcritorious

fnstitutions, the USOE staff and their consultants had to handle

these decisions on a case-by-case basis--vhich it did for 9

- e e e s e———————-

regional laboratorics and 2 RED centers. Furthermore, this

nonpolicy position could not provide a basis for founding new
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fastftutions--indeed it could hardly be expected to under tho

condfitions.

Those 11 termination decisions were difficult ones aud not without
criticism, although thare {s an abundance of testimony that attests
to the wisdom of cach of them., A wore scrious problem has rcsulted
by dcfcuit. one that was probably iﬁevitgkle: the previous policy
has bcen.chafucterizcd by many as one of attrition 6{, wvorsc,
o deatrucguve.COmpetition. The survival of the most promising pro-
. grams has requircd tﬁc nidcourse terminution of other, less

: proa{ainz'onca. The resulting attriticn has led to & lowering
. of morale, dccrcasc in prestige and insécurity anong remafining

fustitutions, all of which must se roversed if the program is to

be strengthened and the infitial frvestmient capitalized upon.

Throuzhout'their rclatively short history, funding for the formation
and maintenance of the laboratories and ccnters has come from the
P . USOL, administered by onc of its units. At the timc'of this
| writing, lcgislatlontip pending before Congress which would create
a National Institute of Education (NIE) and would transfer scme of
the responsibilities, including that of funding work in the labora-
" tories and centers, from the USOE to NIE. It i{s expected that
this policy will apply within the framework of either agency so

that all futurc references in this pesper will be simply to the

T W vt — et —— — - —
e W e Ny .. — P, . ey S N W™ - W - -

agency, referring cither to the USOE or the NIE as the funding

source, ‘ b
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The following pages descridbe a now institutional support policy.
It 1s ncv primarily in the selcction and systemstic arrangement
of existing componcnts many of wvhich have cmerged over time since

the first fnstitutions wvere founded. . -

OBJECTIVES
To develop an institutfionc] support policy and associated .
assessment procedurcs in time to support FY '73 funding decisions’

vhich mcet the following criteria:

1. provides for the starting of needed new programs to respond

to current educational problems.

2. . makcs it possible to start and build new institutions when

such a course of action appears prudent in view of new progren
re requirements.

3. allowc a greatcr degrre of control over Federal resources

_while at the samc time reccognizing the autonomy of the R&D

fnstitution.

4, provides programs vith tarpet completion dates from which

planning for recallocating scarce resources to meet needs of
other growing programs can proceed.
5. provides stability for multi-year blocks of time that.

. vecognizes that institutional capability must be buflt over

time and does not escalate the level of expectation bevond

reasonable possibilitics of achicvement;



’s.

. perlit; and c¢ncourages long-range planning and program

manapement wvhich does not place every program at risk cach
yecar because of changes in the budget picture or agency
d prioritiecs,

. accepts the risk inhcrent in rescarch and dcvclopment.

6. provides a period of supcrvised groth for new institutions
during wvhich time they develop the focus that will guide
. their future RED endeavors,

. 7. .dcl{pcates a mechanISm.whcrcby the institution can broaden

{ts base of sunport by solficiting funds from other Federal

. and non-Federal sources,

8. provides better balance in the R&D cffort in:

. major educational problrn areas,

. tﬁe several functional arcas, {.e., research, development,

ficld testing, and implcmentation.

’ . representation of major geogsraphic aveas,

9, {8 compatible with the nlarnned fundins policies of the XNII' in
. .
anticipation of a possible shift of responsibilitics regarding

the laboratories and centers from the USOE to the NIE,

In summary, the objective i{s to develop decision models, asscssment
criteria and methods, and monitoring procedures which are appro-

priate to progrﬁm objectives and policies and to the institution's

-~ Gawm- -

achieved maturity; to.avoid any pretense that the institutions
[ .

arc edministered from Washington. ’ .




111,

. | -6 -
THE INSTITUTIOUNAL CONTEXT
Though the nature of the 23 institutions varies--especially among
the 5 catcgories listed in the Introduction--all can be generally
characterized as engaging in reacarcﬁ. either basic or R&D, which
is administratively organircd into one (or more) program(s). Ia
fact, the one outstanding charnctc?istic that qualifies an insti-

tution for Federil funding under tuls policy is that it ercages
: 4

in progrnunhtic educational research and development, Many other

fnstitutions are recéivinglgther Fcderal support from the USOE

for éﬁucational research projects who do not so qualify. The pro-

grammatic approach is designed to bring together a critical mass
of experts to make a sustained attack on a particular cducational

problem,

While it 1is true that specific diffecrences between piograms'nnd

projects tend to grow fuzzy, there are some general concepts that

do distiqguish them; In the Journ:l of Rescarch and Develooxent
Edu;atton John Hemphill distinguishes programs and pfojccts in
tsat the former {s p;iéarily committed to thc "attainment of
objectivés" wvhile the latter to the "execution of a set of
planned actiwities."zl Of programs he says, '"the outcomes....are

of first {mportance."” "If one strategy .or approach proves

ineffectivc, then 1t must be abandoned and replaced with another

he 3tates, "“"Provided that the projccts are of high quality and

_are fafithfully and efficiently carried to conclusion, a project

€hce—pron*oes-Qombe—no--e&Goe%%%%v-——4n—ooa&sa&;,.in:_p=n4nazs___.__.
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can bo safd to have becn well managed regardlcss of its outcome.”
Ward Mason describes tho differences i{n an "uncertainty principle
y a
 ©Of research and development."” He argucs:
Rezearch and Development cannot be planned with certainty,
It follnuws Lhat {f time and budget are fixed, the cutcome
cannot be assured and there can be only limited account-
ability for {t, The corollary is that L{f the objcctives
are fixcd, i.e,, there {s accountabilizy for the
achievement of objectives, then time and budget must be
. - alloved to vary in relation to czcrgent program require-
ments, Thus, given comnitment to an objective, if {nter-
mediate stcps in the process do not turn out as expected
and {t {s nccessary to go back end start dovn a new pcth,
adoninistrative arrangements arc needed for appropriate
changes {n budget and time lincs,
Thercfore, thc term "program’ will be used here to designate an
fnstitutional strategy end associated activitics for accomplishing
& certain set of educational objectives, whether the objectives
arc designed to correct some educational deficicncy or to validate

many aspects of a theoretical base,

“Program’ cnnlinclude basic or applied research, developnent,
field testing and dissemination, It {s Eyp.cally. though not
pecessarily, multi-year_in duration, rfor the purposes of this
Paper a program will bc assumed to bc a collection of several
components, cach of which may rescmble projects with milestone
points at which interim ouctcomes or evidences of progress can be
obscrved and assessed, and which have definite completion dates.

