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The Strengtninq Developing Institutions of Higher

Eluca-_o Program -- 'ender Title In of the Higher Edtcatiot Act of
1965--is valuated. The program is intended to assist institutions
etrugglingfor survival and isolated from the Main currents of
academic life. or than 800 institutions had participated in this
Cffice of Education (OS) program froa its inception in 1966 through
fiscal year 1977, and appropriations had exceeded $100 million. Many
institutions could qualify for Title III grants, but most grants have

teen made to small institutions that serve primarily minority and
low-income students. While the program has made many worthwhile
services possible, the of could mot show how these services have
roved the institutions closer to the main current of American hig Pr
education. After 12 years, no institutions have graduated from Ti tie
TM There are no indications that any will soon graduate, even
though 120 of the institutions that received funds in 1977-1B had
been in the program for at least 8 years. HEW told GA() it does not
believe the la w im plies that institut ions must achieve independence
from the program. It is recommended that HEW direct the Commissioner
of Education to: (1) provide Title III grantees with more specific
guidelines on nguirements for conducting program evaluations; and
( 2 ) design a better system for monitoring external evaluation
reports. HEW responses are reported. Appended are a glossary, a list
cf institutions receiving grants in 1977 -78, HEW comments, and a
description of the Strengthening Developing institutions Program
reprinted from the "Federal Register.( (Author/SE)
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Report To The Congress
0 T NITED STATES

The Federal Program To
Strengthen Developing Institutions
Of Higher Education Lacks Direction

The Office of Education's Strengthening De
veloping Institutions of Higher Education Pro-
gram is the primary program of direct Federal
assistance to colleges and universities_ Title III
funds are to assist developing institutions with
strengthening their academic, administrative,
and student services programs. However, there
is no assurance that the program is meeting
these objectives. Serious questions remain
about who the program should be assisting,
how it should be organized, and where it is

going.

In 1975 GAO could not evaluate the program
because the Office of Education had not de-
fined a -developing institution,' n or hacl it
determined when an institution would be con-
sidered developed_ That situation exists for
GAO today.

The Office of Education should do a number
of things, including maintaining better control
over the expenditure of funds and developing
effective performance evaluation procedures.
The Congress should consider whether the
program is still needed. If so, its goals and
purposes should he defined more clearly.
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B-164031(1)

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED S
%RiASIAINGrerl. P.G. 20540

To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

ATES

This report discusses the Strengthening Developing
Institutions of Higher Education Program, which i8 intended
to assist institutions which have the desire and potential
to make a substantial contribution to the higher education
resources of the Nation but which are struggling for sur-
vival and are isolated from the main currents of academic
life.

The program was authorized by title lit of the !=ligher
Education Act of 1965, as amended (20 U.S.C, 1051), and is
administered by the Office of Education, of the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare.

We are reporting on the need for the Congress to con-
sider whether the program is still needed; if it decides
that it is, the Congress should better define the program's
direction and objectives and the Office of Fducati ©n should
strengthen many aspects of the program's administration.
Our review was made to follow up on recommendations we made
in 1975 and to determine whether the Office of Education
was exercising adequate controls over the expenditure of
program funds.

We are sending copies of this report to the Director,
Office of Management and Budget, and o the Secretary -of
Health, Education, and Welfare.

Comptroller General
of the United States
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This report discusses th
(Developing institutions
rogramunder title III
cation Act of 1965--that
assist institutions havi
potential to make a subs
tion to the higher education -esoorces of
the Nation but which are struggling for
urvival and isolated from the main cur-

rents of academic life.
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ban 800 institutions had participated
this Office of Education program from

its inception in 1966 through fiscal year
1977, and appropriations had exceeded
$700 Ilion. Many institutions could
qualify for title grants, but most
grants have been made to small institu-
tions that serve primarily minority and
low-income students.

le the program has made many worthwhile
vices possible, the Office of Education

could not show how these services have moved
institutions closer to the main current

American higher education. After 12 yearn,
no institutions have graduated from title W.
There are no indications that any will soon
graduate, even though 120 of the institutions
that received funds in 1977-78 had been in
the program for at least 6 years. RPM told
GAO it does not believe the law implies that
institutions must achieve independence from
the program.

Unanswered questions remain: Who was the
program intended to assist? 4ow should
assistance be provided? What are the
objectives?

turSh =et Upon rerhovai, the report
cover date should Pt noted hereon. RRD-78-170



Criteria for determining eligibility,
selecting program participants, estab-
lishing institution responsibilities in
administering grant awards, and evaluating
institution performance need strengthening
to better assure that

--the most deserving institutions receive
funding,

--funds

--ins
proq_

ounted for, and

Ions p
gaols.

_ss toward grant and

The Office of Edu ation needs to i crease
its monitoring of grant activities after
awards are made. Without better monitor-
ing, it is virtually impossible to deter-
mine how successful the program has been
in moving schools toward the mainstream
of American higher education.

The Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare should direct the Commissioner of
Education to:

-- Modify existing eligibility criteria or
establish new criteria which identify in-
stitutions intended to be served according
to the law and which can be used to deter-
mine what services these institutions re-
quire to reach a developed status.

onsistently apply these criteria in select-
ing institutions for the program and measur-
ing their progress toward development objec-

tives.

--Providp institutions receiving grants with

more specific guidelines for (1) administer-
ing grant funds, including the management
of funds paid to providers of services and
monitoring the performance of these pro-
viders' (2) obtaining technical services,
and (3) evaluating program results.

--Reemphasize the need for long-range planning

and close coordination of various title III
projects funded at individual institutions.

ii
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-Consistently apply procedures for select-
ing grantees, refine the process in which
reviewers from other educational institu-
tions review grant applications (field
reader process) so that greater credence
can be given to readers' recommendations,
and make sure that field readers do not
have conflicts of interest.

--Monitor institutions more closely. This
process should include systematic site
visits.

--Resolve audit exceptions promptly.

--Clarify the grantee institution "assisting
agencies" (institutions, organizations,
and businesses which provide services)
relationship and require more competition
when selecting agencies to provide services.

GAO made several of these recommendations in
a 1975 report on the Strengthening Developing
Institutions Program. The recommendations
are being repeated because:

--Eligibility criteria the Office of Educa-
tion uses to identify developing institu-
tions cannot be used to determine why an
individual institution is not developed or
what it needs to do to become developed.
(See pp. 9 to 11.)

--Procedures for selecting institutions for
funding are applied inconsistently and
rely on subjective determinations. (See

ch 3 )

--Selections are based on a predetermined
funding strategy, which means institu-
tions may not have an equal opportunity
for funding; therefore, the most deserving
institutions may not receive assistance.
(See pp. 26'to 28.)

--Many institutions have not properly con-
trolled title Ill funds. GAD found ques-
tionable expenditures, inadequate controls
over payments to service providers, and
improper reporting and documentation of the
use of grant funds. (See ch. 4.)

iii



--The Office of Education as failed to pro-
vide institutions with meaningful guidelines
for using title III funds and has not ade-
quately monitored grantee Ciciancial activi-
ties. (See pp. 35 to 40.)

--Most title III activities a _ cooperative
arrangements under which a developing insti-
tution receives technical assistance from
assisting agencies. (See P. 35.)

--Some assisting agencies exert tremend
influence over the title III program. Some
have become highly dependent on title ITT
revenues and actively recruit institutions
for their programs. (See pp. 58 to 60.)

aluntions have not bon objective,
are often incomplete, and do not provide
feedback on progress toward long-range
objectives. (See ch. 6.)

HEW concurred with GAO's major recommendations
and had taken or planned to take steps to im-
plement them. NM believes that proposed new
regulations isoued in November 1978 will
correct certain problems noted by GAO. While
GAO agrees that the proposed regulations might
result in some improvements in the administra-
tion of the title III program, it is not clear
that these revised regulations will be more
adequate than the regulations in effect when
GAO made its review in assuring that those
institutions intended to benefit by the law

receive title III support. (See p. 18.)

RECOMMENDATION TO THE CONGRESS

Even though the title III program has operated
for 12 years and has spent $700 million, it is
beset with problems, and its impact on moving
schools toward the mainstream of American
higher education is not known.-



The operating problems and the more basic
problem of adequately defining a "developing
institution" are so fundamental and pervasive
that we believe the program as presently
structured is largely unworkable. Therefore,
the Congress should first determine whether
or not the title III program should be con
tinued. If it decides that the program should
continue, it needs to clarify the program's
intent to show which institutions should be
served and the goals these institutions should
achieve.

v
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CHAPTER

INTRODUCTION

The Office of Education (OE) within the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) provides financial 1

assistance to struggling colleges through its Strengthening
Developing Institutions Program. Authorized by title III of

the Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended (20 U.S.C. 1051
et seq.), this program is the primary source of direct Fed-

eral assistance to American higher education institution:
About one-fourth of the institutions in the United Stater
have received title TIT assistance during the program's
12 years, with more than $700 million in grants having been
awarded through fiscal year 1977.

The law provides title III funds to assist institu-

tions in strengthening their academic, administrative, and

student services programs. Also, the program is intended to

help institutions to achieve growth and national visibility.

To achieve these goals, participating institutions often use

title III funds to buy services from other institutions and

private organizations, referred to as "assisting agencies."

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

Former President Lyndon Johnson proposed legislation

for a program to strengthen developing institutions in his

education message to the Congress in January 1965. He

stated that many of the Nation's smaller schools were having

accreditation problems, had become isolated from the main

currents of academic life, and were struggling for survival.

The President believed that Federal aid was essential to

assist States and private sources in solving these problems.

He recommended a strength-through-union program, where the

less developed institutions could increase their competitive-

ness by drawing on the resources of stronger schools.

Several Members of Congress were also concerned about

the future of small colleges, particularly the predominantly

black colleges in the South. The early rationale for legis-

lation to assist such colleges was expressed in House Re-

port 89-621 dated July 14, 1965:

"Smaller and inferior colleges are beset with

a series of problems which most often appear
insoluble. They are generally plagued by

limited financial support; high dropout and

1



transfer rates; a (1,4 .,; pnn of couL- oEfer-
ings; and insufficient library, laboratory, and
instructional equipment. But it is these chronic
inadequacies that make it difficult for develop-
ing institutions to attract the sort of assist-
ance they need to overcome their failures. The
problem is circular, The yol ieges are poor, so
they cannot become better * * li

.

The Strengthening Developing Institutions Program became
.law on November 8, 1965. The program was "to strengthen the
academic quality of developing institutions which have the
desire and potential to Make a substantial contribution to
the higher education resources of the Nation." The Congress
defined "developing institution" as an institution of higher
education which

--provides an educat is nal program for which it awards a
bachelor's degree, or is a junior or community college;

--is accredited by a nationally recognized accrediting
agency or is making reasonable progress toward ac-
creditati . ;

--meets the above requirements for the 5 years preceding
the academic year for which it seeks assistance; and

--meets such other rthluirements as (1) making a reason-
able effort to improve the quality of its teaching
and administrative staffs and of its student services
and (2) for financial or other reasons, is struggling
for survival and isolated from the main currents of
academic life.

The Commissioner of Education was authorized to develop
more specific eligibility criteria. To help the Commissioner
identify developing institutions and establish priorities and
criteria for making grants, the law established an Advisory
Council on Developing Institutions. The original legislation
required that 78 percent of title III appropriations would
be allocated to institutions which award bachelors degrees
and 22 percent to institutions which do not award such
degrees but provide at least a 2 -year program.

The title III pr- ram was intended to strengthen de-
veloping institutions. One method for effecting this
purpose was by establishing cooperative arrangements. This
included projects such as the exchange of faculty or stu-
dents, faculty and administrative improvement programs,

12



new curricula, cooperative education programs, and joint
use of facilities. The legislation also authorized the
granting of National Teaching Fellowships to graduate
students and junior faculty members from developed schools
who agreed to teach at developing institutions for periods

up to 2 years. Usually, these students and faculty member's
were to replace faculty who had been given release time to
further their education.

The Higher Education Amendments of 1968 (Public Law
90-575) authorized Professor Emeritus Grants under title III
to allow professors retired from developed institutions to
continue their teaching careers at developing schools when
OE determines that the individuals will meet an educational
need of the developing institution. The Education Amendments
of 1972 (Public Law 92-318) and 1974 (Public Law 93-380) pro-
vided limited waivers of the accreditation requirements for
institutions attempting to enhance the educational opportuni-
ties of Indian and Hispanic students. The 1972 amendments
also increased the 2-year colleges' share of title III fund-
ing to 24 percent.

USE OF TITLE III FUNDS--
THE BASIC AND ADVANCED PROGRAMS

In fiscal year 1974, OE divided title III into the Basi_c

and Advanced Institutional Development Programs. The Ad-
vanced program was to provide special assistance to develop-
ing institutions which had shown a potential for accelerated
progression into the mainstream of higher education. The
Advanced schools could receive larger grants to help them
achieve "developed" status within a fixed number of years.

Less developed schools could receive continued funding under
the Basic program to improve their overall programs.

Basic program

The Basic Institutional DevAopment Program was to
uplift small, weak colleges through cooperative arrange-
ments, National Teaching Fellowships, and Professor
Emeritus Grants.

Most Basic grants were used to pay a portion of the
costs of planning, developing, and carrying out cooperative
arrangements between developing institutions and,other in-
stitutions or organizations. These arrangements focused
on the areas of curriculum development, faculty development,
administrative improvement, and improvement of student

services.



Under the Basic program, schools could receive funds
for bilateral and consortium arrangements. Under a bilat-
eral arrangement, one developing institution receives
direct services from one other institution or organization.
The consortium arrangement allows developing institutions
to pool their resources or to receive services as a group
from one or more institutions or organizations.

Basic grants were awarded under a conpetitive c_ntin
tion system, wherein developing institutions competed for
funding each year, but were not limited in the number of
years they could be funded.

Advanced program

The Advanced Institutional Development Program grow out
of a realization that eligible schools were in widely Xy-

ing stages of development. OE believed that many inst u-

tions just outside the mainstream of higher education could
become developed in a short time through a substaritial,

short-term infusion of funds. The Advanced program was
created to provide these funds.

The Advanced program was oriented more toward the sop-

port of comprehensive institutional development Ulan was the

Basic program. The major focus of the Advanced program was
on the developing institution's capabilities for comprehen-
sive planning, institutional planning, and evaluation.
Advanced grants were intended to be larger than Basic grants
and to cover a 3- to 5-year grant period. The grants were
made with the expectation that Federal funding would be
phased out at the end of the grant and replaced by funds
obtained from alternate sources.

Advanced program grants were also awarded on a c npeti-

tive basis. To be selected for the Advanced program,
schools normally had to rank near the top of all schools
which applied for both Basic and Advanced grants. Although
previous participation in title ILI was not a requirement

for Advanced funding, most Advanced sollools wer,2 formerly in

the Basic program. (See app. III.)

Applicants for AdN,enced grants had to show detailed
plans for accomplishing their goals. Plans were designed
specifically for the applicant school. Cooperative arrange-
ments funded under Advanced grants were normally bilateral
rather than consortium. The only exceptions to this were
two large and two small consortia under which assisting
agencies (see next page) provide technical assistance and

4



evaluation services to all institutions in the Advanced
program. The two large consortia represented 95 4-year and
49 2 -year institutions and were funded at $832,500 and

$460,500 respectively, for fiscal year 1977. The two small
consortia represented 7 4-year and 29 2-year institutions

00 and $190,000, respectively, forand were funded at $84,
fiscal year 1977,

ASSISTING AGENCI

The title Ill Legislation authorizes cooperative
arrangements "between developing institutions and other
institutions of higher education, and between developing
institutions and other organizations, agencies, and busi-

ness entities." These third-party institutions and organi-
zations are commonly referred to as assisting agencies, and
both the Basic and Advanced programs made use of assisting
agencies,

Most title Ill Basic program activities are conducted
through cooperative arrangements; therefore, the use of
assisting agencies was greater than in the Advanced program,
where schools.were required only to have at least one co-
operative arrangement for each grant. Someorganizations
and institutions participated as assisting agencies in both
the Basic and Advanced programs.

Assisting agencies provided a variety of services to
title III institutions, depending on the nature of the co-
operative arrangement and the level of assistance sought.
Schools often participated simultaneously in several co-
operative arrangements, each with its own assisting agency.
Similarly, an assisting agency for a consortium arrangement
(see p. 4) might be helping a number of schools simul-
taneously.

Assisting agencies provided assistance under coopera-
tive arrangements through on-campus visits, consultations,
workshops, seminars, special materials, and other methods
as agreed upon by the institution and the agency.

Assisting agencies were paid by grantee institutions,
which were legally responsible for grant expenditures.
In a consortium arrangement, one or more schools were
designated as coordinating institutions and were respon-

sible for securing assisting agencies, managing grant
funds, and monitoring program activities.

5



NDI! PROCESS

The following table shows title III appropriations
iavailable for grants to institutions from program inception

in 1966 through fiscal year

Fiscal Bas

Et417 program

1977.

Advanced
LES9ram Total

1966 5,000,000 $ 5,000,000

1967 30,000,000 30,000,000

1968 30,000,000 30,000,000

1969 30,000,000 30,000,000

1970 30,000,000 30,000,000

1971 33,850,000 33,850,000

1972 51,850,000 ww* 51,850,000

1973 51,850,000 35,500,000 87,350,000

1974 51,992,000 48,000,000 99,992,000

1975 52,000,000 58,000,000 110,000,000

1976 52,000,000 58,000,000 110,000,000

1977 a/52,776,440 58,000,000 110,776,440

Total $471,318,440 2 ,500 0 $728,818,440

Includes $476,440 reprogramed from other 01

and $300,000 from the fiscal year 1978 tit

titan.

appropriations,
e rri appropria-

Institution requests for title Irt Bands usually

exceeded available funds by four to one. Through fiscal

year 1977, 680 institutions had received title Trx grants,

and another 141 institutions were to have received indirect

benefits from the program through participation in consortia.

Title III requires applicants to show that they have

adequate policies and procedures to provide for (1) the effi-

cient operation of proposed projects, (2) adequate fiscal

controls, (3) evaluations of project effectiveness, and

(4) making such reports as the Commissioner of OE may re-

quire to carry out his functions under the program.

The Strengthening Developing Institutions Program is

jointly administered by two divisions in Ot. OE's Division

of Institutional Development and Continuing Education is

responsible for the day-to-day administration of the program,

including identifying eligible institutions, jointly negotiat-

ing grant awards, and evaluating program results. The Grant



and procurement Management Division in the 01
ment is responsible for the initial logging
Lions, jointly negotiating grant awards with tt _
office, and resolving questionable expenditures,
title III program is centralized in Washington,

e of Manage-
f applica-
program
The
.C.

SCOPE OF REVIEW

Our review was conducted at OE headquarter in Washing-
ton, D.C., 19 colleges and niversities, and 7 assisting
agencies. Through their participation in consortium and bi-
lateral arrangements, these schools and assisting agencies
are associated with many other title III schools, "deteloped"
institutions, and assisting agencies.

At OE we reviewed policies, procedures, and reports
relative to the overall implemenation and administration of
the title III program. We also visited or contacted officials
at three OE regional offices. We analyzed available documen-
tation and interviewed officials responsible for the estab-
lishment of program criteria, selection of grantees, project
monitoring, resolution of questionable costs of items, and
evaluation of program results.

The 19 schools included 2-year and 4-year institutions
and institutions representing the major ethnic/racial popula-
tions served by title III. We chose schools with varying
levels of involvement in the program, including institutions
which served as coordinators for title III consortia. At
each of these institutions, we reviewed their controls over
the administration of grant funds and the delivery of serv-
ices under cooperative arrangements with assisting agencies.

We visited assisting agencies which were heavily xn-
v.ived in the title III program and which provided technical
assistance to the institutions we visited and to many other
institutions participating in the title III program. At
these agencies, we reviewed procedures for administering
program funds and the methods of providing services under
cooperative arrangements.

Our work also included a fol_lowup on issues presented
in our prior report to the Congress on title 1/

1/"Assessing the Federal Program for engthening Developing
Institutions of Higher Education," WD-76-1, Oct. 31, 1975.



CHATTER 2

NEED TO CLARIFYPROQRAK DIRECTION

The Strengthening Developing Institutions progranr is

beset with many problems. Basic to each problem is that
program lacks direction. Neither the Congress nor HM has
defined the intent of the program in such a way that its
progress in meeting its goals can be measured. After
12 years of operations and more than $728 million in grant
awards, fundamental questions are largely unanswered.

--What is a developing institution?

--How does a school reach the mainstream of higher
education?

--Which institutions should receive priority?

--HoW long will title III funds be necessary?

Although we identifidentified title lir projects which prvidd
valuable services to institutions, no institutions have been

identified 4a having reached the mainstream of higher etluca-

tion as a result of their participation in title III. Of

the 244 institutions which received grants in academic year
1977-78, 120 had been in the program for at least 8 years.

In an e
the title lI
involved in
activities T
and selectio
to the objet
tions to VIEW
the criteria

rlier rep_ _t to the Congress on the status of

program, we discussed some of the problems
dentifying eligible institutions and selecting

funding. We reported that the eligibility
criteria then in use did not tThow a correlation
Ives stated in the law, and we made recommenda-
for correcting this problem. HEW agreed that
should be modified.

Some improvements were made. However, the basic prob-
lem identified in our earlier report remains - -there is no
assurance that the Strss%thenkla_peveloa,ing_Lntftutionsbet
It529SA ttle9;2LAL the law. There_ are
serious questions concerning who the pr m should be
assisting, how it should be organized, and where it going.

We believe that OE's inability to
title III assistance into a cohesive p
utions become part of the mainstream
secondary education has also contribut

adequately organize
ogram to help ins i-
f American post-
d to the other



o lems we noted in the administration of the title III
ogram and which we dis

follows:

--Need to

ss in subsequent chapters, as

1-c

--Need to strengthen co

procedures. (See ch.

over funds. (See ch. 4.)

--Need for better planning and accounting for services
under title III projects at participating institu-

tions. (See ch. 5.)

--Need to develop effective performance evaluation
procedure6. (See ch. 6.)

VOLUTION OF ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA

During hearings which eventually led to the creation of

the title rii program, there was concern over the inability
to arrive at a practical definition of a developing institu-
tion. While OE officials could show certain characteristics
of such schools, they were unable to identify the factors
Which cause developing institutions to be outside the higher

education mainstream. Several Members of Congress commented
on this lack of specificity, and noted that the term "develop-
ing institution" could be defined in such a way that virtually
any college could qualify.

The Congress included only general eligibility require-
meets in title III of the Higher Education Act of 1965. (See

1.) It authorized the Commissioner of Education to issue
specific eligibility criteria through program regulations.

O issued the first regulations for the title III pro-
in May 1974--more than 8 years after passage of the

slaticn. The regulations were updated in June 1975.
e June 1975 title III rgulations (45 C.F'.R., part 169)

contained a series of quantitative and qualitative factors
to be used in determining whether applicant institutions met
the legislative requirements of (1) making a reasonable
effort to improve the quality of faculty, administration,
and student services and (2) struggling for survival and
isolated from the main currents of academic life.

The quantitative factors were those identified by OE,as

the "most important quantitative measures" available for
determining eligibility in line with the legislative require-

ments. The eight factors identified are shown below.

9
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1.

2.

institutions

Pull-time equivalent enroll-
ment

P-11-time enrollment

Percent of faculty with
masters degrees

Average salary of faculty

Percent of students from
low-income families

6. Total expenditures for
educational and
general purposes

Total educational and
general expenditures
per full-time equivalent
student

47year ins utions

1. Full-time equivalent
enrollment

2. Percent of faculty
with doctorates

Average salary of
professors

4. Average salary of
instructors

Percent of students
from low - income
families

Total expendit
for educational nd
general purposes

7. Total educational and
general expenditures
per full-time equi-
valent student

8 Total volumes in library 8, Total volumes in
library

OE set upper and lower quantitative limits for each of

these factors prior to the annual review of applications.,

Limits were established for four categories of institutions--

2-year public, 2-year private, 4-year public, and 4-year

private.

Institutions failing to meet one or more of these
quantitative standards were not necessarily ineligible for

participation under title III. The regulations provide that

such institutions-would be allowed to show OE that not meet-

ing one or more standards "does not materially alter the
character of the institution."

Institutions which meet the quantitative criteria or

were determined by OE to' warrant further consideration were

evaluated under qualitative standards. The qualitative

factors included in determining eligibility fell under three

basic groupings--enrollment, quality of personnel, and in-

stitutional vitality.

10
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Under the enrollment grouping, the regulations listed
such factors as

--percentage of freshmen completing their first year,

--percentage of freshmen who eventually graduate from
the institution, and

--number of graduates continuing their education.

The qualitative factors on enrollment data were assessed over
a 3-year period. Institutions with high percentages in the
categories were considered developing; however, if a decline
in the enrollment occurred at an institution, it might have
demonstrated that such a decline was not inconsistent with
continued institutional viability.

Factors considered under the personnel grouping included
the percentage of personnel with advanced degrees and the
institution's salary scale. Institutional vitality considera-
tions included the institution's planning and fundraising
capabilities.

After applicant eligibility was determined, OE selected
institutions for funding. This was accomplished through a
peer review of competitive proposals submitted by the appli-
cants. This process is discussed in chapter 3.

The Advisory Council on Developing Institutions esti-
mates that under 1975 program regulations, 1,000 schools--or
about one-third of the Nation's colleges and universities--
could qualify for title III funding. Also, many studies have
shown that from one-fourth to one-third of American higher
education institutions have experienced financial problems.
OE officials told us that, through fiscal year 1977, more
than 800 institutions had participated in the program.

DEVELOPMENTAL STAGES

Some institutions are more developed than others. This
prompted OE in 1973 to establish the Advanced Institutional
Development Program to make grants to more highly developed
institutions which were considered to be close to, but not
in, the mainstream of higher education. It was expected that
these schools would eventually reach a stage where they would
no longer need title III assistance. Under the Basic program,
OE continued to offer grants to the less developed schools so
that their overall quality might be improved. Proposed new
regulations, which were published on November 2, 1978, would

11
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establish a single program rather than distinguishing between

Basic and Advanced institutions. OE believes that this would

better allow OE to recognize the various stages of develop-

ment and different needs of institutions.

According to OE officials, developing institutions could

apply for funding under either the Basic or Advanced pro-

grams, or both. While all schools must have met the eligi-

bility criteria described on page 10 to be considered devel-

oping, Advanced applicants had to undergo a second screening

to see if they were advanced developmentally compared to

other applicants. This second evaluation was based on such

institutional characteristics as

--enrollment and trends in enrollment;

- number of full-time faculty, faculty - student ratios,

and qualifications of faculty members;

p_ sent and projected financial position;

--ability to attract and retain qualified students;

--ability to attract qualified faculty; and

--past success in and present capability for conducting

developmental programs.

Advanced schools also had to comply with th
requirements which did not exist before the prog

divided.

--Submit a long-range development plan.

following
am was

--Receive large, multiyear grants (limited to 5 years).

--Develop a strategy to replace title III funds with

funds from other sources at the end of the grant

period.

Institutions ineligible under the Advanced program might

have received grants from the Basic program. OE's policy was

to not give institutions grants from both programs during the

same implementation period.

As shown on page 6, the title III appropriations

approximately doubled after the creation of the Advanced

program. Since fiscal year 1975, OE has granted more money

under the Advanced than under the Basic program.

12
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THE PROBLEMA A OE DIRECTION

In October 1975, we reported to the Congress that OE
had not developed adequate eligibility criteria for the
title III program. We recommended that HEW

--reconsider the criteria for identifying developing
institutions so that they identify those institutions
intended to benefit by the legislation,

--modify the criteria as necessary and apply them con-
sistently, and

--use the eligibility criteria as a means to evaluate
the overall impact of the program.

OE concurred that the title III criteria needed to be
modified to more precisely identify developing institutions;
however, OE continued to use essentially the same criteria
we criticized in 1975, and as a result the problems we noted
earlier persisted.

The June 1975 eligibility criteria cannot measure a
school's status of development. They describe what OE con-
siders to be characteristics of developing institutions, but
they cannot be used to show why a school is outside the
higher education mainstream or what it needs to reach it
Improvement in these characteristics does not necessarily
mean that development has taken place. In a January 1977
study for OE by a private research team, a similar conclusion
was reached. The study report stated that

* * (we) see no reason to assume the levels of
activity undertaken by an institution necessarily
relate to its location on some pattern or sequence
of development. In other words, we see no reason
to believe that "developed" institutions spend
more money per student, have more library volumes,
have a higher proportion of faculty with doctoral
degrees, have a higher proportion of low income
or ethnic minority students, admit a higher pro-
portion of clever students, have a larger develop-
ment office, undertake more curricula reform, or
indeed differ on any other traditional activity
measures. More important, the converse may
equally be true: active institutions need not be
developed. Increasing budgets, student enroll-
ments, numbers of faculty, number and variety of
courses offered, or any other activity need not
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cause a change in the pattern of institutional
development." 1/

OE officials agreed that the 1975 eligibility criteria
were not good measures of a school's development status. The
eligibility criteria were not used to (1) rank schools in
relation to their ipeers, (2) identify areas of development
in which the school needed assistance, or (3) plot the
school's development progress. As noted in our previous
report, this is illogical.

Although creation of the Advanced program was an attempt
to make a distinction among institutions based on their devel-
opment stages, it only divided institutions into two broad

categories. Institutions within either category differed
considerably in their stages of development. Also, recogniz-
ing the problems with the eligibility criteria and that QE
permitted institutions to apply for funds under the program
of their choice, some Basic institutions might have been
more advanced than certain Advanced schools. Many schools .

applied under both programs. In fiscal year 1977, 42 schools
(2- and 4-year) applied under both the Basic and Advanced

programs. Eighteen were funded under the Advanced program
and 16 under the Basic program. The others did not receive
funding from title III for that year. O contends that the
single program concept included in the new regulations would
allow it to better recognize the various stages of institu-

tions' development.

Many Basic institutions have moved to the Advanced pro-
gram since 1973, and during this review we identified many
valuable services which were provided to institutions.
However, the "up and out" goal originally set for the
title III program by OE has not been met.

Commenting on a draft of this report, HEW officials
stated that the law did not imply that institutions
"graduate" from the title III program. However, we believe
that the goals which were established for the Advanced pro-
gram see p. 15) support a position that OE intended that
institutions eventually reach the mainstream of postsecondary

education. We believe that the law implies that institutions
which are a part of the main currents of academic life should

1/"The Development of Institutions of Higher Education:
Theory and Assessment of Impact of Four Possible Areas

of Federal Intervention," Harvard University Graduate
Schbol of Education, Jan. 1977.
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be considered ineligible for the title III program. Also,
in November 1978 HEW issued proposed revisions to the
title III program regulations which state, in part, that

"No funds may be used under this part for
activities that are inconsistent with the
purpose of moving the grantee institution
into the main currents of academic life."

The inability to measure the progress of program parti-
cipants is shown by OE statistics on the first 12 years of
title III. No institutions have-been identified as having_
progressedthrough_thfpt2gIAmintothe mainstream of hi _her
education, deSpite the fact that 120 of the institutions re-
ceiving title III funds in academic year 1977-78 had been in
the program for at least 8 years. (See apps. II and III.)
OS could not provide statistics for these institutions show-
ing (1) they had progressed toward the mainstream of higher
education through the use of title III funds or (2) how long
title III assistance would be necessary. Most initial goals
for Advanced institutions have not been met. For example:

- -Some schools have received more than one grant award
under the Advanced program, in contrast to OE's ori-
ginal plan of one large multiyear grant.

-The size of the grants has not been as large as ori-
ginally envisioned. Some Advanced institutions have
received less than some Basic schools over a compar-
able period.

--Institutions have been unable to generate funds to
replace funds from title III.

--OS now plans to extend funding under the Advanced
program beyond its original 5-year limit for institu-
tions whose grants are terminating

--Six institutions which received Advanced grants in
fiscal years 1974-77 were instructed by the branch
chief of the Advanced program to submit their applica-
tions for school year 1978-79 under the Basic program.

CONCLUSIONS

Although many schools have received worthwhile services
as a result of title III funding, the program, after 12 years
and over $700 million, is beset with problems:
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---%t is virtually impossible to determine the program's
impact on moving schools toward the mainstream of
American higher education.

--OE has ,failed to implement adequate eligibility cri-
.teria to enable measurement of institutions' progress
against theft established goals.

--OE has not identified any graduates of the program,
has not determined the development status of current
participants, and has not placed a sufficient emphasis
on long-range development planning for each school
when it requests title III assistance.

-Accomplishments attributable to the program to date
and how much is yet to be done cannot be readily

determined.

Therefore, the Congress should first determine whether
or rice the title III program should be continued. If the
Congress feels that the program should be continued, it should
clarify the program's intent through amendments to the law.

ECCMMENDATICNS TO THE
.

SECRETARY OF HEW

vie recommend that the Secretary of HEW direct the Com-
oner of Education to:

-establish eligibility criteria that would take into
consideration the intent of the Congress in continuing
the program and that (1) will identify those institu-
tions intended to be benefitted by the law and any
amendments thereto (see recommendation to the Congress
which follows) and (2) can be used to determine what
these institutions require to reach developed status.

--Consistently apply those criteria in selecting
.

insti-
tutions for program participation (see ch. 3).

--Use the refined criteria as standards for measuring
the progress of funded institutions in meeting spe-
cific step by step categories of development which
would move them toward their ultimate goals.

Also, the Co
the need for insti u
ultimately, title II
needs to establish m
for each institution
progress of each ins
consistently toward

sioner should be instructed to emphasize
ions to plan their activities so that,
assistance is no longer necessary.. OE

re specific categories of development
so that OE can closely monitor the
.tution to insure that it is moving
he mainstream of higher education.
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The Secretary of HEW should oversee the implementation
of these recommendations to assure that the direction of the
title III program and the roles and responsibilities of
participating institutions, assisting agencies, and OE are
clearly defined.

AGENCY COMMENTS AND orm EVALUATION

By letter dated December 13, 1978, HEW stated that it
did not believe that the legislation implies that institu-
tions "graduate" from the title III program, and therefore
it did not concur with our recommendation that institutions
must achieve a status of independence from the program.
(See app. IV.)

HEW agreed that new eligibility criteria for the
title III program which include new parameters to sharpen
eligibility requirements for the identification of develop-
ing institutions were needed.

On November 2, 1978, HEW published for comment proposed
amendments to the title III regulations. These proposed
regulations would revise the criteria (see pp. 9 to 11) for
determining whether an institution should be considered as a
developing institution. Under the proposed regulations, the
determinations of whether an institution is struggling for
survival and is isolated from the main currents of academic
life would be based on

--the average educational and general expenditures per
full-time equivalent student (lower averages rank
the institution higher in terms of its being con-
sidered as developing) and

--the average Basic Educational Opportunity Grant award
per full-time equivalent undergraduate student (higher
averages rank the institution higher in terms of its
being considered as developing).

The proposed regulations provide that, if an institution does
not rank high enough when these two quantitative factors are
considered, the institution may submit a written statement
explaining why it should be considered as a struggling in-
stitution and one which is isolated from the main currents
of academic life.

Other changes in the proposed regulations include
(1) requiring institutions to demonstrate constructive
efforts toward strengthening themselves, (2) establishing
a single program rather than having two--the Basic and
Advanced, and (3) using weighted selection criteria and
specifying how applications will be ranked.

17



In its letter, HEW said that institutions will identify

their state of development and indicate the program(s) that
will assist them to reach their development goals. HEW also

stated that there are two sets of criteria in the new
regulations--one for establishing eligibility as a developing
institution and one for evaluating applications--and that

these criteria will be consistently applied in selecting
institutions for program participation.

HEW also concurred that the eligibility criteria should

be used to measure the progress of institutions in achieving

development goals. It said the Commissioner has moved to

reorganize the Division of institutional Development and to

establish a planned program of monitoring, grants administra-

tion and technical review, and technical assistance activi-

ties. Further, HEW said that these changes, in combination

with the proposed regulations which clarify eligibility and

new funding criteria, will make it possible for OE to evaluate

the various and complex stages of development of funded insti-

tutions in a more consistent manner.

It is not clear to us that HEW's proposed regulations

will identify those institutions which are struggling for
survival and isolated from the main currents of academic
life, as was intended by the law. By assigning very heavy
weighting factors to the two quantitative criteria--average
educational and general expenditures per full-time equivalent

students, and average Basic Educational Opportunity Grant

awards per full-time equivalent undergraduate student--HEW

might not be adequately considering other academic or funding

characteristics of institutions, which might result in many
institutions which are providing valuable services and are

struggling for survival being ruled ineligible for the pro-

gram. The regulations are not clear concerning how insti-
tutions which do not attain enough points under the above

two criteria could substantiate why the criteria do not
sufficiently reflect their status as struggling and isolated

institutions.

We reviewed the comments of several persons representing

institutions and organizations which have an interest in the

title III program. Generally, they favored many of the regu-

lations' proposed changes; however, most were very much
concerned about the use of the two heavily weighted quanti-

tative criteria to determine whether institutions should be

considered developing. They believed that additional criteria

were needed which'measure the academic characteristics of in-

stitutions and not just institution and student funding

characteristics.
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We believe that more study and consideration of possible
alternatives or additional criteria, which more completely
describe the types of institutions which should be funded
under the program, are needed.

RECOMMENDATION TO THE CONGRESS

The title III program is the primary Federal program of
idirect aid to institutions of higher education and has pro-

vided worthwhile services to many schools. However, the
Congress included only general eligibility requirements for
title III assistance in the Education Act of 1965.

Even though the program has operated for 12 years and
has spent $700 million, it is beset with problems, and its
impact on moving schools toward the mainstream of American
higher education is not known.

The operating problems and the more basic problem of
adequately defining a "developing institution" are so funda-
mental and pervasive that we believe the program as presently
structured is largely unworkable. Therefore, the Congress
should first determine whether or not the title III program
should be continued. If it determines that the program
should be continued, it should clarify the purpose of the
Strengthening Developing Institutions of Higher Education
Program by providing as much specific additional guidance as
it can to HEW concerning the types of institutions which the
program should serve and the ultimate goals that should be
achieved by these institutions. The Congress should also
determine whether the funding strategies (see p. 27)-and other
criteria including those in the proposed new regulations,
(see app. V) are appropriate and in keeping with the intent
of the law.
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CHAPTER 3

NEED TO REAFFIRM SELECTION PROCEDURES

Due to the large number of institutions which have been

determined to be eligible for title III assistance, OE has

been unable to fund all applications. In 1977, for example,

593 institutions requested more than $463 million; available

funding was $111 million. Therefore, OE must be selective
in making grant awards.

OE subjects title III applications to three reviews:

(1) a determination of institution eligibility, (2) a compe-

titive review by field readers, and (3) a final decision on

funding by OE. Because these selection procedures were

often inconsistently applied, institutions might not have

been afforded an equal opportunity to obtain funding and it

is questionable whether the most deserving institutions were
provided title III assistance. Final selections of grantees

were often based on OE's subjective determinations.

DETERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY

Some criteria for eligibility under title III--such as
those related to the type of educational programs offered

and accreditation status--were established in the law.

Others--involving quantitative and qualitative measurements
of such factors as enrollment and quality of faculty--were

established by the Commissioner of Education in the title III

program regulations.

Eligibility determinations differed for the Basic and

Advanced programs. A Basic institution had to establish
eligibility each time it applied for funding. An Advanced

institution was evaluated for eligibility only if it had

never before received title III funding.

Eligibility determinations were based on judgments by

OE staff which took into consideration the minimum eligibil-

ity criteria and the quantitative and qualitative factors

discussed in chapters 1 and 2. Statistical records were not

maintained to show why individual institutions were or were

not considered eligible. Once an institution was determined

eligible for title III, it was unlikely that the institution
would lose that eligibility unless it first lost its accredi-

tation. The acting director of the title III program told

us that only one institution had lost eligibility for this

reason since inception of the program. Also, as mentioned

earlier, 120 institutions which received grants in academic

year 1977-78 had been in the program for at least 8 years.
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The factors which made an institution eligible for
title III were not considered in the subsequent stages of
the selection proces. One institution was never "more
eligible" than another, since eligibility determinations
were not used to rank schools according to their needs.

TECHNICAL REVIEW

After the initial determinations of eligibility but
before final consideration for funding, most title III
applications received a technical review by a group of
specialists from the higher education community. These
"field readers" reviewed institution applications to deter-
mine whether the proposed projects satisfied published pro-
gram criteria. After reviewing the applications and con-
sidering requested funding levels, the field readers made
funding recommendations to OE.

Field readers generally included a representative number
of individuals from (1) predominantly white, black, Indian,
and Hispanic institutions, (2) 2- and 4-year institutions,
(3) public and private institutions, (4) developing and
"mainstream" institutions, and (5) private organizations
associated with institutions of hi her education. Separate
groups of readers were chosen for the Basic and Advanced
programs.

Field readers for the Basic and Advanced programs met
in separate sessions each year to review title III applica-
tions. The timeframe for these reviews normally consists of
about a week for each program. For fiscal year 1977 grants,
field readers reviewed 410 Basic and 74 Advanced applications.
Therefore, there was little time for detailed analyses of
applications. Title III officials told us that the cost of
the field reader process for academic years 1977-78 and
1978-79 was $108,925 and $157,644, respectively.

OE provided the field readers with copies of the
title III regulations, technical review forms, and a sta-
tistical profile (3-year history) on each school filing an
application. The readers also were briefed on how to com-
plete the technical review forms which OE subsequently used
in making the final funding selections.

OE guidance to field readers also included program
priorities which were outlined in the title III regulations.
These stated that applications demonstrating the following
were to receive the highest consideration for funding:
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Basic applications

focus on providing a successful educational
experience for low-income students.

--Promise for moving colleges into the mainstream of
higher education through long-range planning and
improvements in development and management.

--Coordination with other Federal, State, and local
efforts to produce a maximum impact on the needs of

developing institutions.

--With regard to junior and community colleges, that
they serve the needs of students in urban areas.

--Good communication between faculty, students, admin-
istration, and where appropriate, local communities

in the planning and implementation of the institu-
tion's development efforts.

Advanced applications

--The provision of training in profess _onal and career
fields in which previous graduates of developing in-
stitutions were severely underrepresented.

--An increase of many graduates of developing institu-
tions prepared for emerging employment and graduate
study opportunities.

--The development of more relevant approaches to learn-
ing by utilizing new configurations of existing cur-
ricula as well as various teaching strategies.

--The development of new or more flexible administrative
styles.

--The improvement of methods of institutional effect e-

ness so as to increase the fiscal acid operational
stability of the institution and improve its academie

quality.

OE let the field readers assign relative importance to
these priorities in the technical review process. OE offi-

cials told us that they wanted field readers' reviews to be
based solely on an impartial appraisal of the information
contained in the institutions' applications.
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Technical reviews were intended to provide OE with
objective third-party appraisals of the relative merits of
applications being considered for grants. However, the pro-
cedures followed in conducting the external reviews resulted
in inconsistent and inconclusive recommendations for final
funding and many readers had conflicts of interests.

Field readers have conflicts of interest
based on OE procedures

To insure independence of technical reviews, OE proce-
dures stipulate that individuals with conflicts of interest
may not serve as field readers. Under the procedures, in-
dividuals have conflicts of interest if their schools have
applications pending in the program for which they are a
reader. Waivers of the conflict-of-interest restriction
may be granted in certain cases, but only under extreme
circumstances, such as when the technical review could not
otherwise be held, and with proper approval by specially
designated OE officials.

OE did not follow its procedures for avoiding conflicts
of interest in the technical review of Basic program appli-
cations for fiscal year 1977. Of the 95 field readers who
participated in the review, 23 (24 percent) worked for in-
stitutions which had applications pending for Basic program
funding. OE officials told us that the use of these in-
dividuals was necessary to insure a proper representation
from developing institutions and that no field reader was
allowed to review his school's applications. However, there
was no evidence that a waiver had been granted to any of
these individuals before the review process.

The procedures for conducting a technical review also
permitted OE staff personnel to serve as field readers under
certain conditions. However, no readers were to be selected
from the program office responsible for the final review
unless waivers similar to those for conflicts of interest
were granted. In fiscal year 1977, staff members from OE's
Division for Institutional Development (the title III program
office) participated in the review of applications for both
the Basic and Advanced programs. OE officials told us that
the use of these individuals was necessary to complete the
review panels and to supplement the recommendations of the
external readers. Again, we found no'waivers allowing the
program office personnel to function as field readers for
title III applications.
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Field reader recommendations
Inconsistentinconitent end inconclusive

An application for title III funding is reviewed by at

least five field readers during the technical review process.
The readers assign a rating score to the application as a

whole and to the individual projects included in the applica-

tion. Generally, field readers also recommend the level of

funding an institution should receive for its projects.

OE used the individual field reader ratings to develop

a composite rating for each application. The composite rat-

ings were then used to rank all applications in the order in

which they should have received priority consideration for

funding in each program.

The value of the field reader recommendations to OE was

questionable. The priority listings developed from the field

reader ratings might not have ranked schools according to

their developmental needs, and we noted many inconsistencies

in the rating process. For the technical review process for

fiscal year 1977 grants, for example:

--Not all Advanced program applications received field

reader reviews. Applications from institutions which

had previously received Advanced grants were, in
accordance with procedures outlined in the OE grants

manual, referred directly to OE staff for funding
consideration on an individual basis. These applica-

tions for continued funding were not prioritized in

relation to new applications for funding.

--Eighteen of the 410 Basic applications came from in-
stitutions which had already been recommended for
first-time funding under the Advanced program. Basic

program field readers gave no indication that the

18 institutions were any more developed than other

Basic schools. They ranked the applications from a

high of 5 to a low of 396 on the priority listing,

but these same institutions were considered among the

most qualified for Advanced program funding.

--Applications under the Basic program for consortium

arrangements were often submitted separately from

the institutions' applications for projects under

bilateral arrangements. Accordingly, these applica-

tions were treated separately in the technical review
process and were ranked individually on the priority

listing. Because different field readers likely would
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review bilateral and consortium proposals from the
same institution, field readers were not able to
determine whether the consortium projects were Com-
patible with other projects at the participating
institutions, nor how all title III projects together
would assist the schools in moving toward the main-
stream of higher education.

Additionally, there were many variances in the recom-
mended funding levels by the various field readers for the
same application. For example, the following table shows

ione Basic program institution's requested funding, funding
levels recommended by five individual readers, and the actual
funding approved by OE for nine projects.

Project
number

Amount
requested
by insti-
tution

1 $ 78,660
2 61,903
3 54,480
4 74,258
5 31,205
6 47,235
7 36,760
8 52,893
9 29,824

Total 6467,218

Actual
Funding recommended funding
tly field readers approved

A B C D 12

65,000 $ 58,500 $ 63,718 $ - $ -

35,000 50,000 28,075 49,900

- 40,000 30,235 24,300 54,480
35,000 50,418 1,000 62,258

- 30,705 1,000 31,205
- 30,000 30,585 1,000 32,235

36,000 - 33,688 1,000 36,760
- 38,573 1,000 52,893

29,000 _
7_-__

_

$185_!000 $213,500

__

$305,997 $29,300

_29,824

$349,555

$ 61,158
20,580
3,700

46,255
3,650

13,588
26,100

$175,001

The above variances in recommended funding levels were
typical of many field reader recommendations in the Basic
program. Variances in field readers' recommended funding
levels for Advanced applications were not as pronounced as
they were in the Basic program.

FINAL FUNDING DETERMINATIONS

After the field reader reviews, Basic and Advanced pro-
gram staffs separately determined which projects would be
funded and how much each institution would receive. Field
reader recommendations influenced the final determinations,
but they were not the only factor considered. Also considered
were total available title III funding, legal requirements
for 24 percent of available funds for applications from
2-year institutions, commitments for continued funding under
multiple-year projects, and OE's predetermined funding
strategies. (See p. 27.)
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Title III awards for fiscal year 1977 (1977-78 school
year) revealed many inconsistencies in the manner in which
procedures used to select institutions for funding were
applied by OF. These inconsistencies resulted in question-

able awards.

AdvarisqqptlagEsn

OE relied on field readers' recommendations in awarding
initial grants under the Advanced program more than it did

in the Basic program. After dividing the priority listing
developed during the technical review into 2- and 4-year
institutions, the Advanced program staff funded the applica-
tions most highly recommended by the field readers. At

least 24 percent of the total amount awarded went to 2-year

institutions.

The above procedures were followed only for initial

grants. In December 1976, OF advised institutions whose
original 3- to 5-year grants were expiring that they might
be eligible for continuation grants to carry them through

june30, 1978. These continuation grants were to enable

institutions to continue their activities pending the develop-

ment and implementation by of of an effective fund replacement

mechanism for the title III program. 08 did not want these
institutions to be faced with an abrupt cutoff of Federal
funds without having alternate sources of funds to carry on
activities initiated under the title III program. These

applications were not subject to field Leader technical re-
views and they received priority over first-time applications.

In fiscal year 1977, for example, OF approved 22 applications
for continuation grants totaling $4,827,000. These funds

were set aside before any applications for new grants were

considered.

OE officials told us that continuation grants were given

to institutions whose previous grants were near expiration

and who would encounter financial hardships in continuing

programs initiated under the Advanced program. Since these

institutions were considered most deserving of Advanced
grants in the past, their applications for continued assist-
ance received priority over first-time applications of other
institutions, provided that OF determined that satisfactory
progress had been made under the initial grant.

By awarding continuation grants under the Advanced
program, OF might have encouraged activities which lessened
the likelihood that institutions would move into the main-

stream of higher education because:
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--Continuation grants were noncompetitive. Consequently,
OE could not be assured that grants went to the most
deserving institutions, and it might reward institu-
tions which were unable to meet their original objects
tives.

--Continuation grants could have provided disincentives
for institutions to develop substitute funding for
title III activities. This was contrary to the
"up-and-out" goals of the Advanced program.

OE told schools that had participated in the Advanced
program for 5 years--OE's originally established maximum
award period--that they could apply for new long-term grants
in fiscal year 1978. Under such an arrangement, the incen-
tive to develop other sources of revenue could be further
diminished.

Basic proaEali

Although Basic program staff used field readers' recom-
mendations as a guide and 2-year institutions received at
least 24 percent of program funding, final selections for
grants varied greatly from the priority listing developed
from the technical review of Basic applications.

This was because OE followed a predetermined funding
strategy for the Basic program. This funding strategy set
standards for the distribution of program funds among
colleges representing the various ethnic and racial popula-
tions in American higher education. In 1977, for example,
OE established the following standards for institutional
support under the Basic program:

Predominant racial/ethnic
population served
y institution

Black
white
Hispanic
Indian

Percent of total
appropriation

49
34
9

8

The funding strategy also emphasized awarding grants
to institutions previously funded under title III. In fis-
cal year 1977, OE predetermined that no more than 16 schools
could receive first-time Basic grants. Also, these institu-
tions had to serve primarily minority or disadvantaged
students. As a result of constraints imposed by the fund-
ing strategy, many subjective judgments entered the selection
process under the Basic program.
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OE title III officials told us that this funding strategy

supported the Federal role of equal educational opportunity.

They said the heavy emphasis on funding nonwhite institutions

was intended to prevent the program's "drift into general,

small-college support."

Selections made by Basic program staff were further sub-

ject to changes at higher levels of authority within OE. In

1977, there were 190 Basic grantees. This number included

4 institutions which were not recommended for funding by the
Basic program staff and did not include 12 which were recom-
mended for funding by the staff. For 42 other institutions,
the amount of funding was either increased or decreased from
levels recommended by the staff. OE officials told us that

many of these changes were necessary to meet the predetermined

funding strategy.

Some of the changes in funding were made after the ori-
ginal recommendations of the Basic program staff were con-
tested by the institutions or assisting agencies involved.
In one such instance, the Commissioner of Education elected
to continue funding a project under a multiple-year grant
even though (1) the Basic program staff recommended that it
not be funded, (2) the assisting agency receiving most of
the funds had not conformed to the terms of the grant, and
(3) the project did not directly involve the grantee insti-
tut on. The title III regulations state that:

"The continued funding of these [multiyear]
projects will be contingent upon the continued
eligibility of the applicant institution(s),
institutional progress and the availability
of Federal funds." (45 C.F.R. 169.27)

When the assisting agency challenged the Basic program
staff's decision not to fund the project, the Commissioner
approved a grant award on the basis that OE had made an
"administrative error" in not continuing to fund a grant
previously approved for a multiple-year period. As part of
the Commissioner's February 9, 1978, response to us regard-
ing reasons for the changes in awards to Basic institutions,
he explained that

"When constituent challenges were raised last

year, it was difficult to defend the program's
unfavorable funding decisions on the basis of
their rankings when so many of the program's
favorable funding decisions had been at variance
with th-Ose rankings. I've instructed the
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Bureau to correct this unacceptable situation.
In addition, we are developing legislative and
regulatory proposals which we believe will
clarify the purposes and strengthen the admin-
istration of this essential program."

The inconsistent application of the selection procedures
is evidenced by an analysis of the final listing of Basic
program grantees for fiscal year 1977. Our comparison of
these awards with the recommendations of the field readers
and awards made in previous years revealed the following:

--Many institutions which received large grants from OE
had received recommendations for low levels of fund-
ing from field readers. For example, the institutions
which received the 3rd, 6th, 25th, and 26th largest
grants were ranked 201, 206, 254, and 305 on the
priority listing developed during the technical review.

--Many institutions which received comparatively high
field reader ratings did not receive grants. For
example, the institutions ranked 16, 38, and 42 on
the field reader priority listing received no funding
at all.

--Generally, schools which had been in the title III
program for several years received funding prefer-
ence. Of the 31 institutions which received grants
of $500,000 or more, 23 had been involved in the
title III program for at least 10 years.

--Institutions which were members of a single large,
multifunction consortium arrangement of predominantly
black, 4-year colleges received the largest grants.
Of the 50 largest grants, 42 went to institutions
which had been members of this consortium arrangement
during the previous year.

--In most cases, the level of funding was based on the
amount awarded an institution in the previous year.
Two title III program officials involved in deter-
mining funding levels said that this was normally a
greater consideration than either the amount (1) re-
quested by the institution or (2) recommended by the
field readers.

The inconsistent application of selection procedures in
the Basic program raised questions about whether (1) institu-
tions were treated equally in the competitive process and
(2) the most deserving institutions received grants.
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C -CLUSIONS

In selecting institutions for title III funding and
determining grant amounts, OE's procedures have been incon-
sistently applied, and determinations have been subjective.
These inconsistent applications and subjective determinations
gave preference to institutions which had participated in
the program for several years. This might not have been con-
ducive to awarding grants to institutions with the most cri-
tical needs or the greatest opportunity for advancement. It
also might have caused these institutions to become dependent
on this support rather than seeking ways to replace this
money with other sources of funding. Thus, OE cannot be as-
sured that the most deserving institutions were receiving
funds or that the projects funded were necessary for the
development of the institutions.

It is inconsistent to use one set of criteria for
identifying institutions eligible for title III assistance
and another set for selecting grantee institutions. OE
should be able to (1) identify those factors which cause an
institution to be considered developing or outside theMain-
stream of American higher education and (2) fund activities
designed to uplift the institution in those needed areas,

The CE funding strategy referred to on page 27 might
have further contributed to awarding grants to institutions
less likely to reach the mainstream.

RECOMMENDATION TO THE SECRETARYOF HEW

We recommend that the Secretary of HEW direct the Com-
missioner of Education to reaffirm the need to adhere to
title III program grantee selection procedures which provide
for consistent treatment of applications (giving appropriate
consideration to factors related to institution eligibility).
This should result in grants being awarded to the most deserv-
ing institutions, based on eligibility determinations, and
alleviate the current subjectivity. Grants should be used
for projects aimed at uplifting institutions in those areas
which cause them to be eligible for title III assistance.

Also, the Secretary should direct the Commissioner to give
special attention to improving the field reader process by

--appropriately screening field readers to insure that
they do not have conflicts of interest,
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--giving appropriate written clearance if field readers
with possible conflicts of interest must be used--
this practice should be allowed only in rare circum-
stances, and

--providing appropriate guidance to field readers so
that greater reliance can be placed on their recom-
mendations.

Deviations from recommendations of field readers and
program staff should be fully justified and explained.

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

HEW concurred with our recommendations and said that a
number of changes have occurred in the grant awards process
since the fiscal year 1977 funding cycle. HEW said that the
new regulations with their revised criteria will bring about
consistent treatment of applications and should result in
grants being awarded to the most deserving institutions.

while e agree that the revised regulations might provide
for consistent treatment of institutions with regard to the
eligibility criteria, we believe that HEW should consider
additions or alternatives to the proposed revised criteria.
(See pp. 18 and 19.) By not specifying how institutions
which do not receive sufficient points under the proposed
regulations' quantitative factors might justify their being
included among eligible developing institutions, HEW might
not consider regional differences which might affect income
of students and expenditures of institutions and other unique
characteristics of institutions. Therefore, we do not think
that HEW can be sure that the most deserving institutions will
be judged eligible for funding.

In regard to the panel review process, the Commissioner
has called for the development of a new slate of panelists.
The current plan is to replace one-third of the readers on an

annual basis. In addition, several other features were intro-
duced in the fiscal year 1978 evaluations. (See app. IV.)

HEW stated that for these evaluations all reviewers had
to be approved in accordance with the provisions of HEW's
Grants Administration Manual. Individuals were judged to
have a conflict of interest if their institution had a pend-

ing application. However, such persons were allowed to serve
as a reviewer if the Deputy Commissioner of Education certi-
fied that without such person(s) it would not be practical
to constitute an adequate review (e.g., the only individual
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with specialized expertise in the field). Justification to

use such individuals was submitted in writing and approved
by the Commistioner of Education.

Also, the Division of Institutional Development devised
ia new orientation program in which readers were carried

through both weak and strong sample applications for a cri
tique and discussion. OE further agreed that when a reviewer
submitted an inadequate evaluation, or when the program staff
determined that all evaluations were inadequate, the Bureau
of Higher and Continuing Education would reconvene additional
panels to reread the proposals.