Each program wi{!‘bc described by a comprchensive program plan,

—-—-4~——1h!‘in!ﬁty'ﬁny therefore use the program plan (or plans) as a

basfc unit for the allocation of {ts institutional funds,
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Another distinction that must be madc is between core support and
program support, Core suppo-t fs 8 term that has been used in many
different contexts, It is used in this paper to dosignate fundig
which {s speci{fically earmarked for mapagerfal, techunical and

personnel s2rvices spart from the context of any program. In

gencral, core support will refer to the cost of operating the
f~stitution irrespective of the work'thagkda being done., Program
support, on the other hand, will’ refer to.the cost of delivering
on the atctcd-objectives. According to this usage, an institutfon
receives support on onc basis or the other but not both, The same
cost factors are rcprescnted in both corc and program support,

L]
the diffcrence is in the method used to construct the bud_et, Of °

. eourse, the latter presupposes that the {ustitutio nhas formulated
"fts vork around programs whicl are sufficicntly clcar to form a

basis for budgeting. This support policy will use core support

as a basis for funrding new institutions and progra= supdort as a

basis for fundingz raturc oncs., The maturity model will be

discusscd in a later section,

£ )
A final clarification i{s in what is mcant by moral cormitment,

Since there are legal problcems in committing Federal funds to
multi-year programs, a moral commitment is used as a self-imposed
obligation by the Federal Government to provide continued annual

funding to the agrecd upon programs within the limits of the

r——turrent—yeRr s EpPPTOPT TATLIOM, — INT IEENTY "iT11 ¢ontInue to fund ~

the program to which it has cormitted {tself throughout the
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_ccomplcetion of the progr-.a as presented in the plan subjuect to the

.availability of ‘unds and the satisfactory execution of the program.

"THE IN%IITUTIONAL MATURITY MODEL

?rdzrcnnnt(c research demands 3 level of maturity in management

that one cannot expect to find axcept among experienced institu-
tiuns. One cannot expect to begin doing programmatic rescazch

f;o- a standing start--there {s much more to it than simply com-
posing a program plan. Programmatic rescarch {s usucll& a8 team
effort, often {nvolving sophisticated technical and professional
support. Such things as site location, staffing, staff training,
alteration and equipping of facilities all precede the ability to .
do pfogrnumnttc rescarch. The staff must have a "critical mass"

of oxperts willing and able to converge their interest on a

specific problem or class of problems. Such tcams arc established ..
through working on common problems as & part of an fnstitution .
over a period of time. Prior to the establishment of the current-
educational laboratories and ccnters beginning in 1965, there were

fow institutions who were qualified to carry on programnatic

research and development in education.

-Even though several educational R&D organizations do exist that
have demonstrated thefr competence to carry on programmatic

research, more arec needed. Only a few cducational problems arc

DOow Delng syslemarIcanIyTrockrd-and—existing-R&D dnetitutions
are not cquipped for many additional problem areas. Nor is it

neceasarily appropriate for all ncw problem-golving efforts to
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be undertaken-by established R&D institutions, There is obﬁiously

" much to be gained by a fresh team taking a new approach to new

problems. It seems grossly unecconomical to some that one institu-
tion should be phased out followed by the establiéhment of a new
one. While the justification for this practice is not presented ‘
here in adequate detail, it is often not only practical but
desirable, lhen.av iﬁsﬁprfLPn‘s competence ceases to be relevant
to current nceds or)it has in other ways ceascd “o be a viabig KéD
Institution, it may be casier and less expensive fo replace it

than to rejuvenate it, The proposed policy will accordingly make

a deliberate attempt to facilitate the founding of new institutions.

Tt 1s assumed that a new institution should not be expected to
manage its research efforts prograumatically from its inception,

Therefore, a seguence of cere suoport leadinz into proeram cupvort

forms the basis of the maturity model.

The Federal Government will, at appropriate times when important

education problems'aﬁ}se, stimulate the submission of Institutional

Planning Grant proposals, relatively short documents submitted by

individuﬁls or consortia who wish to propose the establishment of
a8 new educational R&D institution, The proposals will lead to the

award of a Planning Grant, .

_“_;“m_m~_ﬂith the award of the planning grant, the potential institution

enters the preinstitutional phase, a negotiated period of three

to six months duration. Guidelines will be available from the
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agency for the proposal, though_no'rigid formaftipg requircments ...
will be impose;. The proposals will be evaiuated by an outside
group of revicwers and their recommendations, together with those
of the agency staff, will be sutmitted to the agency's director

-

for final seiection,

The purpose of the Institutional Planning Grant will be to enable

the preparatica of-:':q:;}ﬁ“r?*ive proposal for the establishment
of the institution. More than one Institutional Planning Grant. '
may bé awarded with the intention of rejecting all but one proposal.
The award of an Institutional Planning Grant does rot assure the

grantee that the p:oposal he develops for the new institution will

be funded.

The time sequenced activities shown in Figure 1 illustrate the
various stages of the maturity model, from the Institutional ~

Planning Grant to the mature, Phase IIT institution.

Figure 1

Stages of Instituﬁiepal Growth in the Maturity Model

Submi t Planning T
blanning Grant Phase T Phase II- Phase T1iI
grant
proposal [ Planning Founding of Staffing for Lifetime of

the insti- |the inscitu- and manage- program awards

tution and {tion and ment’ of the

its mission|development plan

of plan and
. mission

e ——=-1 ~{3-6 mos, }-[(1-2-yrsi) - 1 (2 yrs.) ~ T (Indefinite) ~

Review #1 ~ Review 2 Review #3 Review #4 .

Al
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The institution i3 said to "mature” as it graduates from one cell
to the next, moving from left to right on the chart. Associated
with cach of thc f.ur points of advanccment i{s a review decision
that sust be ade by an asscssment team. The assessment proce-

durcs are described in brief later on in this document and in

detail in an associated document.
|

Each of the four review dcctsigns may result in the loss of funding
- . from thg agency., If the funding is terﬁinated as a result of a
negative rceview, the institution may not be reinstaéed exce;t as
* . a acv institution. . _
]
Having successfully complcted the matufity process, the {nstitution
becomes eligible for a policy of reduced agency supervision and

review, and for increased independence in the investuent of Federal

funds,

A new institution is recognized following a pesitive review at
’ ) step two, and then the institution enters a three-phase '"matura-
tion" process. Thesg three phases and the characteristics of the

funding proﬁess are described ﬁs follows:

Phase I1: Develophent of a Program Plan

The agency will provide core support for:

. Development of program plans

O.

« Institutional functions, including their development,

. — —— —— > — — " ——
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The proposals for a new institution will be given a thorough

" review, both within and outside the agency. Again, the final

selection will be made from recommendations submitted to the agency':

director, ‘he award is in the form of a one-year contract, ncgo-

tiated from the scope of work outlincd in the proposal, The scope
1

of work vi11 delincate the steps vwhich must be taken to organize
the 1nst1tution (c.g., to 1ncor?6rate. s:;ect a boardf estgblish
an affillation with‘the sponsoring agencf, aeek‘faculty appoint-
ments, c;c.). Seco&ﬂly, the scope of work will guidé the ne;
inséi;utiqn in defining its mission and developing a c;@prchcnsive
’program plan according to the guidclines furnished by the agency.
Imp ementation of the new plan will occur during Phase I a2s time

* and funds permit, Finally, the scope of work wili also pernip

site selection, staffing, etc.

No more than onc¢ renewal contract will be issued for Phase I,

.

providing a maximum total funding of two vears. Funding will be

of a core support type, negotiated annually from the éccpb of

work statement, ‘<

Graduation to Phase IT will be contingent on the completion of
at least one program plan that has been judged by an outside
review panel to merit further support. Criteria for the support

of the program plan will be the same as those for mature, Phase III

Ch

“'*‘”'"‘*‘“ihstitutionéf’—ﬂqmguc:,-asaeeemen‘—proccaures will make certain

allovances for the newness of the institution and the experience



- 14 -
that s to be gained in the next phase. Termination of support
after the two-year Phase I period will result from failure to

come up with an acceptable plan,

Phase II: Management of R&D According to Program Plan

The ageucy will provide core support for}
« Program plan refinement efforts
. Core institutional functions

« Specific substantive program activities

Funding_in this phase wiii be also based on core support and an
annual contract that is negotiated from the scope of work to be .

'« performed, The agency will work closely with the new institution
'during this phase to help bring past institutional R&D experience -

" to bear on it§ needs and assure that management capabilities.are

developed that will permit it to progress to Phase II1. There
will be four main objectives during this period. First, staffing.
vill be compieted so that the managcwent‘of the new program will
not be hampered by inagequate staff. Second, the R&D program as
outlined.in the ﬁroéram plan will be brought into €ull operation.
The success in abil;ty to manage k&D efforts a; outlined in the
plan will largely dete?mine whetber the institution will ultimately

survive and graduate into Phase III. Third, the program plan.will

-, be refined so that it is more operational in light of the expe-

- xience that—haes—beemrgrimed;aMd 50 that it conforms in detail to

‘the requircnients imposed on program plans as specified for Phase IJI
! : .
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ifnstitutfions. FYourth, the busincsé office of he fnstitution
will shift its budget linca so that all cxpenses are related to

program objectives,

Except in rare cases; Phase II will last no more than two y;ats.
.. A thorough assessment will be conducted at the conclusiqn of the
two-year period. The assessment will have three parts: 1) a
.. + xeview of the rclevance of current efforts to the institutional
' mission, 2) a review of Institutional management and 'a.ccounting
capabilities, and 3)ié revicw of prog;am plans. Guidelines and
tevicg criteria will be.available from the Federal agency. fhéo
program plan review will be conducted in.the same vay as for a s
mnew program plan submitted‘by a mature, Phase III institution.
* Termination will resulﬁ from inability of the institution to

.adequately manage its R&D program plan,

Phase TIT: Mature Institutions Independently Develoning and

Implementing Program Plans

The agency will provide program support for:

« Program plan budgets”’

.-

o Capital facilities development
« Independent rescarch

« Fee structure

-
L]

,On graduation into Phase III, the institution becomes much more

independent from che agency and is _then regarded as_an.important__

- —— i — T WSS T e

- — T — W ————— i

educational R&D resource whose work contributes significantly to

national needs.
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When additional capital facilities development money becomes available,

grants will be limited to institutions which are in the Phase III

category.

+ ° ' YThe agency's commitment in this phase is to ‘he entire perioﬁ of
research and development activity as described in the appfoved
,progéam plan. Though such multi-year commitments can only be m;ral
ones, the fnstitution is assured that the question is no longer
vhetlier to fund the program but how, Surveillance oflthe progréss
will largely be the responsibility of the institution and the
. revievers that it designates, The Federal agency will participate
Bdut only in a minor role and as required to protect its capital
- investmentsn Only vhen there i; cause to suspect that the progran

]
" “4s in need of outside intervention will the agency again take the

initiatiée for. assessment. This could occur if the program is
known to be in trouble, if the management of the institution has .
suddenly chahgcd, or if it becomes obvious that productivity could

4 beé greatly increasei by expanding the program plans,

Phase III has no de.infte time period associated with it. The
level and duration >: Federal supﬁort is directly related to the

number, size and duration of the programs to which commitments have

- cmew
. -

been made.

+To maintain Phase III status, the institution must maintain its

s e ot e Mo Mt

Teputation for doing quality educational R&D work. This will be

reinforced for the agency at the conclusion of cach program, when




... ~ the outhme agsscssment is done, (Outcome assessment will bte
discussed in the next section gléng with the other types of

asgsessment for mature, Phase III institutions,)

Not all agency-supported institutions will have gone through the
«--:--:. . ﬁaturation model (Phases I, II and IiI) presented here nor is
there a l;gical reason why all should, Some will have gained
prerequisite experience through other funding sources and may
be ready to_e?ply3f:rf?huuuiiiiﬁétatus immediately, To do so thfy
- must éo throﬁgh'thc same assessment prbcedures as though they were
| Just concluding Phase II, Institutions will not be allowed to
regress voluntarily to an earlier phase--the core suppor& wiil only
be available to new institutions (Phase I and Phase II) or when it
is in the best interest of the~Federa1 Government to rehabilitate

a necded institucion,

The agency will be organized in such a way to facilitdte the operation
of this support policy: monitoring, negotiating contracts and

/. . managing revicws as necessary,

Except as noted above dore support will not be available to mature
institutions--tt: funding will be budgeted to ongoing, appfoved
programs, Institutional overhead, fringe benefit packages and

other indirect costs will be prorated across the programs,

‘Two additional line items will appear only in the budgets of the

-—~-~——~-——-«—-mmture;~phase"1ii"institutionS}““on§4for'indéﬁendcnt research and

the other a management fee;
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Independent Research

The purpose of the independent rescarch moncy is to support, on

aiiost-reimbursable-bgsis, those programmatic research activities
that m%y be only marginally related to the main budgeted program-
matic effort, It might be used by the institution to start new
. initiafives in related arecas by couducéépg feasibility studies, .
nceds assessments, etc;; it might be usgd to supplément another
. programmatic thrusE'to enlarge the yield of that effort; or it

might be necded for maintenance of activities related to outcomes

of previous programmatic commitments,

The a?tivities to be supported by the independent research

pbrti;n of the budget must be consistent with tﬁé mission of the
institution (i.e., tt. objectives that guide the institution in
the selection of their endeavors). While it is not necessary thgt
it be spent for the program in whose budget it appears, indeéendent
research moﬁey will be spent on ac!i-ities which complement that
program inasmuch as both will relate to a common instituticnai

. ¢
mission, . ' -

The independent rese;rch money will not be used 1) to build a
reserve fund, 2) to engage in activities designed to reorient the
fnstitutional capabilities in ways not intended by the sponsoring
ageﬁcy, 3) for the purchase of laboratory equipment and other'

NSNS e et

capital assets (without prior. agcncy—approval), or 4) for costs that .

- ——
o — ———

are not otherwise normally reimbursable,
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Essentially, the added advantage intended for the independent
rescarch portion of the budget is the freedom to support the
- needs of a variety of activities within the institution in order
to permit a degree of flexibility and local initiative ﬁecess&ry
to méintaining a high quality institutfon., It is not intended to”

be a means of acquiring capital or building a reserve.