If the procedures outlined by HEW are made a formal part

of the application review process for the title III program,
and if they are properly adhered to, we believe that the
field reader process will be improved and greater credence
can be placed in the reviewers' determinations. However, OE

should not allow persons with possible conflicts of interest
to sit on panels except in very rare circumstances. We be
lieve that sufficient numbers of qualified reviewers can be
obtained to preclude persons with such conflicts from serving
on panels, except in rare cases.
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CHAPTER 4

NEED TO STRENGTHEN CONTROLS OVER FUNDS

Title III grants are intended to assist developing
institutions which are struggling for survival for financial
and other reasons. OE cannot fund all applications from
eligible title III institutions. Therefore, grants which
are made must-be used efficiently and effectively so that
maximum_benefit_will accrue to participating schools. How-
ever, adequate financial controls for the title III program
have not been established to ensure that benefits from grants
are maximized.

OE has not provided grantee institutions'with guidance
for administering Federal funds and has not established post-
award procedures to review expenditures under title III
grants. This has,led to mismanagement of Federal resources
by the institutions. At most of the institutions we visited,
payments to assisting agencies were inadequately supported,
questionable charges to grants were made, grant funds were

fwAr tiding f l sears by institutions and
assisting agencies (without prior OE approval), and inaccurate
and misleading financial reports were submitted to OE by the
institutions.

ELIGIBLE EXPENDITURES

The Education Act of 1965, as amended, required that the
title III program establish procedures to insure that-funds
are spent efficiently and in line with program objectives.
Specifically, the law requires OE to approve only those ap-
plications for assistance which

--outline a plan for the efficient operation of
proposed projects,

--set forth procedures to insure that Federal funds will
supplement (but never supplant) other sources of
funding,

--provide for fiscal controls and accounting procedures
necessary for the proper disbursement of and account-
ing for program funds, and

-- establish procedures for reporting and recordkeeping
necessary for program monitoring.



The law also directs the Commissioner of 0E-to establish
regulations containing additional criteria for eligible ex-
penditures under title III grants. The June 1975 title III
program regulations make title III participants subject to
OE's General Provisions for Programs (45 C.F.R., part 100).

The General Provisions contain guidelines for the fiscal
administration of numerous OE programs. Because the provisions

cover a large number of programs, they are necessarily broad;
however, they do provide tests for determining the allowability
of .costs under OE grants. A cost is normally allowable if it

--is reasonable (the action,a prudent man would take
most of the time),

--can be allocated to a specific agreement approved by
OE,

--is consistent with generally accepted accounting prac-

tices, and

--nnnforms to the specific exclusions or limitations

of the approved agreement.

After an institution is approved for a title III grant,

CE and the grantee institution negotiate an agreement for
conducting grant activities. This agreement includes a de-
tailed budget to control the subsequent expenditure of funds

under each grant arrangement. The grantee institution then

assumes responsibility for conducting grant activities and
administering grantfunds.

NEED TO STRENGTHEN CONTROLS
OVER GRANT ADMINISTRATION

A title III grant may include any number of individual
projects or cooperative arrangements, each with its own budget

and planned activities. There is no "typical" title III grant.

Each school has its set of projects, and the project mix may
vary from year to year. For example, one school we visited

was involved in only one title III arrangement in 1976-77,
and that was as an unfunded participant (receives services
but is not directly funded) in a consortium arrangement;
another school received direct funding under four bilateral

and three consortium arrangements and was an unfunded par-
ticipant in five additional consortium arrangements during

the same period.
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Controls over title III funds at the institution level
were inconsistent and often did not comply with HEW's
established procedures. This was true of controls among
different schools as well as among various arrangements at
the same school. Generally, grantees' controls over funds
were as follows:

--The most stringent controls were placed over bila-
teral arrangements under which most of the funds were
expended on campus. In these cases the schools fol-
lowed their normal procedures for expending Federal
funds, recording costs, and maintaining documentation.

--Less stringent controls were evident for grant funds
paid to assisting agencies, especially in consortium
arrangements where these agencies were often respon-
sible for a large segment of program activities.

In many instances, the institutions' control over the
expenditure of title III funds did not meet the standards set
by the law and the general grant provisions. The major prob-
lems identified were (1) inadequate support for payments
made by grantee institutions to their assisting ageneies, (2)
questionable charges to grants for selected items of costs,
(3) carrying over grant funds beyond authorized grant periods

iwithout OE approval, and (4) inaccurate and misleading re-
porting of financial activities to OE.

Officials at many schools we visited had widely varying
interpretations of the intent of the regulations on such
issues as establishing relationships with assisting agencies,
determining allowable costs, and obtaining grant period ex-
tensions.

Insufficient controlsaytEpyllta
to asistih agencies

Assisting agencies have become deeply involved in the
title III program. Institutions receiving Basic program
grants used assisting agencies in each cooperative arrange-
ment funded and often assigned them a major portion of the
responsibility for carrying out grant activities. OE re-
quired each school participating in the Advanced program to
have at least one substantive arrangement with such an agency.

Assisting agencies cannot receive direct funding under
title III since the law stipulates that only developing in-
stitutions can be grant recipients. All payments to assist-
ing agencies are made by grantee institutions in return for
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technical services provided under specific cooperative arrange-

ments. In fiscal year 1977, more than $10 million was sched-
uled for payments to assisting agencies. These payments ac-
counted for 10.8 percent of the Basic program awards and 8.7
percent of the Advanced program awards.

The amounts individual institutions pay assisting agen-
cies vary considerably,- depending on the types of projects in

which they participate. For example, one institution visited

had paid out $580,000, or two-thirds of its title III Basic
grant funds, to six different agencies during the 1976-77

grant period. Another institution visited had paid out only

about 2 percent ($42,000) of its total multiyear Advanced
grant to assisting agencies. Payments under the Basic pro-

gram to assisting agencies by schools under bilateral arrange=
ments and by developing_institutions serving as grantees for

consortium arrangements (coordinating institutions) tended

to be larger.

To some agencies, title III arrangements were relatively,

minor activities and represented insignificant portions of

their total revenues. Other agencies rely heavily on funds

received by grantees under title III.

The following table shows the importance of title III
arrangements in 1976-77 to four of the seven agencies we

visited:

Number of coopera-
tive arrange-
ments:

Consortium
Bilateral

Funding from
title III
arrange-
ments:

Total

Percent of
total
revenues

Assi tin a ene

1

21 62

$38,800 $861,239

30.1 48.6
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Although grantees may enter into arrangements under
which assisting agencies carry out grant activities, the in-
stitution is responsible for the use and control of grant
funds. The General Provisions state that the grant recipient
shall administer or supervise the activities and services
for which Federal assistance is sought and that the grantee
"shall not transfer to others responsibility in whole or in
part for the use of Federal funds or for the conduct of
project activities, but may enter into contracts or arrange-
ments with others for carrying out a portion of any such ac-
tivities."

Title III grantees have not adequately carried out their
responsibility before making payments to assisting agencies.
We noted the following examples:

--Grantees based payments to assisting agencies on
budgeted projections rather than actual agency cost
records and performance.

--Assisting agencies did not provide institutions with
adequate documentation to show actual use of funds.

--Documentation that was provided was not properly
analyzed by grantee institutions to determine whether
the costs (1) were allowable under the terms of the
General Provisions, (2) could be allocated to specific
projects, and (3) were related to services provided
to the institutions.

We found numerous instances of deficient monitoring
of assisting agency activities by grantees. For example:

--An institution paid an assisting agency about $580,000
in title III Basic funds under a bilateral arrangement
over a 2-year period. The assisting agency was to
use the funds to operate a center to improve

institu-
tions

instruction in predominantly black nstitu-
tions through faculty development. The school paid
the agency the approved budget amount in each year,
but had no documentation to show how the funds were
used or what benefits were received. A school official
could not adequately explain what the agency was doing
with the money and admitted that the grantee school
had received no benefits from the arrangement. We
later found that the agency was using the funds to
enable college and university faculty to carry on in-
dependent research projects. Examples of research
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projects undertaken by faculty attending the center,

many of whom were from Advanced program institutions

and nondeveloping institutions, included completion

of a multivolume history of the black struggle for
freedom in the United States, research into the "life

and art of black women blues singers of the 1920s as

a creative response to racism," and "analysis and

texture of black life in an urban environment." The

grantee school, which received funds under the Basic
program, never sent a participant to the center.

--An assisting agency received $38,800 from 21 institu-

tions under bilateral arrangements durifig 1976-77.

While the agency received the fully budgeted amount
from each grantee, based on our review of assisting

agency documentation many of the institutions received
only a portion of the services to which they were

entitled. Assisting agency officials told us that

they did not provide documentation on actual expendi-
tures because none of the institutions requested it.

--An insitui-n paid thr-lc us r-i7ting --gcnr,ics
4-^tni

of $82,000 under its multiyear Advanced grant through

June 1976. These payments were made in response to
billings submitted by the agencies during the year.

In no case did the institution attempt to verify that

the agencies actually incurred the costs for which

they were reimbursed.

The absence of proper controls over payments tc., assist-

ing agencies is most prevalent under consortium arrangements,

under which the levels of funding are higher and the in-

fluence of assisting agencies is often greater. Many co-

ordinating institutions exercise virtually no control over

the activities of their consortia's assisting agencies and

function mainly as channels for title III funds. For ex-

ample:

--One coordinating college we visited could provide no
meaningful support for payments of $585, ©00 to the

consortium's assisting agency in 1976-77. The col-

lege paid the agency the budgeted amount in 10 in-
stallments, but had not reviewed the agency's cost
records to determine whether the funds were actually
expended in accordance with the budget.

--Another coordinating institution received detailed
cost records from the assisting agency to support the
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expenditure of $595,350 it paid the agency in 1976-77.
However, institution officials agreed that they do not
attempt to verify that charges are reasonable or ques-
tion the appropriateness of expenditures other than
obvious violations of OE regulations such as excess
payments to consultants. We called several question-
able costs, such as high furniture rentals, to the
attention of the school's grants management officer.

Many of the problems in monitoring payments to assi
agencies exist because OE has not defined the role of assist-
ing agencies under title III and the way coordinating insti-
tutions and other developing institutions should interact
with them. The program regulations and the General Provisions
do not discuss assisting agencies as such, and OE has not
issued further instructions to the institutions on how pay-
ments to these agencies are to be administered. Also, OE ap-
parently has no control over the activities of the assisting
agencies once the grant is awarded, since the agency is not
a grantee. OE's only control is over the grantee institution,
which must conform to the terms of the grant agreement.

Both the Basic and Advanced programs required institu-
tions to negotiate agreements with assisting agencies showing
services to be provided by the agency, payments to be made
by the institution for these services, and time schedules
for completion. These agreements were intended to give the
institution some measure of control over the expenditure of
funds and provision of services and to provide a basis for
preparing the program budget.

The agreements for many cooperative arrangements at the
institutions we visited did not provide the institutions an
adequate level of control over the assisting agencies. The
agreements were frequently so broad that they were of little
use in monitoring the performance of the agencies. We had
difficulty determining (1) whether the agency was a contra c-
tor, a subgrantee, or a consultant, (2) whether payments
were to be made on a fixed-fee or cost reimbursement basis,
and (3) what services were to be performed by the assisting
agencies. In some cases, we could not locate the agreements.

Grantee institutions did not understand their responsi-
bilities for managing funds paid to assisting agencies. An
official at a coordinating institution for a large consortium
arrangement said that he had never been able to determine the
functions of a coordinating institution. Officials at other
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institutions told us that OE had not provided meaningful in-

structions for monitoring the activities of assisting agen-
cies.

According to OE officials, the General Provisions are
the only regulations now available to the institutions show-
ing how title III funds may be used. While these regulations

explain that an institution is responsible for funds paid to

an assisting agency, they do not provide specific guidance
for (1) selecting an assisting agency, (2) formulating an
agreement for services to be provided, (3) establishing pro-
cedures for making payments, and (4) monitoring the perform-
ance of the agency.

In March 1977, QE issued new memorandum instructions
to institutions to clarify the assisting agency-institution
relationship. The instructions provide additional informa-

tion on establishing cooperative arrangements and submitting

funding applications. However, these instructions do not
provide the detailed guidance institutions need in forming

and controlling their relationships with assisting agencies.

OE officials admitted that the regulations in effect
at the time of our review were not adequate for effective
grants management in the title III program.

2112121011'SLIA22.E.
OF provided the General Provisions to institutions as

a guide to determining allowable costs, and each institution

had to abide by the cost principles set out in the regulations.
Under the General Provisions cost was allowable if the grantee
could show that it was reasonable, followed accepted account-
ing standards, and could be allocated to a project budget ap-
proved by OF. The provisions supplemented these basic tests

with more specific instructions for determining the allowa-
bility of selected items of costs, such as personal services,
travel, consultants, equipment, and rental of facilities.

Grantees and assisting agencies we visited often did not

follow the established cost principles in charging costs to

title III grants. Although discrepancies varied in type

and degree among the institutions and agencies visited, their

frequency pointed to a general weakness in the area. Through-

out the program, we found

--a lack of understanding on how the cost principles
in the General Provisions were to be applied,
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--insufficient documentation to support expenditures,
and

--an inability to match expenditures with the accom-
plishment of project objectives.

In many cases, the General Provisions did not adequately
specify the allowability of costs under title III arrange-
ments. However, many charges by institutions and assisting
agencies appeared to violate the "reasonable cost" criterion
outlined in the regulations. The most common examples of
this were charges for personnel costs (salaries and fringe
benefits) and consultants--normally two of the largest items
budgeted under a title III grant.

Salaries and f rinfe benefits

Under most title III grants, the largest single portion
of funds is budgeted for salaries and fringe benefits for
personnel working on project activities at the institutions
or assisting agencies. The General Provisions allowed the
institutions and agencies to toliow their normal pi:ocedures
in budgeting these costs, but required that any payments
must be reasonable in view of the services rendered.

We found that charges to title III grants for salaries
and fringe benefits were not always consistent with the in-
dividual's participation in the applicable projects. For

example:

--The executive director
a salary of $40,000 in
this amount derived fr

f an assisting agency received
_976-77, with 90 percent of
i title III.

Charges to title III and other work were calculated
by pro-rating his salary among the various activities
he performed at the assisting agency (Federal and
non-Federal). Because of a lack of detailed documen-
tation, we-were unable to substantiate how much actual
time the director devoted to title III activities.
However, based on a normal work schedule and the
amount of time we were able to document that he de-
voted to non-Federal activities for 1 month, it ap-
pears that he could justify about 73 percent, at
most, as chargeable to title III rather than the ac-
tual charge of 90 percent for that month. During
this same period he served as the director of a non-
Federal organization at a yearly salary of $30,000.
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--The director of a large consortium project charged
100 percent of his salary to, the consortium budget,

ieven though he was simultaneously involved in at least

three other projects supported by both Federal and
non-Federal funds. No records were maintained to show

how much actual time he devoted to any particular
project. In one instance, however, the director spent
several weeks out of the country working on one of the
other projects while continuing to draw his salary
through the consortium members during his absence.

--An institution (1) used title III funds to pay two
employees' salaries which exceeded the approved budget
allowances by $5,000 each, (2) failed to fill three
positions (total salaries of $41,000) shown in the
title III budget which the institution had agreed to
fund as a needed part of the project, and (3) used
title III funds from the Professor Emeritus program
to pay two of the college's staff, which is contrary
to program intent.

institutions used title III funds to fill positions
which were not approved in their budgets. Two other
institutions used individuals other than those named
in their budgets to fill positions on title III projects.

In most cases, the institutions and assisting agencies
did not keep records to show actual time spent by salaried
individuals on title III projects. Thus, most of these in-

stitutions or agencies received the budgeted amounts without

having to provide any verification of the services which were

provided.

Consultants

The General Provisions place two rr
the use of consultants under OE grants:

or requirements on

--Payments to a consultant may not exceed $100 a day
without prior written approval from OE.

--The grantee must maintain a written report on all con-

sultations. This report must show (1) the consultant's
name, and dates, hours, and amounts charged to the
grant, (2) the names of the grantee staff to whom serv-
ices were provided, and (3) the results of the consul-

tation.
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These requirements were not consistently followed at the
institutions and assisting agencies we visited. For example:

--An institution paid a consultant $280 a day for 24 days
in one instance and $300 a day for 4.5 (consultant)
days in another, without prior OE approval.

--Another institution paid $12,000 to one individual
during 1976-77. Part of this was paid on a flat rate
of $3,000 a month. Records were not maintained to show

actual numb Aayc wnrkpa,

--An assisting agency used funds earmarked for consultants
to pay a portion ($12,500) of the salary of the chairman
of its board of directors.

--A second agency paid two salaried employees for consul-
tations on projects other than those to which they were
assigned.

In most cases, there was limited documentation to support
(1) why certain consultants were chosen, (2) what they did
to earn their fee, (3) how the fee was negotiated, or (4) how
the consultation benefited the program to which the charge
was made. Also, grantee institutions had virtually no knowl-
edge of how their assisting agencies used consultants.

Other

While,the above were the most common types of question-
able charges to the title III program, there were other in-

stances at the institutions and agencies we visited where we
believe that, under cooperative arrangements, title III funds

were questionably used. For example:

--An institution had used title III funds to purchase
short-term, interest bearing certificates. The in-

terest from these certificates was not returned to the
Treasury, as required by the provisions.

--One agency used $108,000 in title III funds for 1975-76
to offset deficits experienced in the agency's other
Federal and non-Federal programs.

--A consortium arrangement funded by both title III
($75,000 a year) and non-Federal sources had accumulated
reserves of more than $140,000 by the end of fiscal
year 1976. A consortium official told us that none
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of the reserves were title III funds, since the consor
tium ensured that Federal funds were always the first

revenues expended- Since the consortium had such siz-
able reserves, we questioned the need for such a large

title III grant. The consortium official said that
the reserve was being accumulated so that the consor-
tium could be self-sufficient if Federal support were
terminated. OE officials told us that they were un-
aware of the consortium's large reserves.

--An assisting agency used title III funds t7 pay a por-
tion of the costs to relocate its headquarters in
another city. The agency could not show how these
costs were related to services to be provided under
specific cooperative arrangements.

There were also several other charges to title
which appeared to be unreasonable. Examples of such charges
included improper allocation of travel charges among parties
to cooperative arrangements, duplicate reimbursements for
meals, use of first class air travel by school officials and
assisting agencies without prior approval, and other charges.

For example, an assisting agency official used title III

funds to pay for travel on assignments involving other Federal

agency programs. Also, a school provided travel advances
based on estimated costs without adjustments to reflect actual

expenses incurred. At another school, persons working on

title III projects submitted combined meal payment requests
even though some persons performing as consultants received
per diem which included meal allowances. Other charges to
title III included office alterations and bar expenses and
lunches at a "topless" restaurant. Also, we found instances
where an assisting agency charged 100 percent of the costs
of monthly legal retainer fees and employee parking fees to
title III even though the agency carried on other activi-

ties.

Funds not bli ated during grant periods

The General Provisions state that grants are available

for obligation only during the period specified in the grant

award document. According to an OE Grants Office official,

any funds not obligated by the end of the grant period must be
returned to the Government or be used to reduce the amount of

a subsequent grant. He also said that an institution may obtain
an extension of the grant period, but must be able to show
that funds will be used for a scheduled activity which could
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riot be conducted during the grant period. Requests and ap-
provals for such extensions must be in writing.

In some cases the institutions visited had carried over
title III funds beyond grant periods without O approval.
one school had been accumulating such balances since 1973.
At the time of our visit, the school had over $81,000 in
excess funds. A school official said that he had contacted
OE about this natter, but had received no instructions for
disposition of the funds.

Another school was operating its title III account on
a fiscal year basis that differed from the approved grant
year. We could find no evidence that the school had obtained
permission to operate its title III account in this fashion
for 1975-76. It had $1361354 in unobligated funds at the
close of the year.

We also found that some assisting agencies not only had
not expended their funds within the grant period but also,
on occasion, had used funds received under specific title III
grants for other purposes. For example:

--An agency used excess grant funds of 04,000 in 1976-77
to supplement the following year's activities in similar
program areas.

--Another agency which did not match title III funds with
expenditures for project activities included all title
III funds in the agency's general operating funds.
Many budgeted costs were apparently never incurred;
however, no funds were returned to the grantee insti-
tutions.

Grantee institutions using these agencies showed grant
funds as obligated because they had paid the budgeted amounts
to the assisting agencies. The institutions were not aware
that the funds were used for other purposes or remained in
the assisting agencies' accounts.

When grant funds were left over at the end of the grant
period, institutions and agencies did not use them to conduct

fpreviously scheduled title III activities. These funds were
normally used to supplement the following year's funding or
offset deficits in other Federal or non-Federal programs.

found no cases where OE had collected excess funds or
reduced the 1
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Inadequate poetaw &rd monito in

Title III services are provided at the institution level,

so OE must rely on reports by the institutions to insure
that funds are used in accordance with the approved budgets.
The law requires that an application for title III funding

"provides for making such reports, in such form

and containing such information, as the Commis-
sioner may require to carry out his functions
under this subchapter, and for keeping such
records and affording such access thereto, as
he may find necessary to assure the verification
of such reports."

OE requires each title III grantee to file periodic re
ports on its use of grant funds. In the Basic program, in-
stitutions were to submit quarterly or semiannual progress
reports and a financial status report within 90 days of the
expiration of the grant. In the Advanced program; schools were
to submit quarterly financial reports throughout the multiyear
grant period. The financial reports submitted by the grantees

were to show how institutions had adhered to their approved
budgets for each arrangement or project and summarize total
amounts authorized, obligated' and onhand at the end of the
reporting period. Occasionally, OE supplemented its reviews
of institutions' reports with site visits (see p. 70) to insti-
tutions and assisting agencies.

At the institutions we visited, financial reports sub-
mitted to OE were not always an accurate representation of

grant activities. In many cases, the financial reports and

actual cost records did not agree on the amounts obligated.
This occurred because the institutions

--planned to spend excess funds even though they had not

been obligated;

--used budgeted amounts rather than actual obligations
as the basis for preparing the reports; or

--recorded amounts budgeted for assisting agencies as
obligated when the institutions paid the agencies, even
though the funds might not have been expended for

project activities.

Although the financial reports submitted by the insti-

tutions might provide a broad view of how program funds were
used, we noted that they were not timely and did not provide
details for selected items of cost. Thus, OE could not use
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the financial reports to determine whether the cost principles
set out in the General Provisions were being followed.

Other problems with OE's postaward monitoring activities
include the following:

--Grantee evaluation reports normally did not include
an evaluation of funding controls.

--Desk reviews by O were very informal and often
amounted to little more than a filing process.

--There was little OF followup on the reports submitted
by the institutions. We found no instances at the in-
stitutions we visited whet& OE questioned the inforld-
tion shown on the financial reports or requested
additional support for the use of grant funds.

--Site visits were too few in number and normally in-
cluded only a superficial review of controls over
funding. The OE Grants Office, which has final
responsibility for the use of grant funds, did not par-
ticipate in site visits unless a major deficiency was
suspected.

OE officials said that they realized their postaward
monitoring activities were not adequate, but that they were
unable to do more because staff reductions (see p. 71) had
decreased DE's ability to perform indepth reviews of financial
reports and make site visits. They said that, for this rea-
son, they must rely heavily on the integrity of the grantees'
own cost accounting and reporting systems.

Identification k grantees

OE's operating procedures for grants administration re-
cognize that certain applicants may "present relatively high
risks * * * for assuring proper programmatic use and financial
stewardship of grant funds." Such organizations were charac-
terized by the following:

--Poor financial stability.

--Inexperience in managing Federal grants.

--Heavy financial dependence on Federal support.

--Serious deficiencies in program and business management
systems.
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--A history of unsatisfactory performance, material
violations of terms and conditions, or large cost
disallowances on previous awards from Federal
programs.

The operating procedures stipulate an organization
identified with any of these factors was a "high-risk"
grantee. In such cases, OE may elect to (1) not award the
grant, (2) award the grant With special terms and conditions
and subject it to closer monitoring by OH, or (3) award the
grant and a separate contract for appropriate technical as-
sistance to the grantee.

Manv title ITT partio 1-ing _ hoole appeared meet
one or more of the high -risk factors; however, an OE official
told us that these special provisions had not been used be-
cause they might unnecessarily damage the public's image of
the schools involved. We believe that with proper controls,
OE could preclude "labeling" institutions as high-risk and
still provide these schools with the type of close technical
assistance they need.

EXCESS PAYMENTS TO AS TING AGENCI S

The Grants and procurement Management Division is
responsible for resolving audit exceptions concerning the
title III program. We found that the HEW Audit Agency ques-
tioned an assisting agency's charges to the title III program
and that a $90,891 audit exception involving another assist-
ing agency was not properly resolved. A title III official
exceeded her authority by instructing the second assisting
agency to disregard a contingent liability carried on the
agency's books which included the $90,891 audit exception.
Also, an HEW Audit Agency informal report questioning about
$59,000 of expenditures was riot followed up by the audit
agency. We found that at a third assisting agency, fees
totaling about $351,000 were received from title III insti-
tutions for services delivered at a cost to the agency of
about $229,000. The "excess" funds were transferred to the
agency's general program account for use in covering deficits
in other Federal and non-Federal projects.

Unresolved audit exception

At an assisting agency we visited, results of an HEW fi-
nancial audit were not reported to the OE Grants Office for
disposition until almost 3 years after the audit was performed
and several months after we began inquiring about the status
of the report. An initial report was prepared by HEW's New
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York Regional Audit Agency (Region II) and covered the period
March 24, 1971, to June 30, 1973. The HEW auditors recom-
mended that an assisting agency reimburse the Government
$90,891 ($85,190 overhead and $5,701 interest income from un-
used grant funds). According to the auditors, the charges
for overhead represented unallowable fees or profits charged
by the assisting agency, rather than overhead costs. Accord-
ing to OE grant procedures, any income earned on funds re-
ceived under a grant before they are spent must be refunded
to the Government. Assisting agency officials contended
they had a contractual relationship with a developing in-
stitution and that the overhead charges represented what they
considered an allowable fee to the agency under the contract.
They also asserted that the Lees were used to underwrite
other aspects of their educational and charitable activities.

In February 1977, HEW's title III program Director met
:h assisting agency officials to discuss the audit and in
-il 1977 wrote the agency and relieved it of its contingent

liability to the Government including the $90,891 questioned
by the HEW Audit Agency.

In July 1977, we discussed the 1974 report with represen-
tatives of the HEW Audit Agency's Atlanta and Washington of-
fices and asked about its status. They were unaware of any
followup on the audit exception at that time.

In August 1977 we provided the HEW audit report an
title III Director's comments to OE's grants office Director.
He subsequently told us he was not aware of this matter.
After reviewing the material, he told us that the title III
official made an incorrect decision in relieving the assist-
ing agency of the contingent liability and the employee had
also exceeded the authority vested in the position of Director
of the title III program. In a September 1977 meeting with
an OE Deputy Commissioner, the Chief of the title III Advanced
program branch, and the Grants Office Director, we discussed
this matter and similar occurrences at other assisting agenc-
cies. We asked that these matters be followed up and that

we be apprised of actions taken and of any restitutions made
to the Government. In a subsequent discussion with the Grants
Office Director, we were told that due to other priorities
and lack of staff, these matters had not been followed up.

We met with officials of HEW's Audit Agency in June 1978,

and they told us that their Atlanta office had issued a formal
report containing the $90,891 audit exception raised by the
New York audit agency and that as far as they were concerned
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represented a debt owed the Federal Government. They agreed
that there was an excessive delay between the 1974 New York
report and the August 1977 Atlanta report, but that they
planned to pursue this matter.

gl.htE2slt§tlonable charges to 'tle III
program by assisting agencies

Example 1

Another assisting agency's certified public accountants
would not certify its financial statements ending June 30,
1972, because they believed that specific guidelines for
the expenditure of OE funds were lacking and a Federal audit
might question certain of the agency's expenditures and dis-

allow them.

The Washington HEW Audit Agency reviewed certain of
this agency's expenditures charged to title III and prepared
a draft report in February 1975 which questioned overhead
costs of about $59,000. The questionable charges arose be-
cause the assisting agency charged overhead at the rate of
15 percent of total direct costs; however, the audit claimed
that the agency charged overhead with elements of costs which
were charged as direct costs to the title III program. The
audit report stated that, since items charged as direct costs
to Government contracts must be charged uniformly to all ac-
tivities of the organization in order to preclude overcharges
to the Government, the $59,000 should have been eliminated
from the overhead charges. An HEW auditor provided the as-
sisting agency an unofficial statement of his audit findings

and recommendations.

In commenting to the auditor on the proposed financial
adjustment, the assisting agency's position was that all costs
incurred in excess of the amounts charged as direct costs
should be included in overhead, regardless of whether a por-
tion of the charge may have already been charged as a direct

cost. The assisting agency's board chairman told us that he
discussed the audit findings with OE's title III Director,
who told him to disregard the matter because of the HEW audi-
tor's misunderstanding of programmatic cost principles.

An Assistant Director of the HEW Audit Agency in Washing-

ton told us that the audit office was not going to issue the
report because (1) allegations which had been made against
the assisting agency and which were the primary reason for
the review could not be substantiated, (2) other HEW Audit
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Agency representatives questioned the methods used to compute
the exception and the $59,000 exception was not developed
completely enough to warrant issuing a formal report, and
(3) based on the relatively small amount involved and other
priorities the audit agency decided not to conduct followup
work at the agency. In our opinion this matter was never
fully resolved.

Example 2

During our visit to another assisting agency, we found
that the agency received about $351,000 from 37 developing
institutions which participated in the program during academic
year 1975-76. It cost the assisting agency $229,000 (includ-
ing $72,000 in indirect costs) to assist the institutions in
their long-range planning. In October 1976, the agency trans-
ferred $1201000 to (1) cover deficits of $59,600 in seven
other Federal programs, (2) support a non-Federal program in
the amount of $40,000 for academic year 1976-77, and (3)
deposit the remainder in its general fund.

The assisting agency's controller told us that he thought
this action was proper because he believed his agency was
performing services for a specific fee and, if their effici-
ency allowed them to realize greater receipts than the costs
to render the services, that they should be allowed to apply
these "excesses" to their other activities. We do not believe
that the assisting agencies should be able to use title III
funds to support their other Federal and non-Federal activ-
ities. We brought these matters to the attention of OE
grants management officials and they agreed that the assist-
ing agency appeared to have received excess funds that should
be reimbursed to the Government because they were not used
for the purposes for which they were budgeted.

We noted during our review that assisting agencies have
not been audited on a regular basis by the HEW Audit Agency.
Because of the irregularities noted above, we believe that
HEW's Audit Agency should schedule audits of each assisting

agency which receives substantial Federal support from
title III to determine whether they are receiving excess
funds and are improperly spending Federal funds from the
program.

CONCLUSIONS

OE has not implemented sound financial controls over
the use of title III grant funds. This caused a number of
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problems the use of and accounting for program funds by

grantee institutions. In general, these problems can be
attributed to (1) lack of OE guidance to institutions on
the proper use of and accountability for title III funds and
(2) insufficient monitoring of grantees' financial activities

by OE.

The only criteria available to grantees are OE regula-
cover the administrative and fiscal require-

ments for numerous eparate assistance programs, and limited
memoranda. While these regulations establish the overall
policy for the use of grant funds, grantee institutions have
experienced problems in interpreting them and applying them
to determine allowabilitv of title III expenditures.

tions designed to

OE relies on grantees for the proper administration of

grant funds and has not properly monitored financial activi-
ties after making grants. There is virtually no verification
of the accuracy of grantee financial reports. Site visits
have traditionally included only cursory examination of fi-
nancial management, a problem we believe is significant in
the title III program and one that warrants greater attention
in future site visits.

Many grantee institutions have also placed a low priority

on the financial management of title III grants. This has re-
sulted frequently in questionable expenditures, insufficient
controls, overpayments to assisting agencies, and an overall
lack of documentation of the use of program funds.

Because OE had not adhered to HEW procedures to resolve
audit exceptions, and assisting agencies have not been audited
on a regularly scheduled basis, funds due the Government might
not have been reimbursed to the Treasury, and assisting agen-
cie 'ght have earned excess profits.

REC -ENDATIONS TO THE CRETARY OF HE

We recommend
miss oner of Education
more specific guidance
tunds. This guidance
for

eterm ning what

Secretary of HEW direct the Com-
_ provide grantee institutions with

the administration of title III
Id include detailed instructions

es of costs may be charged
against title III grants;
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-- maintaining financial records to support prcgram
expenditures, including payments to consultants
and assisting agency personnel assigned to title
III projects;

--establishing, maintaining, and terminating rela-
tionships with assisting agencies;

--returning to the Treasury funds not obligated
by the end of the grant period and funds which
have been allowed to accumulate at assisting
agencies; and

--providing detailed reports to OE on grant
activities.

Additionally, the Commissioner should reemphasize the
need for identifying potential problem institutions before
grants are awarded. This would necessitate a careful review
of an institution's performance under previously awarded Fed-
eral (both title III and other) grants. OE's procedures for
identifying and monitoring "high-risk" grantees should be
used as the basis for providing such institutions with badly
needed assistance in effectively and efficiently using Fed-
eral funds.

Also, the Commissioner should be d irected to s strengthen n
postaward monitoring of the financial activities of institu-
tions (especially those identified as high risks) receiving
title III grants. This could be done through (1) verification
of information provided on periodic financial reports and (2)
a systematic site visitation program which includes the use
of grants specialists to review the procedures followed by
selected institutions in administering program funds.

The Secretary should also direct the Commissioner to im-
plement existing procedures for the proper resolution of audit
exceptions. This should include proper resolution of the ex-
ample discussed on page 48 and other exceptions brought to
DE's attention by the audit agency.

In addition, the HEW Audit Agency should schedule audits
of each assisting agency which receives substantial Federal
support to determine whether it is adhering to the General
Provisions for Office of Education Programs, (45 C.F.R., part
100) and HEW regulations for the title III program.
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AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR. EVALUATION

HEW concurred with our recommendations. HEW said that

the staff of the Division of Institutional Development will
work with the Grants and Procurement Management Division to

develop policies which address each of these issues no later
than the spring of 1979. HEW also stated that the staff
will utilize title III workshops, application review sessions,
and institutional monitoring visits to refine the management
of projects.

HEW said it intended to involve personnel from the Grants

and Procurement Management Division to train title III staff

as well as accompany staff on site visits to perfect a more
TT fimaA, institutionseffective administration of title

which are ident.,Liied with chronic management problems will,
according to HEW, be encouraged to seek specific and expert
assistance to obtain a thorough reform of fiscal management
practicesincluding those involving student financial assist-

ance funds. HEW said that workshops will stress the fiscal

and administrative requirements found in the General Provi-
sions (45 C.F.R., part 100) which are also being revised for

greater clarification and effectiveness.

HEW said that it will conduct indepth site visits (which
will include grants specialists) before the next funding

cycle. These visits will include a review of institutions'
performance under previously awarded Federal grants (title

III and other). OE's procedures for identifying and monitor-

ing "high-risk" grantees will be used as the basis for provid-

ing such institutions with whatever assistance they need for

effectively and efficiently using Federal funds.

HEW also said that OE's Bureau of Higher and Continuing
Education has moved to process audit exceptions in a timely

manner, and that there were no outstanding audits in the

Bureau.

In addition, the Secretary, by memoraneum dated Novem-

ber 6, 1978, directed that priority be given to the resolu-

tion of audit findings and the recovery of disallowed funds.

HEW said that the Inspector General will continue to review
and provide HEW oversight of action on audit recommendations,
including their resolution and implementation, and report to

the Secretary quarterly on the effectiveness of such actions.

Also, the Assistant Secretary for Management and Budget will

report to the Secretary quarterly, using the accounting system

he is establishing, on actual collections of audited funds
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disallowed, and will also include this activity in HEW's de-
partmentwide efforts to reduce fraud, abuse, and waste.

In regard to HEW's comment that no audit exceptions
remained in the Bureau of Higher and Continuing Education,
we attempted to follow up on the status of the $90,000 audit
exception described on page 49. However, of officials could
not respond to this question and others in time for us to
consider them in this report.

HEW also agreed that audits of each assisting agency which
receives substantial Federal support were needed to determine
whether they were adhering to the General Provisions and HEW
regulations for the title III program. HEW said that the
Gieents and Procurement Management Division within OF wneid
schedule such reviews of each assisting agency which receives
substantial Federal support under title III. According to
HEW, these will be completed before the next funding cycle,
and the HEW Audit Agencybased on the results of these pro-
grammatic reviewswill consider the necessity of possibly
expanding its audits of developing institutions to include
the activities of selected assisting agencies.

4.

We believe that the above actions could improve the
administration of the title III program and strengthen con-
trols over the use of funds. However, because the General
Provisions apply to numerous programs and, therefore, may not
be specific enough to deal with the problems we noted in the
title III program, and the proposed revisions to the title
III regulations do not provide detailed guidance to grantees
for the administration of Federal funds, we believe that in-
stitutions might still need further detailed guidance to as-

sure the proper use of title III funds. Such guidance might
include aspects of the General Provisions, the regulations,
and the proposed manual for site visits referred to on page 73,
and the procedures for the panel review processes described
by HEW in its comments to this report. (See app. IV.)

We also do not believe that the decision to expand HEW
Audit Agency coverage of assisting agency activities should
be based solely on the results of the proposed site visits
by title III program officials and grants specialists.
Periodic HEW Audit Agency reviews at the major assisting
agencies involved in the title III program should be con-

ducted so that sufficient independent reviews of title III
activities can be achieved.
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CHAPTER

NEED FOR BETTER PLANNING AND ACCOUNTING FOR.

SERVICES UNDER TITLE III PROJECTS

Under the broad provisions of the law and OE regulations,
almost any type of project can be funded under title III as
long as it shows promise for developing the participating
institutions. This affords an individual institution a con-
siderable amount of leeway in determining what development
projects are needed, how these projects should be organized,
and how the necessary services will be provided.

While this e, bled title III institutions
to design individualized programs, it also led to a number
of problems, especially in the Basic program. Many insti-
tutions entered into cooperative arrangements without proper
consideration of how these projects would help them reach
overall development objectives. This was sinilarto findings
discussed in our 1975 report on the title III program. Also,
the institutions had not instituted proper controls to insure
that they were actually receiving adequate services from their
assisting agencies.

IDENTIFYING DEVELOPMENT NEEDS

Developing institutions have common, but not necessarily
identical, problems which isolate them from other institutions
of higher education. The title III program was enacted to
provide the financial resources that institutions required to
overcome specific handicaps preventing them from achieving a
secure status and attaining national visibility. Title III
was not designed to be a program of general support.

The title III legislation authorized the funding of
cooperative arrangements for the following types of activi-
ties:

xchange of faculty or students, including arrangements
or bringing visiting scholars to developing institu-
ons.

--Faculty and administrative improvement programs,
utilizing training, education (including fellowships
leading to advanced degrees), internships, research
participation, and other means.
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--Introduction of new curricula and curricular activi-
ties.

--Development and operation of cooperative education
programs involving alternate periods of academic study
and of business or public employment.