The indcpendent research costs are not expected to exceed 8% of

direct program costs.

Management Fee

The ?urpose of the management fee is to.enable the accumulatioﬁ
of a;reserve to provide operétional stability during temporary
fluctuations in contract support and while contracts are being
renewed, to cnable the payment of necessary and reasonable. business
expénses not covered under the direct and indirect provisions of
the contréct and to cnable participation in endeavors that tequ;fe
. limited operating capital such as Federal cost-sharing éctivities.
The fee, &s determingd by ncgotiation, will belong to the con-
tractor subject to appropriaté'disclosure.of use, It will be made '
in the form of a grant to the contractor at the beginning of the-

contract period. -

" The management fee is to be based on the needs of the contractor and

includes limited amounts to cover thcse necessary and prudent costs

of Jdolng business Tt arc-mototherwise—reimbursahle

s . . . ceiie aen e
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Fees can propérly be used for such things as:
. temporary payment of operating costs during periods befween
cohtracts. - |
* ' « recruitment and relocation costs for high caliber'talept.
./community and c;aritable obligations, |
. .ibuilding.program capabilities which are‘;elevant to the w;rk
being contracted, ' .
. modest anﬁ feasonable business entertainment exbenses.
. .+ interest on loans, ° .
. reaébnabty_incurred_penalties and fines,
. to build a limifed'reserve fund to be dsed.for operational
stability:
-r. legal fee?.-

/

t

It will be improper to use fees for such things as:

. accumulation of a large reserve working capital, -g
7 - the purchase of buiidings, property or other large capital
' ‘agsets. '
. ) P

. incentives that will accrue to the benefit of individual
employees to the exclusion of others,

. any extravangance in travel or entertainment expenditures.

. endeavors which aré inéended to énhancé‘the capability of

~ the institutiop in an area that bears no relafionsﬁip to the

—CEBHIYACT OoF the desires of the funding agency.
. endecavors intended to reorieni the motives of the institution -

to place them in competition with private business,

‘ . . . . ’ '. . . . '
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. support of an independent research program (covercd clsewhere

. on & cost-reimbursable basis).

Once the “_es hive been determined, they belong to the contractor
to be administered from the office of the director. . However, to
ensure that appropriate use is made of the fee, each ycar a dis-
closure of the uses made of the fees-will;ge required and used as

a factor for consideration of the amount of fees to be negotiated

in subsequentfyears..

‘

Specific guidelines for the awarding of the fee, to be worked out

in advance.of negotiation will describe how to justify need. Gen-

erally, however, the fee normally will n;t exceed 37 of direct costs,
. conttibut;né to a reserv; fund that, collectively'(including fees

R I . -
from all s?urces) should not exceed 3-4 months normal operating .

expenses for the institution,

There are two fmportant considera;ions in the'ﬁegotiatibn of.fees
thap would appear to warrant an exception to the 3% ceiling:

"1) the competitive nature of the proposed work, and 2) the
administrative procedures withi; the institution for handling the

fee,

This policy statement has largely assumed that program funding

commitments are made by the agency on a non-competitive basis.

Since the laboratories and centers, by virtue of their non-profit

status and their special relationship to the sponsoring agency,
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are generally considered to be a valuable and available Federal
resource, they are often asked to do work on a ;on-competltive
basis, However, not all proposed work will be non-competitive,

When they do enter a coﬁpetlttvc proposal as in response to an
open solicitation by the agency, ;he fce negotiation guidelines
that accompany such awards should be gevisea upward to a'SZ

! eeiiing in recognition of the ad?ed costs‘:nd risks of proposal
writing, loss -of the'usual non—qompetitivé benefits (e.g., the

| Program Planning Graﬂ;), and to bring them into confo%mity‘ﬁith
othe; bidders. The 5% ceiling is still well under the fees
-éollected by the private sector in recognition of the specihl tax- ‘o
exempt status of the non-profit. Subsequent year continuations

" of that work should be neéotiated according to the lower (3%) fce

guidelines since the risk elcments will then be substantially.

reduced,

The second exception is occasi;néd by the special relationship
that exists betveen some of the centers and thefr parent institu-
.tion. the university, “ In some cases the uniyersity is providing
some cost-sharing with tbhe funding agency and fn all such cases
fhere is added complexity concerning the indirect costs., Some
costs vhich the center would normally consider to be indirect

) )
(e.g., the director's salary) are considered by the university

to be a direct. Therefore there are individual arrangements

—-- ——=— regarding -the—portiom of the-fadircet costs €6 be Fetained by the

!
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university for overhcad and the portion to be passed on to the
center for management, It is assumed that the entire fee amonnt
"will be made available to the dire:tor of the center to be managed
L according éo the principles under which the fee is awarded, If
adninistraéive procedures do not permit the_fee to be passed to

i
, the center, it should not b~ awarded.

. Siyilat1y3,t§e independent 1eses th mcney is to be used within
the cente; in the same manner as other direct costed items, with
the usual portion to be retained by the parent institution fo;
overhe;d which is only.to be taken from the Indirect cost pq;I..
Where the center is sharing costs through the resources of the

. university, some ;radeoffs should be permitted in the contract
negotiation in recognition.of that fact, However; cost-sharing

should not be required of one contractor unless it f{s required

of all. This {s important to the implementation of a uniform
7 pélicy.

A further discussion of these exceptional {ssues regérding the
- &

fee 1s attached (Attachment c).

.Aa a general guideline, fee money should not be used for the
purchase of pieces of equipment where the institutional invest-
ment in the total configuration into which that piece fits

exceeds $10,000. This includes such items as computer systems,

printing apparatus, etc. Thc‘1nteﬁf"T§'EhhE*wﬂth'approval-ic____a___
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given for purchsse of such major ftems, it will bo financcd by

the basic contract;

Fees should not normally be used to forward finance the costs of

operating the institution, Such finav ing will normally be pro-

vided through advance payments or letter-of-credit arrangcments.,
5 ;'r;-.’x_“

oa !

The expenditure of feces without disclosure will jeopardize future
fee tvards regardless of the rescrve level. Income derived from
the investment of fee reserves will be taken into account in future
avards, Any fee reserves derived directly or indirectly from
avards madec by the funding agency may be reclaimed by the Federal .
Government at the time of the dissclution of the non-profit
. corporation or i1f the micsion of safd corporation changes to such
an cxtent that {t i{s no longer conducting cducational research and

development work.

-

V. SUPPORT OF fROGRAHS W1IHIN MATURE INSTITUTIONS
This secction describes in grcater detail the monitoring and review
sequence for agency-subported programs in mature (Phase IIIiR&D)
institutions., The diagram in Figure 2 portrays the sequencing of
a typical program, It illustratcs three stages, six types of

revicew, and two arcas of agency responsibility.