--Joint use of facilities, such as libraries or labora-
tories, including necessary books, materials, and
equipment.

Each institution must be able to identify its own develop-
ment needs and design projects which will meet these needs.
OF requires each title III institution to describe in its grant
application the development plan of the institution and show
how proposed activities relate to this plan. This should in-
sure that an institution's proposed projects are complementary
and that their progress toward development can be measured.
While this occurred with some slao0Pgq in the AcluAnr!pel prrIgram;
it did not happen in the Basic program.

Advanced program

The Advanced program placed heavy emphasis on the need
for comprehensive planning of an institution's title III ac-
tivities. Each applicant was required to submit in its ap-
plication a long-range plan showing how the institution in-
tended to use individual projects to reach its overall develop-
ment goals. Institutions were required to monitor projects
continually to insure that scheduled milestones were met.
Performance reports were submitted to of quarterly.

Institutions in the Advanced program had highly,individ-
ualized programs. Each school determined its service needs
and how to obtain the services. For the most part, title III
funds were expended for on-campus activities. The institu-
tions made limited use of assisting agencies and received vir-
tually no direct services under consortium arrangements.

The institutions visited were carrying out their title
III programs in accordance with the terms of their grant
agreements. While the institutions had not always been
successful in meeting their objectives, their programs did

seem to be well organized and geared toward achieving some
ultimate developmental goal.
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Basic program

Comprehensive planning in the Basic program was not em-
phasized to the extent it had been in the Advanced. As a
result, most Basic program applications covered a wide range
of proposed projects which may or may not have tied into cen-

tral development plans. OF funded several projects which were
of questionable benefit to an institution's development. Part
of the reason for this was the substantial influence of assist-
ing agencies in the direction that the title III Basic program

would take.

Generally, institutions which participated in the title

III program for long periods received large grants and par-
ticipated in many cooperative arrangements. In 1976 -77, for
example, 55 institutions which had been in the Basic program
for at least 10 years were each participating in an average
of six cooperative arrangements. These schools' funding for
that year totaled about $22.8 million. One school we visited
which had participated in the program for 10 years was simul-
taneously a funded participant in four bilateral and three
consortium arrangements, and was an unfunded participant in

five consortium arrangements.

Funded p t- not always beneficial

The unstructured growth of many Basic Atutions'
title III activities has led to institutions participating
in projects which were proving them little or no direct

services. In some cases projects were not even designed to

assist the institutions which received the title III funds.

For example, two institutions we visited did not roce!/e
title III funds directly but were members in a consortium
which received $75,000 a year 7rom title III. This consortium
was established to purchase and process bocAs for schools at

a lower fee than the schools could obtain on their owf-, How-

ever' these two institutions ceased participation in _le con -

sortium (even though OF continued to list them as c sortium
members) because they had found that they could obtain better
services at a lower cost from an organization which was not

funded by title III. OF continued to list these schools as
consortium members, and title III funds were budgeted for
these institutions as participants. Also, see the example
on pages 37 and 38.



Some institutions participate in two or more arrangements
which have a similar focus, often with the same assisting

agency. This can make it difficult to determine the specific
services being provided under each arrangement, to ensure that
duplicate payments are not made to these assisting agencies.
P similar position was reached in a report 1/ done for OE's
Bureau of Higher and Continuing Education which stated that:

"* * * within the structure of BIDP [Basic
institutional peveiopment Program] there are
some developing institutions involved in as many
as 33 cooperative arrangements. This produces
monitoring difficulties and a high probability
of duplication of services. In any move to cor-
rect this problem, first consideration should be
given to the establishment of a limit on the
number of cooperative arrangements in which an
institution can be engaged.

"There is also within BIDP no limit on the
amount of funds which can be made available to
any individual consortia. This could lead to
the creation and perpetuation of powerful
lobbies within the framework of the Title III
program which might be detrimental to the
achievement of program objectives, especially
if politics take priority over educational
interests. To keep program objectives in pro-

per perspective, it is best, perhaps, that
limits be established on funding levels for

individual consortia."

Some Basic program arrangements have resulted in pay-

ments for non-title III related activities. For example, one
grantee we visited used title III funds to finance a project
for furthering the education of many secondary school teachers
displaced by desegregation orders in addition to furthering
the education of developing institutions' faculty members.
Title III funds were used for tuition, fees, books, and stip-
ends for 26 persons working toward advanced degrees at major

university. Although this project was funded as a bilateral

arrangement, many of the 26 participants provided no visible
services to the funded institutions. A school official told
us that the project was intended to provide a public service.

1/' "Report on the Examination of the Developing Institutions
Program," Dr. Henry E. Cobb, consultant to the U.S.
Office of Education, Sept. 1977.
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Generally, most of the institutions we visited participat-
ing in the Basic program could not relate their arrangements
to predetermined development goals. Thus, the institutions
could not show what type of activities would be needed in the
future or how long title III funding would be necessary. In

our October 1975 report, we stated that many institutions
did not adequately plan their title III projects and programs
and did not attempt to relate these efforts to their plans
for overall institutional growth.

AsPiatill919!:lcesexert
substantial influence

Basic program schools rely heavily on assisting agencies
for conducting projects under cooperative arrangements. As

a result, some assisting agencies have become reliant on the
title III program for a significant portion of their revenues.
(See p. 36.) In some arrangements,-the influence of the in-
stitutions is actually secondary to that of the assisting
agencies in planning Basic program projects. Some assisting
agencies have assumed a leadership role in the program and

have recruited institutions to participate in projects de-
veloped by the assisting agencies. In some cases, the agen-
cies have prepared institutions' proposals for funding.

Some of the consortia in the Basic program are controlled
almost entirely by assisting agencies. The agencies determine
what services will be offered, which schools will be invited
as members, and which schools will be coordinating institu-
tions. while the memberships in these consortia may vary
somewhat from year to year, the agencies remain the same.
Basic schools we visited did not select assisting agencies
competitively even though this was encouraged by OE regula-

tions.

Institutions we visited did little monitoring of assisting

agency performance. In many cases, school officials could
not provide information on how certain agencies had assisted
their; institutions during the year.

CONCLUSIONS

The title III programs in progress at many institutions

consist of individual projects which were not necessarily re-
lated to an overall development objective. It was question-
able whether some of the projects were providing benefits to

developing institutions. These conditions were particularly
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prevalent in the Basic program, which traditionally placed
little emphasis on the institution's long-range planning
for the use of title III assistance.

By not properly planning toward an ultinate objective,

many Basic program institutions relied on assisting agencies
to provide services. Some of these agencies actively re-
cruited institutions into their program offerings even though
the services offered might not have been the ones needed most

by the institutions. While the services might have helped
the institutions to increase their participation in title III,
they did not insure that funding was being used for projects
necessary for the schools' overall development.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARY OF HEW

We recommend that the Secretary of HEW direct the Commis-
sioner of Education to:

--Require each institution provided title III assistance
to develop a comprehensive developmen plan.

--Insure that the projects funded at individual insti-
tutions are necessary, compatible, and consistent
with long-range development goals.

--Evaluate the role of assisting agencies used in the

title III program.

--Enforce stricter controls over the use of assisting
agencies under title III grants. Greater use of com-
petitive selections of agencies should be encouraged.
The services to be provided to the institutions should
be clearly defined in a formal agreement showing how
the services will move the school toward the main-
stream, and final payments to the agency should be
made only after the agreed-upon services have been

provided. Coordinating institutions should require
assisting agencies to submit periodic reports describ-

ing the services they have provided, and these reports
should be available to QE for review. The coordinating
institutions should also be required to periodically
check to see that each institution that is part of an
agreement with an assisting agency has received its

agreed-upon services.
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AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR VALUATION

HEW concurred with our recommendations and said that the
Commissioner of Education will require potential grantees to
refine their institutional mission and goals and to develop.
a long-range comprehensive development plan for achieving the
institution's academic goals and strengthening its management,
or both.

HEW said that the proposed rules require applicants to
examine the status of the institution's administrative struc-
ture, curriculum, student services, administrative personnel,
instructional personnel, and financial positcTI to identify
areas of the greatest need. From this anais or self-
assessment, the institution must propose inovidual programs
that will be necessary, compatible, and :,rsistent with long-
range development goals that address the decribed need(s).

HEW also agreed that there was a need to evaluate the
role of assisting agencies. It plans to do this by (1) con-
ducting audits by the Grants and Procurement Management Divi-
sion and (2) indepth site visits of assisting agencie
the colleges they are serving by evaluators chosen by ()E.
specific plan for these visits will be developed and the
visits will be completed before the next funding cycle.

HEW also concurred with the need to enforce stricter con-
trols over the use of assisting agencies under title III
grants, including (1) greater use of competitive selections
if agencies, (2) a requirement that services to be provided
ao the institutions be clearly defined in a formal agreement
showing how the services will move the school toward the main-
stream, and (3) final payments to the agency be made only
after the agreed-upon services have been provided. It also
agreed that coordinating institutions should require assist-
ing agencies to submit periodic reports describing the serv-
ices they have provided, and that these reports should be
available to OE for review.

To accomplish this, HEW stated that a special section
in the title III application will require the applicant to
spell out the necessity for the competitive selection of
agencies; formal agreement for the services to be provided;
payment schedule; periodic reports describing services
rendered to coordinating institutions and OF; and the need
for the coordinating institution to monitor participating
institutions to make certain assisting agencies are delivering
agreed '-upon services. This will also be monitored by OE.
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We believe that if these measures are properly implemented
and monitored, they will improve the planning and accounting
for services under title III projects..
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CHAPTER 6

NEED TO DEVELOP EFFECTIVE

PERFORMANCE EVALUATION PROCEDURES

Both the Congress and OE recognized the need for periodic
evaluations of the performance of title III institutions.
The Education Amendments of 1972 required title III applicants
to "set forth policies and procedures for the evaluation of
the effectiveness of the project or activity in accomplishing
its purpose." This requirement was contained in the title III
program regulations issued in June 1975. Although all projects
were evaluated. these evaluations often lacked objectivity
and did not adequately measure performance. Therefore, OE
was unable to use these evaluations to determine how an in-
stitution is progressing toward its long-range development
goals.

OE needs to develop objective, after-the-fact evaluations
of previously funded activities. We discussed similar prob-
lems with lack of quality evaluations and monitoring in our
1975 report.

C PROGRAM EVALUATIONS

Each basic program grantee had to arrange for an annual
external evaluation of its title III activities. This evalua-
tion was to be conducted by an impartial review team and was
to include an appraisal of the effectiveness of all title III
projects in which the institution participated. The findings
of the evaluation team were to be presented in a written re-
port, a copy of which was to be submitted to O.

Instructions for evaluating Basic program grants were
contained in two memoranda issued by QE in April 1975 and
April 1977. These memoranda provided broad guidance for
selecting an evaluation team, conducting the evaluation, and
preparing the final report. However, the knstructions have
been interpreted differently by those using them. Also, OE
issued these instructions as "suggested" guidelines and had
not enforced them as requirements.

In the absence of specific OE guidance, each Basic pro-
m institution decided for itself how the external evalua-
n would be performed. This led to problems, including

(1) selection of review team members with vested interests
in the activities they were evaluating, (2) incomplete and
inconclusive reporting, and (3) inability of OE to use the
reports in administering the basic program.
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Evaluation teams not ial

CE allowed each institution in the basic program to
form its own evaluation team. According to the suggested
guidelines, the team should have been knowledgeable in
the special problems faced by developing institutions, but
have included impartial individuals who could objectively
appraise the effectiveness of the projects being evaluated.
At least two members, including the team leader, should
have been individuals from outside the institution and with
no vested interest in the institution's title III projects.
The remainder of the team might have been composed of in-
dividuals from the institutions, assisting agencies, or the
local community.

Many Basic program institutions have used evaluators
familiar with their programs. There can be benefits in using
individuals knowledgeable in an institution's operations, but
many external evaluators had a vested interest in the projects

being evaluated. For example, an assisting agency heavily in-
volved in the institution's title III projects also conducted
the final evaluation. In another instance, the evaluation
team leader came from an institution which participated in

title III consortium arrangements with the school being

evaluated.

Institution individuals who serve on evaluation teams
can have a significant impact on the development of the
evaluation report. In many cases, evaluation reports sub-
mitted to CE relied heavily on internal reports prepared by
the institutions being evaluated. In one instance, the
evaluation report was prepared by the institution's title III
coOrdinator. We do not believe that such practices have
provided CE with the type of evaluations which can provide
needed information to assess program impact.

Evaluation reports ncom'lete and inconclusive

After completing their evaluation of an institution's
title III projects, evaluation teams prepare a written report

on their findings. The reports were to be submitted to OE
within 30 days of the grant's expiration. These reports
should have provided feedback to CE and institution adminis-
trators on the effect of the projects on the development of
the institution.

Based on our review many of the 14 evaluation reports
which were available for the 19 schools visited did not pro-
vide meaningful information on the success of the projects



evaluat
1977, foi

In reviewng reports submitted in 1976 and

.
ample, we noted the following:

Reports often failed to evaluate all title III
projects in which the institutions participated.
Frequently omitted were consortium projects in
which the institutions were members but did not
receive funds directly from title III. At least
twice, teams failed to evaluate directly funded

projects.

--Reports listed activities conducted under each project
without showing how these activities had net objectives.
Thus, while the projects may have generated a great
deal. of activity, there was no way to determine whether
they were successful.

--There was no evaluation of the combined effect of the
various projects on the overall development of the

institutions. The evaluators did not attempt to meas-

ure the institutions' progress toward the "mainstream

of higher education."

--Because teams normally spent 2-3 days at the institu-
tion they often relied heavily on information obtained
through interviews with institution officials and re-

views of internal reports.

--Teams did not evaluate the performance of assisting
agencies or suggest alternative approaches to obtainim
technical assistance.

--The evaluators did not determine the adequacy of the
institution's controls over the disbursement of title

III funds.

Inadequate review and_followup

Institutions normally submitted evaluation reports to

OE as required. However, of officials told us that, prior to

1977, the review of external evaluations was a very informal

process. Each evaluation was reviewed by a project officer
who contacted the institution only when he identified major

problems. There was no official review or followup process.

The Basic program institutions we visited had received no

feedback from 00 on their submissions.
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In 1977, OE established a program unit to review Bas
program evaluations. This unit was responsible for reviewi
the external evaluations for each institution and reporting
to the appropriate OE project officer and the institution on
the results of the review.

In reviewing the evaluation process for 1977, we noted
the following problems:

--The Evaluation Section had only two part-time review
who were responsible for the evaluation reports of
more than 200 grantee institutions. Through August
1978, 203 grantees had submitted evaluation reports
to 08 covering academic year 1976-77 projects; however,
OE staff had reviewed the reports of only 40 grantees.

--There were no guidelines for the evaluation review
process.

- -In their written comments on the evaluation reports,
the reviewers did not discuss the degree to which the
institutions had met their objectives. The primary
concern was whether a good evaluation was performed.

--There were no procedures for followup on problems
noted during the evaluation review. This was left to
the discretion of the designated project officer. We
found no cases where any such followup had been done.

The creation of a special section to review Basic pro-
gram evaluations is a step in the right direction. However,
it does not appear that the current structure of OE s review
section is adequate to monitor the progress of title III Basic
program participants.

ADVANCED PROGRAM EVALUATIONS

The evaluation procedures in the Advanced program were
considerably more complex than those of the Basic. Unlike the
single institutional evaluations made in the Basic program,
the Advanced program provided for evaluations on three distinct
levels. These were: (1) an annual external evaluation at
each institution, (2) a continuing analysis of performance
through evaluation reports submitted by the institutions, and
(3) an annual Advanced program impact study_prepared by the
assisting agencies for the two large technical assistance con-

,
sortia.
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Annual external evaluations

Like the Basic program, the Advanced program required
grantee institutions to provide for an annual external
evaluation of their title III projects. There were two
important differences in Advanced program requirements,

however:

--There were no guidelines for conducting the evaluation
other than those outlined by the institution in its
approved operating plan.

--The institutions were not required to submit the ex-
ternal evaluation reports to OE (although a school
could do so voluntarily).

O officials told us they did not become involved in the

external evaluations because (1) the evaluations were intended
for use of the institutions and (2) the external evaluators
might be more candid in their comments to institution adminis-
trators when there was no requirement to provide a report to

OE.

At the Advanced program institutions
ternal evaluations were performed in much
those in the Basic program, and we noted s
(1) evaluators having vested interests and
and inconclusive reporting.

onitor n and evaluation re o

e visited, the ex-
he same manner as
milar problems of
(2) incomplete

The primary method for evaluating project effectiveness
in the Advanced program was reviewing the periodic perform-

ance and evaluation reports submitted to OE by the institu-

tions. Each Advanced program grantee is required to prepare

quarterly and annual schedules showing actual performance
against predetermined goals and objectives. These schedules

gave a detailed breakdown of the progress of each project

toward meeting the schools' goals.

The project reports were continually reviewed by the as-

sisting agencies for the two technical assistance consortia

In the Advanced program. The assisting agencies provided
the institutions and OE a written analysis of their review

of each submission. After reviewing the assisting agency

reports, O might give individual schools its own analysis

of the progress being made.
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In many ways, the schedules submitted by the schools
provided an excellent tool for evaluating institution per-
formance. One advantage was that OE was provided an up-to-
date overview of how an institution was progressing toward
the attainment of milestones and objectives in each project
funded. Another advantage was that it required the institu-
tions to constantly monitor their own performance.

We did note the following problems in using these sched-
ules as the primary mechanism for evaluating an institution's
projects.

--The reports were prepared by the institutions rather
than by an external evaluator. Thus, they actually
constituted an internal evaluation and might not have
been objective.

--The analyses by the assisting agencies often were more
concerned with how well reports were prepared than
with how the institutions were progressing toward their
goals and objectives. For example, we reviewed assist-
ing agency comments on the most recent annual submis-
sions for 77 of the'95 institutions in the 4-year
consortium (see p. 5) to determine how these schools
were progressing. In 39, or 51 percent, of these cases,
the assisting agency noted that it could not assess
the level of progress that had been made because the
reports submitted were incomplete.

--OE provided very little review of the schedules and
assisting agency reports, scheduling only 1.1 staff
years for this purpose for the 144 institutions in the
Advanced program in 1977. OE normally adds no comments
to the assisting agency reports to the institutions.

Annual impact study

The third type of evaluation performed in the Advanced
program was the annual impact study conducted by assisting
agencies. In 1976-77, this study consisted of an analysis
of information obtained from (1) two questionnaires sent to
all Advanced program institutions and (2) site visits to

institutions.nstitutions The resulting report traces the overall
impact of title III funds in various high-priority areas
in the Advanced program as a whole.

The impact study report provided OE an overview of
Advanced program accomplishments and needs. The study did
not evaluate the progress made by individual institutions,
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since all information WF anted on an aggregate basis.

Thus, the im ,ct study ,rt be used to chart the pro

gress of v *1 ]Lions toward their long-range

jectives.

SITE VISITS

Occasionally, OE conducted site visits to title III in-

stitutions. There were no formal procedures for selecting
institutions for visits., and the number of visits fluctuated

from year to year depending on the availability of staff

and travel funds. During the 1977-78 project year, OE staff

made visits to 31 Basic program and 25 Advanced program in-

stitutions, or about 17 percent of all schools participating

in title III during this period.

After each visit, OE staff prepared reports on their

findings and submitted copies to the institutions. Icy, re-

viewing the reports prepared during 1977-78, we noted the

following shortcomings:

--The participants in the visits did not give proper
coverage to the adequacy of the institutions' admin-
istration of grant funds. One reason for this was

that the reviews were conducted by personnel from
the title III program office without participation

of OE Grants Office officials who might be more fam-
iliar with financial requirements of grants.