- Program Stagzes

-’f&bnram.!lans_utll-geneee*§y~bc~wr1chn with the aid of a Propram

Planning Crant. A Program Planning Crant may be awarded to a

wature, Thase III institution for the purpose of developing plans
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A Program Planning Grant will be awarded to an institution, on the basis of the Propos:
Revicw (5) in order to develop a basic plan for a needed educational R&D program, A&n
extensive Ynitial Review (6) will determine whether the agency will make a moral comnit
ment to support the program through to its completion, If the program is sclected by
—tho s Roas syt iRt taibana—Rouiows—{F)—will-be—conducted-at the ~completion- of—sigaifici—
compouents of the program, An Qutcome Review (8) at the end of the program will obtai:
accountability data and will be the basis for Implementation decisions. By exception,
major Intervention Review (9) will be conducted when important changes in support or
trection of the program is indicated. Annual budget adjustments (10) will.be made
accordmg to available funds aud program needs. These six revices, together with the

IEchour (in figure 1) make up the 10-step asscssmcnt systenm,
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for nceded agency programs, The institution will subhit a brief
proposal which outlines the intentions of the institution., Awards

generally covering a period of about three months, will be con-

tingent on current national needs, Federal priorities, and the

-

avaiiability of funds, The award of the grant does not imply
agency commitment to the proposed program--that determination is
made later. .

[

Tbe Program Plan will describe a compfehensivc, multi-year R&D
effort, including maﬁor components, expected products, delivery
schedsles, projected funding.requirements, management plans,
assessment plans, reporting p}a;s, and implementati;n‘strategy.

. Major milestones will be delineated in such a way'fhat milestone
outcomes can be revieuved readily. Complete instructions for the
content of the program plan is ;vailable in a separate document
(see Attachment A), As noted iﬂ that document, long-range gigns.

- /. méy have to'be brokeﬂ-into discrete segments of three to five

years each in order that reasonable projections can be made by the

institution and chéré%y a reasonable commitment can be made by the '

- agency. Where such phasing of a long-range plan does occur, agency

comnitment covers only the current segment,

It is sometimes necessary to make sdbstqntial modifications to an
ongoing program plan because of unforeseen events that have taken

* __place, _When this occurs, the modified plan.will be submitted to

- .t in e - & p———

the agency to confirm continued commitment--such commitment should

not be assumed. In general, the arencv will continue to fund a

program to vhich it has givén moral commitment throuchout the

~
.
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completion of the programi,subjgct.to the availability of funds and-

the satisfactory execution of the program,

L e— While the program plan will include a discussion of implementation

plans, the latter (if they are extensive) will often have to be

written up as a separate plan since other sources of agency support
] . -

‘might‘reaéonably be expected.

Program pl#ns which have beéﬁ.developed under a Progr;ﬁ Planning ¢,
Grant may be submittgg to éther agencies for possible fundiné..
However, the institution must use discretion to avoid possible
charges of haviné unfair advantage over competitors in thaé,F&deral

money would be used in the planning effort,

i -

Budpetary Provisions

Tvo diffcrent kinds of budget s;gmissious-will be.reqyired: _the

| projected, multi-year budget fér'the entire program, and the'yore.

-, detailed annual budget submission for the coming year's work. The
firsf is a part of the Basic Program Plan submission, the latter

wiil appear in the Anfiual Budget Justification,

The Basic Program Plan budget will contain macro cost figures by
year and major componénts for the projected commitment period,
These cost estimates will include all diréct and indirect costs,

Indcpendent research and fee estimates will be projected on the

basis or—sz‘nnﬂ-ﬁﬁ-oi-défoec-cAsxs,*:gapggtively."A sanple

budget table shown in figure 3 gives sybtotals by major activity
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| ; and by year. Additional tables'pight be used to show such things

as manpover projections, overhead expenses, etc.

FIGURE 3

i S
. SAMPLE BUDGET FOR A BASIC PROGRAM PLAN
(Thousands of pollars)
s i ) o ' . Component
Components 1973 1974 1975 1976 ‘ Subtotals
i mr ! 135 170 65 - s
o 100 210 200 200 620
' men . | 95 315 wo 810
mpw | 120 120 125 140 505
Annual K _ : _
. Subtotals 265 595 705 740
Grand Total . 2305
-7 - A ﬁuch more detailed budget will be submitted in the Annual Budget
P - Justification, This will present a costing of the oPe;ating expenses

. PR
¢ for the coming year's R&D activity., An example of such a budget is’

e 1 iman ———, P P . sm.® stm s B

. = ""Tincluded here (figure 4), It is understood, however, that the
fudependent research and management fee line items would appear in
the budgets only for mature, Phase III institutions-~institutions

.located at carlier stages in the maturity model would not be

eligible for these funds! SR L



SAMPLE BUDGET TABLE FOR THE ANNUAL BUDGET JUSTIFICATION

SOMEWHERE REGIONAL LABORATORY
FY 1973 BUDGET FOR PROGRAM “A"

1. PERSUNNEL COMPENSATION ' T TOTAL $
a. Salaries and Wages $
N b, Consultants
' ¢, Other

2, PERSONNEL BENEFITS

* .

TOTAL §

#
3. TRAVEL AND TRA\SPOQTATIOV 0“ PERSONS TOTAL §
a, Staff $§ .
b. Consultants L
¢, Other

. 4. TRANSPORTATION OF THINGS . TOTAL §

* S. RENT, COMMUNICATIONS & UTILITIES TOTAL $
' a. Facility Rental $
b. Equipment Rental :
¢. Telephone & Telegraph
. <o d, Utilities

6. PRINTING & REPRODUCTION : "TOTAL §
. a. Printing ' $ :
b. Duplication

/ L[]
, 10, INDEPENDENT RESFARCH TOTAL $
J . a. Activity #1 P $
b. ACti.Vity #2 -
Etc. ’
. - . . l N
SUBTOTAL DIRECT COSTS - .
*.11. INDIRECT S - TOTAL $
12, MANAGEMENT FEE . TOTAL $
TOTAL DIRECT, INDIRECT & FEE . 0

—

. Note: Independent Research and: Fee lines appear only in the budgets from
Phase III (mature) institutions,
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The sample budget illustrated in figure 4 would be.supplemented
in the Annual Budget Justificationbby other tabular information
such as that which showé crosswalks by major activities as well
as by otlier categories. The FY 1972 guidelines for the Annual

Budget Justification are attached (Attachment B).

Implementation

Implementation is meant to inclu?e all of‘ihose activities that
~are required to get an R&D outcome into its intended use. This

can include such activities as fielé testing, market Survéys,

. iss;minat;on of infofmation; negotiation with publishers, on-site

.demonstrations, and a myriad of others. .At issue here is the

’ question of what part of the implementation strategy belongs to
"the R&D process; and hence should be included for funding in the
research and deve}opment stages of the effort, If the source; of
fdhding are coﬁmon for both the developmental ‘and implementation
portions, the questicn is academic; one plan wéuld suffice for
the entire cffort. ﬁowévcr, there is séme likelihood that
~resﬁonsibility for thg{two kinds of activity will be partially
if not completel} divided among”different Federal ageqcies and/or
legislative authorities. 1f so, where does the responsibility of

one leave off and that of the other ensue?