--The information included in the 4 was very
general and did not give an app how the

institutions were progressing to'ar sir long-

range development objectives.

--There was no followup by the OE staff on issues
identified during the site visits. one instance,

for example, the individual performing the site visit

recommended that a fiscal audit be conducted at the
institution before it received additional title III

grant awards. OE did not inform the institution of

this recommendation, however, and no fiscal audit

was made.

- -The site visit reports were often of little use in

evaluating the current state of progress at the in-.
stitutions because they were untimely. In some cases,

the reports were written more than 4 months after
the completion of the site visits.
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In our l'ei5 report, we concluded that OE evaluations
of the overall title III program's success have been largely
subjective and that OE needed to improve program monitoring
by developing and implementing a more viable site visitation
program.

OE agreed with our 1975 recommendation and told us that,
to the maximum extent possible, within its then current re-
source restraints, the site visitation program would be ex-
panded. During our most recent review, OE title III program
officials told us that limited staff precluded the implemen-
tation of the type of site visitation program which they
agreed was needed in order to effectively monitor grantee pro-
gress. We found that, in May 1976, the title III program
had 27 professional staff onboard and that, as of May 1978,

it had 25 such staff. We believe that, if the title III pro -.
gram is to adequately monitor grantee use of title III funds,
HEW will have to provide additional staff or restructure the
implementation system of the program to enable present staff
to spend more time at the grantee level.

CONCLUSIONS

Objective and thorough evaluations of funded activities
should be a critical element in the administration of title
III grants by the participating institutions and OE. While
internal monitoring is important, it cannot replace the need

for external evaluations. Program decisionmakers need a
third-party appraisal of what has been accomplished and what
is still to be done.

OE had not implemented adequate procedures for conducting
external evaluations in the Basic program, and evaluations in
the Advanced program could also be improved. Evaluations were
often not objective, complete, or timely and did not provide
feedback on progress being made toward objectives. They were

of little use in administering title III grants and were
not used regularly for this purpose by OE.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARY OF HEW

We recommend that the Secretary of HEW direct the Com-
missioner of Education to provide title III grantees with more
specific guidelines on requirements for conducting program
evaluations. These guidelines should insure that

--the evaluation will include an appraisal of the success
of each project funded under title III;
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- -an evaluation will be conducted at least annually
by qualified individuals with no vested interests
in the institution's program;

--the evaluation will include a determination of '_:)e

adequacy of (1) the institution's administratic,n of

grant funds, including necessary monitoring, suppo-.7t

for expenditures, and prior authorizations for changes,

and (2) the performance of assisting agencies, includ-
ing services to be provided to specific institutions,
agreements with consultants, and assignment of per-
sonnel to work with developing institutions (see ch.

4); and

--the evaluation will provide an appraisal of the pro-
gress being made by the institution toward meeting
development goals.

After these improvements in the evaluation process

have been implemented, the Commissioner of Education should
be directed to design u better system for monitoring external

evaluation reports. This will require more feedback to the

institutions on the success of their programs and more
followu, on potential problem areas identified during the

evaluations. The Commissioner should also be directed to

improve the site visitation program for title III. This

should include the development of the following:

--Periodic coverage of all institutions receiving

grants. "High -risk grantees" (see :13. 47) and schools
which have had previous problems in administering
grants should be the first schools visited.

--Uniform guidelines for conducting site visits, includ-
ing determination of the adequacy of institutions'
financial operations under title III grants, to insure
comprehensive and uniform coverage at each location

visited.

- -A standardized reporting format to allow c

of the performance of institutions.
parisons

--A system for providing feedback to the institutions
and follawup action on problems identified during
the visits.
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AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATI

HEW concurred with the need to improve the evaluation
of title III projects and said it was developing a monitor-
ing and evaluation instrument which will be operational be-
fore the next funding cycle. High-risk institutions will
be visited first. The practice of having assisting agen-
cies evaluate the success of programs at the colleges they
are serving, including impact studies, will be eliminated.
The application form will include a section providing sug-
gestions on effective evaluation procedures and reminding
applicants that a line item in the budget for evaluation must
be part of their overall budget.

HEW also said that the reorganization of the Division
of Institutional Development will include a Program Evalua-
tion and Accountability Section, which wi_l be staffed by
qualified professionals with the capability of monitoring
evaluation reports and providing immediate feedback to insti-
tutions of identified problem areas. Followup will be accom-
plished by systematic site visits; specific attention wil'
be paid to identified areas of concern.

HEW concurred with the need to strengthen the site visi-
tation program and said that plans to implement a staff train-
ing program have commenced. A new manual will provide the
staff with uniform guidelines for conducting site visits, in-
cluding the determinations of the adequacy of the institu-
tion's financial operations under Federal grants; it should
be ready for field testing in the early spring of 1979.

Implementation of HEW's prn o -d actions should improve
the evaluations in the title Iii program. Because of OE's
failure to implement an adequate site visitation program
after our 1975 report, we attempted to follow up on specific
actions OE plans to take concerning its reply to this report
in regard to an improved site visitation program. However,
OE could not respond to us in time for consideration in this
report.

73



APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

GLOSSARY 1/

Advanced institutional Provides 3- to 5-year grants to
development program-- developing institutions with the

potential for accelerated and com-
prehensive development towards
achieving both operational and
fiscal stability and participating
in the mainstream of American higher
education.

Assisting agency--

Basic institutional
development program--

An institution of higher education or
an agency, organization, or business
entity which provides services to de-
veloping institutions under title III
grants,

A grant program for developing insti-
tutions that show a desire for and
a promise of institutional improvement
in order that they may more fully
participate in the higher education
community. It attempts to narrow the
gap between small, weak colleges and
stl Iger institutions. Th- program

1-year, forward-f. led grants
cific development: ; vities.

Bilateral arrangement -- An LIL-rangement between th, appA_cant
developing institution and assisti
agency under which the latter will
provide assistance and resources to
the developing institutions to carry
out activities such as the exchange
of faculty and students with other
institutions of higher education or
the introduction of new curricular
materials.

1/The above definitions were developed using various refer-
ences such as title III the Higher Education Act of
1965, as amended; title I=I program regulations; OE pro-

gram memoranda; and other publications.
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

Conso rtium :arrangement -- An arrangement among the
applicant developing insti-
_ation and at least two other
developing institutions which
provides for the exchange or
joint use of resources to
the mutual benefit of all
participants. Such a con-
sortium of developing insti-
tutions may also enter into
arrangements with assisting
agencies for the latter- to
assist the developing insti-
tutions in carrying out grant
activities.

Continuation grant-- Grants awarded based on
successful performance
under initial 3- to
5-year Advanced program grants,
and whether continuation is in
the best interest of the
G0vernment.

natino ins A developing institution which
is the official recipient
of the title III grant under
consortium arrangements and
therefore functionally respon-
sible for the fiscal adminis-
tration of the funds.

Development officer
training grant--

Funded participant--

Initial grant--

Unfunded participant--

Grants to train institution
personnel in the area of
fundraising activities.

A developing institution which
receives title III funds
directly from OE.

Advanced Institutional Develop-
ment Program grants which
are for 3- to 5-year periods.

A developing institution which
does not receive title III
funds, but which might receive
title III-funded services
through participation in work-
shops, seminars, etc" which are
conducted by assiting agencies.
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APPENDIX I I APPENDIX I I

BASIC PROGRAM INSTITUTIONS

RECEIVING GRANTS FOR

ACADEMIC YEAR 1977778

AND TOTAL YEARS IN TITLE III

State InstitutiOn
Amount
awarded

Years a.

progrem

American Samoa American Samoa Community College $ 140,000 2

Alabama Alabama State University 500,000 9

Alexander City State Junior College 100,000 1

Brewer State Junior College 175,000 2

Huntingdon College 100,000
Lawson State Community College 350,000 7

Livingston University 174,900 11

L.B. Wallace State Junior College 200,000 3

Oakwood College 1,002,600 5

S.D. Bishop State Junior College 400,000 8

-othern Benedictine College 200,000 4

Jpring Hill Cc Liege 150,000 3

Stillman College 1,023,600 12

-alladega College 890,000 12

Alaska n Jackson College 150,000 4

Arizona Western College 275,000 5

Collega of Ganado 200,000 5

Eastern Arizona College 240,000 1

Maricopa Technical College 200,000 2

Navajo Community College 350,000
Yavapai College 176,000 1

Arkansas Arkansas College 250,000 10

College of the Ozarks 200,000 7

John Brown University 100,000 8

Philander Smith College 425,000 1?

Phillips County Communi y College 250,000
Southern Arkansas Commu i y College 150,000
University of Arkansas, Pine Fluff 900,000 12

California Imperial Valley College 100,000 4

Nairobi College, Inc. 100,000 1

Pacific CollegL of Fresno 100,000 12

Southern California College 125,000 4

Colorado Fort Lewis College 250,000 11

Trinidad State Junior College 175,100 5

Connecticut South Central Community College 350,000

Delaware Delaware Technical and Community 100,000
College, Dover

Florida Brevard Community College 266,000 4

E lward Waters College 400,000 A

Florida A & M University 675,000 11

Florida Memorial College 950,000
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APPENDIX I I APPENDIX II

State Institution

Amount
awarded

Years in
program

Georgia Albany State College
Armstrong State College
Columbus College
Gainesville Junior College
Gordon Junior College
Paine College

$ 700,000
200,000
100,000
150,000
100,000
550,000

11
6

6

5

2

12

Hawaii ode College of Honolulu 200,000 10

-,lciZLe College 150,000 3

ty of Hawaii, Honolulu 100,000 9

.,..nwhity College

Illinois Aurora College 125,000 1

City College of Chicago, Loop 220,000 1

Olivet Naza:ene College 125,000 2

Spertus College of Judaica 100,000

Indiana Indiana Institute of Technology 100,000

Oakland City College 100,000

Iowa Briar Cliff College 400,000 9

1Crkwood Community College 530,600 3

Kansas Baker University 20U,000 5

Dethahy College 175,000 3

Bethel Collecp 250,000 12

Donnelly College 150,000 4

Hesston College 322,200 4

Kansas Newman Collge 225,000 a

Kansar, Wesleyan College 100,000 6

McPherson .':allege 200,000 5

Southwestern College 200,000 6

Sterling College 125,000 1

Tabor College 125,000 2

Kentucky Alice Lloyd College 100,000 7

Jefferson Community Colleo 175,000 5

Spalding College 100,000 1

Louisiana Delgado Junior College 125,000 7

Southern University, New Orleans 550,000 7

Southern University, Shreveport 425,000

Saint Mary's Dominicon College 100,000

Ma;ne E 11eqn 150,000
lege 175,000

Maryland :.Late College 600,000 12

I. ,,iity of Maryland,
L,eitern Shore 500,000 11

Michigan Detroit Institute of Technology 500,000 7

Shaw College at Detroit 550,000 7

Suomi College 100,000 7

Minnesota Metropolitan Star inior College 150,000
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State titution

APPENDIX

Amount
awarded

Years in
program

issippi Alcorn State University $ 600,000 11

Coahoma Junior College 325,000 8

Mississippi Valley State University 675,000 12

Utica Junior College 300,000 11

Missouri Harris Teachers College 300,000 3

Montana Carroll College 250,000 7

Flathead Valley Community College 100,000 2

Nevada College of Saint Mary 250,030

New Hampshire Notre Dame College 225,000

New JerSey Atlantic Community College 150,000

Camden County College 200,000

New Mexico College of Santa Fe 275,000 12

Eastern New Mexico University,
Porta3.es 350,000 4

Eastern New Mexico University,
Roswell 100,000 5

New Mexico Highlands University 200,000 9

University of Albuquerque 250,000 9

Western New Mexico University 250,000 7

New York Horicua College 27,000 3

Medgar Evers college 400,000 2

North Carolina Barber-Scotia College 475,000 7

Chowen College 150,000 3

Durham College 77,000
Flizabeth City State University _4C,000 11

Greensboro College 130,000 6

Livingstone College 932,600 12

Pembroke State University 100,000 11

Southwestern Technical Institute 115,0C1 2

University. of North Carolina,
Wilmincjton

l';,000

W,Ien Wilson College 100,000 11

Wilson County Technical Institute 200,000 6

Winston-Salem State University 700,000 12

h Dakota Bismarck Junior College 300,000 11

Jamestown College 250,000 12

Lake Region Junior College 175,000 5

Mary College 350,000 5

North Dakota University,
Bottinesu Branch 250,000 5

Ohio Findlay College 250,000
Mount Vernon Na7.0rere Col lege 175,000 2

Rio Grande College 200,000 11

Urbana College 150,000 5

Oklo:loma Bacone College 150,000 9

Cameron University 200,000 10

Carl Albert Junior College 100,000
onnors S,IL,2 College 150,000 7

Langston University 575,000 12

Saint Gregozy's College 100,000 10
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State Institution

Amount
awarded

Years in
program

5

11

4

11
12

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Puerto Rico

Central Oregon Community College

Concordia College
George Fox College

Alliance College
Cheyney State College
Messiah Collpqe

Bayamon Central Cniversity
Bayamon Regional College, Hato Rey,

100,000
150,000
100,000

150,000
525,000
100,000

375,000

Inter American University 100,000

Catholic university of Puerto Rico 300,000 11

Colegio University del Turabo 150,000 1

College of Sacred Heart ,;0,000 g

Inter-American University, San Juan 250,000 3

Puerto Rico Junior College 141,340 10

World University
100,000 4

South Carolina :_lien University
400,000 12

Claflin College
450,000 12

Lander College
135,100 i-

Morris College
485,000 11

Newberry College
250,000 4

Tri-County Technical. College 340,400 3

south Dakota Blar Hills State College 550,000 5

Dakota Wesleyan University 175,000 3

Huron College
200,000 11

Northern State College 200,000 6

Tenneee Knoxville College 1,030,600 1'2

Lane College
760,600 12

Lee College 100,000 3

LeMoyne-Owen College 550,000 12

Maryville College
250,(700 12

Shelby State Community College 132,000 1

Trevecca Na.iarene College 125,000 2

Tusculum 211ege 550,000 10

Bee County college 132,000 1

Houston-Tillotson College 630,000 12

Incarnate Word Ccilege 100,000 6

Jarvis Christian .ollege 555,000 11

Laredo Junior College 275,00G 9

Paul Quinn College
400,000 11

Saint Philip's College 100,000 5

Wiley College
45 .400 12

Utah College of Eastern Utah 100,000 7

Southern Utah State College 100,000 8

nt Lyndon State College
100,000 4

Windham College
150,000 3

Virginia Averett College
1,500,000 2

Paul D. Camp Community College 125,000 2

saint Paul's College
45010,00 11

Wytheville Community rnl, ie 175,000 9
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State Institution

Amoolt
awarded

Yearr

Virgin Islands College of Virgiri islands 350,000

Washin,;'con Wenatchee Valley College 163,000 10

Yakima Valley College 100,000 6

West Virginia Glenville State College 200,000 6

Morris Harvey College 100,000

Potomac State College of West 150,000

Virgini3
r.)uthern West Virginia Community 100,000

College, Logan
West Virginia Inst-tute of 225,000 11

Technology

Wisconsin Alverno College 100,000 3

Lakeland College 150,000 4

Mount Senario College 200,000 7

Northland College /5,000 7

Wyoming Eastern Wyoming College 100,000 4

Total $52,476,440
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Institution

APPENDIX I II

ADVANCED FROGR I4 INSTITUTIONS

RECEIVING GRANTS FOR

ACADEMIC YEAR 1977778,

AND YEARS Iii TITI2 III

Pevelopmerf.
officer Years in Years in

ial Continuation training basic advanced

grant giant grant program program

Alabama:
Alabama A&M university $ 37,000 8 3

Gadsden State Junior
College

30,200 4 4

John C. Calhoun State
Community College $ 37,900 26,800 0 4

Miles College 35,500 9 2

Snead State Junior
College $1,000,000 1 1

Tuskegee Institute 500,000 27,000 8 5

Arkansas:
Ouachita Baptist

University 17,300 54,500

California:
Compton Community

College 37,800 5

East Los Angeles
Community College 68,300 6 5

Lone Mountain College 50,500 0 2

Mount St. Mary's College 1,000,000 0 1

Colorado:
University of

Southern Colorado 8,000 0 5

District of Columbia:
Trinity College 1,000,000 0 1

Florida:
Valencia Community College 30,000 0 2

Geor4ia:
Abraham Pdwir.
Agriturl College 30,400 6 4

Fort Val
Collego 2,700,000 10

Morris Brt=, oilege 46,700 74,000 7

Spelman College 274,500 18,000 7

Illinois:
carat College 1,000,000 0 1

Central YMCA Community
Colleg,3 41,500 4

Chicago State University 2,000,000 0

Elgin Community College 1,000,000 0

Illinois Benedictine
College 17,500

Mundelein College 30,000

Des Moines Area
ComMunity C011ege 314,000 29,600 2 5

Morningside College 27,500 3

Kentucky:
Lees Junior College 37,000

Thomas More College 1,300 000

LouiSiana:
Grambling State

finiverSity 2,8 ,000

Maryland:
Bowie State College 500
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Institution

Initial
grant

Continuation
grant

Development
officer
training
grant

APPENDIX II I

Years in Years in
basic advanced

program Erc2rar

Michigan:
Highland Park Comm

College
Kalamazoo Valley
Community College
(Consortium)

Minnesota:
College of St. Benedict
St. Mary's Junior

$180,000 19,500

190,000

61,500

2

2

2

4

4

College 132,600 35,300 2

Mississippi:
Mary Holmes College

35,700 6 5

Jackson State University 170,000 8 5

Rust College 297,000 50,500 8 4

Tougaloo College 49,000 10

Missouri:
Lincoln University 53,000,000

Park College
32,000

Rockhurst College 130,000 102,000

New Jersey:
Bloomfield College 200,000 60,000 1 4

Mercer County Commu
College 51.200

New York:
Canisius College
John Jay College of

Criminal Justice 40,000 0 2

Long Island University,
Brooklyn Center 20,000 0 3

Marymount Manhattan
College 1,500,000 10

North Carolina:
Elon College 2,000,000 0

Fayetteville
University 3,000,000 10

Johnson C. Smith
University

65,020 7 4

North Carolina AE.T State
University 257,000 8 4

St. Augustine's College 50,000 7 4

Southeastern Community
College 37,600 1 4

Western Carolina
University.