The answer given here is a matter of principle rather than a set

of guidelines. The notion that all implementation costs should be

- ————————— = - Smm— V= - Ty - = AP ————  S— g v. R F ST WAL W . W——r. ¢ " - e— -~
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kept scparate -from all R&D costs, and fﬁnded separately, is rejected

on several grounds:

1. Limitel implementat;on activity should normally bcgiﬂ'at the
very outset of the program (e.g;, needs assessment, market
survey, contact with publishers, etc;); This is usually too
carly in the process for thosé wbose:primary interest is in
implementation to ﬁegin_funqing that{:;tivity. |

2, There is clearly an R&D component to.implementation, ircluding
‘the vélidation of the outcome thrbugh field testé and demon-
strations, building an iéplementation strategy, etc, -

3. Many activities cannot be neatly categorized into R&D 6:
implqmeptatidn (e.g., needs aésessmcnt, join; efforts with
publisﬁe:s, etc.).

4, It i; ;are to find a point of time in a ﬁrogram vhere R&D stops
and 1mé1ementation begiﬁs-#one can, at best, find a difference

in the Qeighting of emphasis;' o .

Thercfore the principle is to choose an arbitrary point, based on

ptojecteé delivery scfedules, where the emphasis will clearly shift.

Figure S graphically illustrates the above principle. While it is
not ﬁroposed that the pictured relationships are valid for all
programs, or any one in particular, there is an acknowledged pro-

gression. Developmental costs typically exceed research costs

by an order of magnitude and ImplémenlTTiom costs—are-often-another

order or two higher. The graph also shows a great deal of overlap
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between activities, The axes are not calibrated since these are
highly subjtct to individual differences, The twofold.principle
is illusttated by the broken lines, namely:' 1) .that thére exists
a8 practical ceiling above which R&D money should not be used to
support implementation tosts. i.e., the horizontal broken line,
and 2) that there also exists some "bail-out" point beyond which
the program sbould no longer be considered an R&D effott. i.e,,
the vertical broken }ine. The residual R&D effort.tﬂat continues
into the implementation period can be continued through the use

. . of independent research money from other funded activities,

| » ,
The eéfect of this twofold principle is to recognize that ﬁ&D
. resoﬁrtes cannot and should not have to bear the high implementa-
tion costs; it provides a rationale for a gradual phase-in of
{mplementation funding to st;rt near the end of the_méin deveiop—.
ment effort. as well as the shift of primary funding to non;R&D
sources. There is cléar recognition that these "target end dates"
’ -for thé R&D work must be set quite arbitrarly but with adequate
| reasoning. It also avoids the problem of the classification ot

- activities (usually artificial at best) into categorics of R&D-

versus implementation.

The Institutional Role

° While the policies which have been discussed in this paper thus

Tar have stressed the funding of programs withi. institutions,
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little has bée; said about the role of the 1ﬁstitution itsclf..
This polity does not subscribe to the notion that thé institution
is nothing more than a collecéion of its various activities--as the
program funding might seem to imply. On the other hand, this will
not be an attempt to define what constitutes an 1nst1tution. -

Rather, certain institutional features are highlighted to set apart

the intent of this policy from the funding of scattered R&D proposals.
¢

First, to quaiify for program funds under this policy, the

institution must be appréved~in the sense that it has becﬁ élﬁced;
" by formal review, into one of the catego;ies of the maturity model,

i.e., Phase I, II, or III. This could be a new fnstitution, just

!
' starting thé sequence, or an existing one that is looking for an °

]
approved status,.

Second, the institution will possess a valuable expertise,

. developed from the mission which brought that particular cluster

7 .
of talent together into a corporate body. Institutions assigned
to Phase 1 or Phase IY will be assessed-partially on their abliity
. to develép such a missi~n and to focus their activity in relation |

to it. Phase III institutions will be expected-to discipline
themselves regarding choices of activities which are consistent =
with their mission., They will not be prevented from mnodifying

fhei:.ﬁigﬁisﬁ;bﬁ;;;hgy certainly cught not to abandon it., Insti-

tutional mission will be an important consideration in feviewing
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I

& ncw Basic Program Plan as an indicator of appropriateness for

that institution to do the work,

. Third, the institution will have a management team that directs
I the ongoing activity and a sponsor to which it is accountable,
This will often be the director, his deputies and the board of

trustees, or the parent institution in the case of university-based

-

centers. All requests for funding must be transmitted through the. )
e management with the Qgcking of the.in;titution, and all awards must
be negotiated with the directer (or those whom he delegates).. This
golicy~5pecif1cally disclaims the use of commnication channéls
between the agency and the institution %;r matters of business

(e.g., proposing, funding, performance standards, etc.,) other than
.tﬁose approved by the inst;tution. Sub-units may-not submit

ﬁrdposals without institutional approval.

Finally, although the agency will be reviewing management practices
/ , of an institution only during its first few years of operation
| (Pha;es I and II;, that should not be interprcted as a lack of
1nt;resé in the managé;ént of Phase III institutions. Rather,lit
is assumed that the management sophistication of these institutions
will havé outgrovn the assistance that the agency has to.offer.
But, in any case, inferior managemcnf in ;hese institutions will
eventually bccome evident in poor plans and performance which wouid
ST T TThé Tikely torresultim-intervention-reviews--and/ow—wnsuccessful

proposals.




Areas of Arency Participation

There are two major areas of résponsibiiity for the Fedefal funding
_ 5/
agency in the support of R&D programs. First, there is the kind

of evaluative role that leads to funding decisions, or the qualitv
assessment role, Those responsibié for quality assessment must
organize and manage the vari;us reviews that have been discussed

(with the exception of the milestone review), They must translate
these reviews into reéommendations fof use in making the funding -
decisi;n, and be able to back up the decision with facts once it
'has.been made, Thgir contaét with a particalar institution will
.not be.ftéqu;nt But will have major importance with regafd to

]
funding. They will be answering the question, whether, i.e.,

R ) . ) '
whether ‘to fund, whether to graduate -the institution, whether to

make the grant, etc.

7 Secondly, there is a facilitative and management consultant

responsibility, or the guality control role. Those responsible

. <
for quality control will.be assisting the institutions on a con-
tinual basis with their current responsibilities, whether helping

to strengthen the management of the institution or deciding how

,
.




to apportion a given amount of money among supported programs. They
will evaluate the Annual Rudget Justification in relation to the
Basic Program Plan to aésure that the R&D effort is still on track.
They will negotiate the arnual contract, not deqiding vhether, but

- how and when, Together with the institutions they will make the

management decisions that will provide the best stretch for the
available dollars and maintain the integrity of the ongoing pro-
grams. Their role is described by the adjectives, nurturant,

facilitative, advocacy, consulting, etc. .

L4

VI. THE ASSESSMENT SYSTEM
* Ihelasscssment syst;m for the institutio;al maturity model and
funding-by-program policy {s structured around a 10-step review
'p:ocess. The.assessment to be performed in each of the 10 reviews
must provide a definitive answer to one key question in eacﬁ cQseL
Each type of review is keyed to a particular critical point in the
fupding ptoécss. The consequences of some of the reviews will be.
4 more far-re#?hing th;n others and, in tﬁat sense, might be con-
sideted}nore importans; This is particularly true with the_deci-
sfon to make the award for starging a new tastitution (review #2)
and the decision to provide multi-year funding for a newly prop;sed

program (Initial review, #6). .

One of the reviews, the filestonc review (#7), is designed to be

administercd entirely by the institution with the Federal Govefn-




_ The 10 steps of the assessment system are described below. The
numbering of the reviews corresponds to figure 1 (revicws 1-4)
~ and figure 2 (reviews 5-10)., Consulting these two figures should

help to illustrate the context in which the reviews will occur.

1. Awvard of grants for planning new institutions. An Institutional

Planning Grant proporal will be solicited from groups and
v 4

o agencies interested in founding new educational institutioms.

The proposal will be revicwed prior to a funding decision,

The key duestion to be answercd in this review is: Should

-

* the request for a planning grant for a new institution be
: [ ]
funded? o
‘ 2. Avward of operational grant for starting new institutions. The

avard of a planning grant will lead to the development of a
full-scale institutional proposal, The latter will be reviewed
between three and six months after the termination of the

. planniig period, "If accepted, the proposal will provide funds

to establish a new institution,
¢

The key question is: Should a given proposal to start a new

institufion be funded?

3. Approval of a new institution program plan, After a development

period of one to two yecars, the new institution will be required

to submit a report -ummarizing {ts organization and defining its

#: >-mission, At least one program plan must be developed. .

. ‘ ‘ e . -~ .. Cre .
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The key question is: Is the basic program plan of a given

{nstitution satisfactory?

4, Certificatineg a new institution's management capabilities.

During this phase the new institution will be required to bring
the program plans into full operation. After approximately two
years a report will be required to determine if the institution

. is wature enough to continue with program support.

The key question is: 1Is the institution capable of managing

" {ts basic program plan?

5. Award of Grants for planning new progfams. An institution

that has successfully completed its maturity'review wiil be
classed as a "mature institution" and will be eligible to
apply for'one or more planning grants for new prog?ams."

" (Already mature institutions.may submit Program Pl#nniné Granﬁ°
propoéals without going through decision points 1-4.) The |

s proposals for such Program Planning Grants will be reviewed.

The key question is% Should a given proposal for a Program

Planning Grant be funded?

6. Approval of Basic Program Plans. The award of a new Program

Planning Grant will result in a planning document that will

be reviewed,
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The key question is: Should the agency commit itself to support

the proposed Basic Program Plan to its ptojeétcd completion

date?

7. Milestone Review. A funded program will have specified

-

milestones at which certain phases of the program work must

be completed, As these milestones are reached, a report will

be submitted.-for review, . This assessment, unlike those at

earlier or later stages, will be made by a review team appointed

8

by the institution. The information collected by the team will

be shared with the agency;

- The key question is: Are significant milestones in the program
plans'béing reached, on time, and with satisfactory quality?
|
[

8. Program Outcome Assessment. When a program concludes, its

final outcome will be reviewed.

The key question is: Did the program reach its objective?

9, Modification of .Sunport Commitment for lMature Institution
£

Motivated bv Special Circumstances. Special circumstances,

e.g., the depa?ture of key lecadership personnel, that appear

capable of altering the institution's capibility to continue

its programs, may prompt the agency to investigate (i.e.,

Intervention review). Alternatively, the management of the
,.;«ﬂ_-..._insti£utiou—maywclcctﬁsuch“aireviewqin order to-revisc the . . ___

commitment in terms of updated program planning. »
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The key question is: Do current circumstances of the programs

. or Institution require redirection or changes in agency support?

* 10, Budpet and Contract Review, This review differs from the

previous nine because it occurs annually as a function of con-

gress?onal appropriations, Its purpose is to determine whether
i . : .
or not adjustments should or must be wide in the institution's .

funding pgttern;
! ¢
The key question is: With given funds each year, how shéuld

any given program be adjusted, stretched, or compressed?
’ . * .

I
. Decision points 1 and 5 relate to plénning activities; decision
points 2 and 4 to institutional factors (initiate, adjust);
deéision boints, 3, 6, 7, 8, and 9 to program factors (initiate,

adjust, terminate)}; and decision point 10 to .annual budgeting

factors.

Decisions will be based on recommendations made by review panels

‘made up of expert judgps. The judges will be talented professionals

who have earned a national reputation in their respective areas of

expertise.’ » ' : .

The assessment system will operate within a two-tiered framework

of review pancls, a Master Panel and several Specialist Panels.

=== —--~-~The Master Panelists will be drawn from a variecty of professional

arcas, will bea professionals of the highest caliber, whose reputa-

tion and expericence will lend credibility to their recommendations
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at all levels of the Federal Government., .They will ASSist the
agency's director in examining areas of national need, will recom~
‘mend fundi#g patterns that respond to those needs, and will aggre-
gate specific funding recomméudations obtained from the Specialist
. , Phnels’and transmit th;m to the agency; They will; with the
.approval of the agency's director, manage the major activities of
. the Specialist Panels; defining their areas of concern. In general,
the Master Panelists will not ggrticipatzi firsthand, in the |

reviews, Instead, the Specialist Panels will be providing that

data for them. ) .

. The Sbcciélist Panels will be composecd of peer professional group
members who are thoroughly competent in the methodology and tech~-

!
nology they are asked to review., They will review planning‘docu-
o
ments, visit institutions, and do whatever else is required to make
sound judgments, Their rccommendations will be submitted to the

Master Panel vho will aggregate them and transmit them to the
. An Evaluation Auditor will provide a means for appealing review
outcomes when irregularities are perceived, He will be direccted

by the Master Panel in verifying the authenticity of any questionable

review outcomes,

The entire assessment system is described in detail in an attached

- e R .o

document (Attachment D),
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VfI. RELATIONSAIP OF THE PROPOSED POiICY TO NIE PLANNING

At the time of this writing, NIE legislation is pending before
Congress, .In anticipation of the passage of that legislation,
therUSOE_pas establishéd an NIE Planning Unit. In addition, the
RAND Corp;ration was commissioned to undertake a planning study
for the pfoposed NIE, to be carried out hpder the direckion of
Dr. Rogcr?Levien. The report produced by that study is commonly
kpown asithq Levien Report. The'examinafion of these two sources

provides'the best available evidence of the reclationship between

this- policy statement and goals for NIE.

.If is commonly understood that the regiopal 1ab§ratories and‘R&D
centers will become a major resource for NIE when the latter °
becomes opera;ional. Under the expectation that ;his will océur
relatively -soon, possibly as .early -as July 1972, it'becomes_ . T
1mperativ; that vhatever changes are made in the method of'éup-

porting R&b in these institutions be compatible with the plaﬁning.

for NIE. A short-term éhange of the magnitude proposed here

-wouid not be worthwhi}e.

-

- The proposed policy is completely compatible with the planning for
| - - 6/

NIE as indicated from two primary sources: 1) the Levien Report,

and 2) the documents which have been produced by the current NIE

planners.

« ——— - p— e— - — — 3 ———ey e o 4 -




The Levien Report

Pertaining to the regional laboratories and the R&D centers, the

" Levien Report states:

These kinds of institutions...will be essential
constituents in the R&D cnterprise supported by - .
. the N¥E.and especially important links between
-+ it and the educational system,

000800080000
. . .

The NIE will tuke over ihe principal funding of

the laboratories and centers, When it does so, :
it should aim to create a more mutually satis-

factory reclationship between the sponsoring .
agencies and the university-based and independent

research institutionms,

"After stating th? objectives. of. the prbposed relationship. the
regoré lists thc‘following ;hree'means of achievipg those.obsec-
tivesé 1 “Creation of ad?itional'laboratories, centers and other
indepéndent ;gencies as the nceds for new ones are dcmonstratéd,“
2) "Institutional supporf should be a major portion of an iﬂsti-
tution's budget only in the first few }ears}..After that peribd,'
tﬁe majority of an institution's budget should be program support,

obtained in some form of competition with comparable institutiohs,"
: < .
and 3) "Multiple sources of support for the laboratories and other

epplied research and developmental organizations should be
' )

»

.encouraged,"

The proposed policy fully meets each of these criteria, A mechanism
for creéting new institutions has been presented in some detail.

 The existence of the mechanism does not guarantee the creation of

TROW NS TITUTYONS, 1or indeed should i€, New institutions should
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come abuut in response to neceds, not because of a mechanism. The

mechanism does enable and facilitate the précess,

“The Maturity Model in the proposed policy is complete1§ consistent

with the second listed "means' to be employed by NIE. It goes
further in that it describes an orderly progression of a new
fnstitution from an institutionél forﬁ of supnort to program
supportvand defincs.ghe ir@pfvening steps and criteria for

advanccment, .

The proposed policy also encourages the concept of "multiple
sources of support’ by definihgothe Program Plan to be a unit of

work for vhich suppoft from any agency may be sought,

" The NIE Planning Unit

! ' :
The current plans for NIE are known to be in complete harmony with

this policy: Sevefal members of the NIE Planning Uni; have had
direct inéut to its §ormulation. NIE planning documents, in'
describing fuﬁding policy, congain text.which has been taken from
these support polic& gocuments. ﬁhile it is recognized that the
activities of tﬁe Planning Unig.are essentially advisory at this

point, there is good reason to expect that most of their

reconmendations will be -implemented,

CONCLUSION

-

The system proposed in this paper is not free from bugs--the

fnstitutions for which this is designed afe too large and
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complex to be’ fully explained in a few pages. Th;s system does,
however, .provide a means for responding to all of tﬁe objéctives'
listed at the outset. It can lead to a curbing of ;hc policy of
attrition which has characterized the effort during the past few
years. In additjon, by insisting on comprel.ensive program plaés,
multi-year commitment and the associated stability can become a
reality and the Fedemal Zqemoy will have firm dollar awounts to

use for justification when requesting an expansion in apprOpri;tlons

for institutiomns.
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Marion G, Fpstcin, et al,, Sclection of Products for Focused
Disscemination, a final rcport prepared for USCE, Educational
Testing Scrvice, Princhtqn, New Jersey, May 1971,

John Hcmﬁhill, "Managcment and Opcririon‘of Fducational
Laboratories,' Journal of Research and Development in Education,

Vol, 3, No. 2, Winter 1970,

Ward Mason, DMT Instituticnal Suppnrt Poligx, a working paper
(nimeo).

& 5. ‘The ofganization that will implement the various aspects
discussed in the papcr include the following:

. The Program “nnabemcnt Branch will have pr1mary responsxbilxty
for the quality control role, et . mud

- The Assessment Support Branch will have primary responsibility
for the quality assessment role, R

Roger E, Levien, National Institute of Education: Prelizinary
Plan for Lhe °roposed Instltute, Xy Report No, R~ 657 RAN
Corporation, February 1971. ,
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QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS
The following are some sclected questions that have been nske&
over a pé;iod of several months interaction with persons within
and outsid; che Federal cstablishment, and partjcularly ﬁith those

. in the laboratories and centers who will be most directly affected,

Q. How does one reconcile the definition given of a program (commitment
&
to objectives) and the requirement for providing projected budget

end completion date data?

TA. The.pyogram that receives a moral commitment for funding by the
'agepcy may be, in fact if often will be, only a subset of the
long~term objectives that are envisioneé by the institution.
Because of'the practical problems which iimit the projection of
gound plaﬂs,‘it will often be necessary to obtain commitments to
logically divided segments., Thercfore the ‘time and budget limita-
tions may pertain to'specifigd time increments'within fhc endeavor

’ with aan added mechanisn provided to change these limitations if

that becomes necessary.
' ¢

-

Q. How can a Basic Prograd Plan be modified after it has received

agency_ coumitment?

|

 Ae The institution may prepare a modified version which incorporates
' i

the rcvisions entailed by circumstances since the previous commit-
ment was made and request that the agency perform an intervention

review.
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Q. Can a commitment vec terminated as a result of an intervention
review when that review was made at the request of the institution

for the purpose of cxpmining a modified plan?

A, No. Only the question of the revised plan will be addrcs#ed.
Nowever, if there is obvious reason to doubt the quality of
the program, the results of that review could stimulate the

4
agency to make its own investigation,

Q. 1Is the lack of expecfed Congressional appropriations adequate

grounds for terminating a commitment?

A. No. Program commitments will be terminated only for reasoné due
. to unsatisfactory quality or progress, or for significant devia;
. " tions from the objectives or budget of the program plan to which
commi tment was made. Pfograms under commitment will have equal
priority and,lin the case of necessary short funding, budget
reductions will be d%stributed among all programs in an equifablc

manner.

Q. VWho decides what part “of fmplementation costs are to be paid from

R&D funds and what part from other funds?

A, The legislation may help to decide that question: There may not
be such a distinction, If there is, it maylnot be entirely clear,
It will primarily be the responsibility of tﬁe heads of the agcngies
(units, divisions, etc.) in charge of the respective funds to work

out the necessary linkages,
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Q. Can a mature institution eclect to regress to an carlicr stage
in the Maturity Model?

¥
[}

A. No. chrcésion 1s normally not permitted although the agency

will rctain the prerogative of moving an institution back if its
purposcs are better served thereby. If this is done; it will be.
13 [] B

in licu of a more geveve.petion.
) ¢

Q. Why is independent research not lumped in with a larger fee amount?

¢ -

A. Recent studies performed by the General Accouﬁting Office have
indicat;d that contractors who had authority to use fce ﬁoney
for independent rescarch were, with few exceptions, not doing so.

"It was GAO!s rccommendation that independent research be a direct

cost item,