20,000 0

North Dakota:
North Dakota State
School of Science 111,000 40,000 4

Ohio:
Central State University 33,500 5

Wilberforce University R5,000 4

Wilmington College 00,000 1

Pen Ivania:
Lincoln University 480,000 4

South Carolina:
Baptist College of

Charleston 174,000 2 5

Benedict Colleg6 179,000 50,000 7 5

Greenville Tech-
nical College 1,200,000 0

Spartanburg
Methodist College 1,000,000 6

Trident Technical
College :,600,000 6 1

Voorhees " --,liege 2200,010 11
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Institution
Initial
SE1Pt

Continuation
grant

Development
officer
training

YEAllt

Years in
basic

program

Years in
advanced
program

Tennessee:
Austin _ y $2,000,000
Chcisi.ap Brothers

Collegu 1,600,000 4

Fisk University ,000 7 5

Lamhuth College 1,000,00 5

Tennessee State
Universiiy 51,000 10

Texas:
Bishop Collc4e

(Consortium) 84,500 0 1

Bishop College S500,L30 67,000 0 5

College of the Mainland 170.300 0

Our Lady of the Lake
University of San
Antonio 1,500,000 1

Prairie View A&M
University 53,500

St. Edward's University 2,000,000 1

Texas College 20,000 2

Texas Southern
University
rton County Junior

255,000 16,000 4

College 1,300,000
Virginia:

Hampton Institute 000 8 3

J. Sergeant Reynolds
Community College 1,700,000 0 1

Norfolk State College 24,000 8 4

Virginia State College 2,700,000 10 1

Virginia Union
University 107,000 51,000 7 5

Washington:
Seattle Central

Community College 94,000 49,100 1

West Virginia:
Alderson Broaddus C lege 24,500 8 4

Davis and Elkins C ege 32,000 1 2

Parkersburg Communit
College 1,4?0,000 3 1

West Virginia State
College 2,000,000 10 1

West Virginia
Wesleyan College 28,000

Wisconsin:
Western Wisconsin

Technical Institute 1,400,000
Consortia:

Central YMCA Com
munity College 460,500 0 3

Tuskegee Institute 832,500 0 3

83



APPENDIX P1 APPENDIX IV

DEPARTMENT -1F HEACH EDUCATION. AND WELFARE
OFFICE OF TI'E. LTFRET AIR

c 20201

Mr. Gregory J. Hhart
Director
Human Resources Division
United States General

Accounting Off ice
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Ahart:

The Secretary asked that I respond to your request for our rornments
on your draft report entitled, "Office of Education's Strengthening
Developing Institutions of Higher Education Progran. Lacks Direction."

The enclosed comments represent the tentative position of the
Department and are subject to rt(:valuation when the final version
of this report is received.

We appreciate the opportunity '% -7orrinent on this draft report
before its publication.

Enclosure

84

Sinc erely yours,
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Cowen the of Health, Education and Welfare on the

General AccountilgOr Proposed Report Entitled "Office

Of Education's Stren Developing Institutions of Higher Education
Program Lacks Direction."

OVERVIEW

The Department of Health, Education and Welfare commends the General
Accounting Office for the time and effort taken in preparing this analysis
of the Title III (Strengthening Developing InstitutiOns) Program.
We especially appreciate the fact that the Report will help us improve the
administration of this important program.
The Report will he especially useful as we prepare new Proposed Title III
Rules and in the reauthorization of the legislation.
We wish also to report that improving the management of Title III ha been
a top priority of the Secretary and the Commissioner and moves already have
been made to strengthen the program in areas identified in your report.
Before responding to the specific recommendations in the Report, it is
important to clarify some perceptions about the program and its legislation
that appear in the text.
The General Accounting Office Report states that the primary objectives of
Title III was to share the cost of cooperative arrangements between developing
institutions and other institutions of higher education..." (see page 4). We
believe this is a misinterpretation of the law. The primary objective of the
Title III program is to "strengthen developing institutions." Cooperative
arrangements are but one of the methods authorized in the legislation to
achieve this goal.
Similarly, the legislation does not imply that institutions "graduate" from
the program. The question of contirp,ity in the program is not addressed in
the legislation. Thus, the Department cannot concur with the recommendation
(page 26) that institutions must achieve a status of independence from the
program.

The Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare has a general role to oversee
all programs within the domain of this agency. The Congress specifically
.jrected the Commissioner of Education to administer the prOgram (page 27).
In the following ccmments where we speak of the new proposed regulation",
they were published on November 2, 1978 for a 60-day public comment period.
Arid now we wish to convent on specific reconnendations.

GAO RECOMMENDATIA
We recommend that the SecretAry_of Health, Education and Welfare irect the
Commissioner of Education to modify existino or establish new ibilit
criteria that would take into consideration the intent of Congress in
continuing the_pro_gram anciethatTiFwill idenkif those institutions ended
by_tke law and amendments thereto.

LEPARTMEAT COMM
We concur. The Commissioner moved to establish new eligibility criteria
the Title III orugram which include new parameters for the identificatic
developing institutions. (Subpart B Section 169.12-18 of proposed
regulations).
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GAO RECPMMEIJDATION
We recommend that the Secretary of Health, lducation and Welfare direct the

Commisst6ner of Education to modify existing or establish new eli ibilit

criteria that would take, into consideration the intent of Congress_

Continuis_the_prpiram and th aTT2IT can be used to determine what these

institutions requirc to reach developed status.

DEPARTMENT
We concur, WE di ur believe that the Office of Education is at variance

with the congreslonai intent of the Title III Program. We do need to

Sharpen eligibility regoirements for program participation and this need

is addressed in the new proposed Title III Regulations.
Of some importance is the fact that the distinction between a Basic and

an Advanced Program has been removed. We plan to reestablish a single

program. Institutions will now identify their own state of development

and indicate the progras) that will assist them to reach measurable

goals of development. Section 169.18 of proposed regulations).

GAO RECUMrlUIDATIO_
We recommend that the r-etary of Health,_Education and Welfare direct the

Commissioner to conijStey appl,those criteria in selecting institutions

for program partici tier_

DEPARTMET COMMENT
We concur, There are two sets of criteria in the new regulations -- one

establish; nn eligibility as a developing institution (Ser.tion 1E9.12 -

and one for evaluating applicitions (Sections 169.51 - 54;. These criteria

will be consistently applied in selecting institutions for prograr participat

GAO RECONHE6DATIjii_
We recommend that the Secretary of Health. Educa ion and Welfare direct the

Commissioner to usethe refind criteria as s tar Ards for measurTrg the_progress

Of fundedinstitL.ti_ons in meeting specific ste_p,:ategprie deye)cpmert

which wo,la move tner toward tneir 1u.timate

DEPARTME,
We concur. Tne LowrIssioner has move,1 to reorganize the LvisiOn of Institutional
Development and to estaelisn a planned program of monitoring, grants admin;stration

and technical review, and technical assistance activities. These changes, in

combination with the new Proposed Rules which clarl:y eligibility program
participation, and new funding criteria will make it possible for the
Office of Education to evaluate the various and complex stages of development
of funded institutions in a more consistent manner.

On.

GAO RECOMMENDAT1QN
The Secrtary_ld direct the Commissioner to give special attention to
ilarLciyingtlipfield reader process by appropriately screening_fieldreaders
to insure that they_do not have conflicts of interest.

DEPARTMENT_ COMMENT
We cencOr, A number of significant changes have occurred in :the grant awards
process ';:ince the FY 77 funding cycle. Reviewers, for instance, are selected
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for their ability to render evert judgements in the fi s of their

expertise and according to established program standards and objective oriteria.

The Comnissioner has called for the development of a new slate of quality

panelists. The current plan is to replace one-third of the readers on an

annual basis. In addition, several other features were introduced in the

FY 1978 evaluations:

(a)

(b) No person served as a reader uho had within the past year been a
DID staff member or had line authority over a Title III project;

Each application for tle III grant was reviewed by at lea
non-Federal readers and these comments were evaluated by program staff
for funding recommendations;

No application vas subjected to the established program review procedures

more than once. The exception to this requirement ums limited entirety
to the improper constitution of a panel due to a conflict of Interest.

or some other compelling reason;

(d) No appli
organizations institution;

read by' two reviewers who were from the same

(e) ;:o reader re

was located;

within the State to which the applicant institution

Qualified minority and women reviewers were included in the complement
of readers and were =n an equitable opportunity to participate in
reviews;

Only sixty-seven percent
cycles.

readers had been used in previous funding

If as unk rnished an appldcation with respect to which the

individual may have a conflict of interest, special reviewing procedures would be

followed:

(1) The reviewer was informval that to protect himself and the ©ffiee of

Education from allegations of conflict of interest or favoritism, he
must take individual responsibility fur evaluating his own financial

interests or those of his family that relate directly or indirectly to
his duties on the panel.

(2) The reviewer was informed to absent himself front the panel meeting during
the discussion and review of any application with respect to which he has

a conflict of interest. The application and any information pertinent to
the review of the application, such as site visit reports and audit reports,

shall not be made available to the reviewer.
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GAO RECOMENDAT1014Weretotrindirect tpe_ Commissioner of c n

Affirni_the need to adhere, to Title 11

which provide for consistent treatment of applications giviu, alr rorriate

consideration to factors related to institution eli- ibilit

DEPARTMENT CON
concur, will be accomplished by oPPlYimS the two sets

in the new regulations - one for establishing eligibility as a developing

institution (Sections 169.12 - 18) and one _ ev _ating applications

(Sections 169.51 - 54). These sharply defined paratneters will provide for

consistent treatment of applications and should result in grants being awarded

to the most deserving institutions.

APPENDIX IV

GAO RECOMENDA'
ould direct_ he_Commission_e11(1give

im rov_in the field reader process by givinPr -aria
field -readers villi21sAible conflicts of interest Oust be
should be al d orx1. in rare circumstances.

DEPARTMENT COZT:LN7
We concur. The procedure used: in fiscal year 197

did not have conflicts of interest, was a

tten
clearance if
This actice

insure that field readers

The prospective reviewers were required to submit OE Form 5249-1 "Certification

of Absence of Conflict of Interest and Agreement on Scope of Work" and

OE Form 5249-3 "Technical and/or Professional Services Contractors (Field

Readers) Resume" prior to their use as panelists.
Unless approved in accordance with the provisions of HEW Grants Administ_

Manual Part ill, Section 2, no individual was appointed to serve as a reviewer.

An individual was judged to have a conflict of interest if his/her institution

had a pending application in this year's competition. However, such persons

are allowed to serve as a reviewer if the Deputy Commissioner terrifies that

without such person(s) it would not be practical to constitute an adequate

review (e.g. the only individual with specialized e:cpertise in the field).

Justification to use such individuals was submitted in writing and approved

by the Commissioner of Education. This justification will be obtained whenever

an individual is judged to have a conflict of interest.

GAO RECOMMENDATIOS
IheSecretarseCommissionerto-ive a ecial_attprrtla
Ito rovin he field reader process ovidin

e concur-. of Institutional Development has devised a new and

thorough orientation program in which readers are carried through both weak

and strong sample applications for a critique and discussion. We have

further agreed that when a reviewer submits an inadequate evaluation, or when

the program staff determines that all evaluations are inadequate, the Bureau

of Higher and Continuing Education will reconvene additional panels to reread

the proposals.
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GAO RE 0 lENDATIO1

could direct the Commissioner of Yduc
th more s ecifi_c the dministratt ©n c-

fundshe guidance should include detailed _irit ucJt,1Q std for
determinin what t es of costs may

ds to o m -enditure inciudin
rnents anaassistin-

Title III pro_jects
rflAbliiiiiiiaintainin- and minatin ationshi assi
ISSniR!
-turnin e Treas funds not bli ted b

period and funds which have been a
agencies; and
_Erovidlsisailed re orts_to OE on

APP5ND1X

accumulate at
the _gran t-

slSt118

Z.RAkTgENT COMMENT
We concur. The staff of the llivtsion of Institutional Development 1 work
with the Grants and Procurement agement Division to develop policies which
address each of these issues no later than the spring of 1979. In addition,
the staff will utilize Title III Workshops. Application Review sessions, and
institutional monitoring visits to refine the management of projects. It is

our intention to involve personnel from the Grants and Procurement management
Division to train Title III staff as well as accompany staff on site visits
to perfect a more effective administration of Title III funds. Institutions
which are identified with chronic management problems will be encouraged to
seek specific and e:cpert assistance to effect a thorough reform of fiscal
management practices including those involving student financial assistance
funds.
Finally, Workshops will stress the fiscal and administrative requirements
found in the General Provisions (45 CFR Part 100) which are also log
revised for greater clarification and effectiveness.

GAO RECO!DIENDATI

Additiona_lly, the Commission should reemphasize the creed o

poteritial-roblem e rants e awarded.

DEPARTMENT C010IEINT_

We corcur. This will be accomplished with in-depth site visits before the
ne:tt funding cycle. These visits will include a careful review of an institutor
performance under previously awarded Federal grants (Title III and other).
OE's procedures for identifying and monitoring "high risk" grantees will be used
as the basis for providing such institutions with whatever assistance they need
ir effectively and efficiently using Federal funds.

d be d' ec d to strenthen -awardl1221111a1E1A
the utions Il those identified

AZ-12141-1LIAP Title III_gramts.
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EPARTKENT_COMMENT
e onCUr. Tlis Will be accomplished by the establishment of a systematic

site visitation program which
includes the use of grants specialists to

review the procedures followed by
selected "high risk" in5titutiOns in

Administering program funds.

0 RBCOMMENDATiQN
should also im_lement exi

APPINICITX IV

DEPARTMENT COMMENT
We concur. The ffice of Education's Bureau of Higher and Continuing Education

has moved to process audit exceptions in a timely manner, At the present time

there are no outstanding audits in the Eureau

In addition, the Secretary, by memorandum
of November 6, 1978 to the Heads of

411 of the Department's principal operating components (POCs)sdirected that

priority attention be given to the resolution of audit findings and the recovery

of disallowed funds. The Inspector General will continue to review and provide

Departmental oversight of the POCs' action on audit recommendations, including

their resolution and imPlementation, and report to the Secretary quarterly on the

effectiveness of such actions. The Assistant Secretary for Management and Budget

will report to the Secretary quarterly, using the accounting system he is

establishing with the POCs , on actual collections of audited funds disallowed,

and will also include this activity in HEW's Department-wide efforts to reduce

fraud, abuse, and waste.

should
'fives substantial Fed era

he_ era Provisions
CF Pa 100 and -NEW

su,iort tp d ermine whe her =th

m d i nis tra ti ve An

ulations for the Ti

DEPARTMEN7
We concur p ropriate review work is needed at selected assisting agencies.

The Grants and Procurement Management Division within the Office of Education

will schedule suer 'evievis of each assisting agency which receives substantial

Federal support under Title III. These will be completed before the next

funding cycle, The HEW Audit Agency--based on the results of these prosrAmmat

reviews--will consider the necessity of possibly expanding its audits of

Developing Institutions to include the activities of selected assisting

agencies,

OEPARTMEN1 CC/PENT
liliTaiTTEF7Filiiiaial grantees will be required to refine their institutional

mission and goals and to develop a long-range comprehensive development plan

for achieving The institution's academic goals and strengthening its management

or both. Institutional planning is a prerequisite before funds are allotted for

program activities. (Sections 169,51-54 of proposed regulations),

R
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to insure that
ble, and consists n

API' NDIX IV

funded at individual institutions are
with 1 on jngfAeylsianengt.

DEPARTMENT COMMENT
We concur. In the proposed Rules, applicents are required to examine the status

Of the institution's administrative structure, curriculum, student services,

administrative personnel, instructional personnel and financial position to

identify areas of the greatest need. From this analysis or self - assessment, the

institution must propose individual programs that will be necessary, compatible

and consistent with long-range development goals that address the described

need(s).

GAO RECOMMENDATION
h t he Sect.

e 0 a sis in a cie

of HEW _direct he Commissioner of Education to

used in thtittlein.

PARTMENT COMMENT
We concur. This will be accomplished by (1) audits to be conducted by the Grants

and Procurement Management Division and (2) in-depth site visits of assisting

agencies and the colleges they are serving by OE chosen evaluators. A specific

plan for these visits will be developed and the visits will be completed before

the next funding cycle.

GAO RECOMMENDATION
We recommend that_ the

orce stricter con
an use

en

The se v ce -_b _v

Cream and lna a went
upon services -aVe_been

si in aienc es to
o 1,xe an.p

retar of HEW direct the Corimissioner of Education to

u of assistin a encies under Title
lections of a-enctes should be encouraled.

utions should be clean defined_in a

ill move- he_school towardL4ITLINLLU

nc should be made onl after the agreed

rovided. Coordinating institutior
bmi e iod c resorts Leairitscesh-describiry have

e orts shou d be available to OE for review.

coin

sled

110

e

:he
ive se
:he ins

0
the
the

ti t
ces

DEPARTMENT COMMENT_

: concur. A special section in the Title III application will require the

applicant to spell out the necessity for the competitive selection of agencies;

formal agreement for the services to be provided; payment schedule; periodic

reports describing services rendered to coordinating institutions and OE; the

need for the coordinating institution to monitor participating institutions

to make certain assisting agencies are delivering agreed upon services,

(This will also be monitored by OE.)

GAO RECOMMENDATION
We recommend tha
provide Ti

nduc n

he Secreta
an ees wi h More s

HEW direct -the Commissioner of Education to
ecific uide Ines on requirements 0_

rem evalu n These uidelin s should insure th

the evaluation will include an a aisalof the success of each ect

un ed under itle II
anevai_lbeconducted on at least an annual basis b ual

d vidual wi h no_vsted interests in the institution s ro-ram,

the evalu tion wi fine ude a determination of the ade uac: of t e

institution's adM istra ion of an inc nc ud n necessa n torin

5u ort orex-enditures, and prior autorization5j0rShAUSILLATIAa
performance of assistAn- _ be urdviAed__tn

ed
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beiess

Lskcific institution a-

personnll to
the evaluation 1 rovide n made by the

-n$t tution_toW4IglillIASEAREt1L2Ps.

DEPARTMENT COMMENT
QiZRZT7T3FITtoring plan and an evaluation instrument is being developed
which will be operational before the next funding cycle. Nigh risk institutions

will be visited first. The practice of having assisting agencies evaluate the
Success of programs at the colleges they are serving, including "impact" studies,
will be eliminated. The application form will include a section providing
suggestions on effective evaluation procedures and reminding applicants that a
line item in the budget for evaluation must be part of their over-all budget.

GAO RECOMMENDATION
-:he ZOIrniSsioner of Education should be directed desi nabiltuAtsternfor
1211.0.:q211411 external evaluation This will e uire more feedback to the

institutions on the success s and more follow -up on potential

APPENDIX IV

-eements with consultants, and assi

in' institutions.
e o

h deve

nrnt of

DEPARTMENT COMMENT
We Concur. This will be accomplished in the reorganization of the Division of
Institutional Development. A "Program Evaluation and Accountability Section"
will be staffed by qualified professionals with the capability of monitoring
evaluation reports and providing immediate feedback to institutions of identified

Problem areas. Follow-up will be accomplished by systematic site visits, with
specific attention paid to identified areas of concern.

GAO RECOMMENDATION
IrFieTaffirniSsioner should also be directed toit III. This should include he deOr e v

ove the si
to +ment of he

e visitation prograr.

ollowin

Periodic covers -eof all institutions receivin ants. isk rantees"

and schools which havehadprevious : should
be the first schools visited.
UriTTorm -uideconEctin sitevisits, includin determination of
the_ agIguacy of institutionsLfilianciLoperations under Title III ants

to insure corn rehensive and uniform covera e at each location visited.
Ailandardized in corn arisons of

A7715WITWrovidin- feedback to the institutions and follow -up- actionon
prop ems _identified _duri n the visits.

DEPARTMENT COMMENT
fiiTcriTi7.Timatic monitoring plan is being developed and staff training
has already commenced. "High-risk grantees" and schools which have had previous
problems in administering grants will be priority targets for site visits.
Further, a manual which will provide the staff with uniform guidelines for
conducting site visits, including the determination of the adequacy of the
institution's financial operations under Federal grants, is being developed
and should be ready for field testing in the early spring of 1979.
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APPENDI IV

The Office of Education Alreadv dne, it di !,

format to allow compart5ons of peltormAn,o, 71old,d In This r iliti

the ability to factor into th, un t'l A0Vu:Opi1:g institution

and the myriad of activitio supp ed ACK: tIC III. It i!--;

important to point out thot there no ,,y7nr.n .ctr . 1 1 t !, :1 : I

Institutions; rather, nstitucton oddre,,, noe,

considerably and depend n nol orgt :

funds, and stage of dk,volion
Finally, a pointed out p P

institution and tollo -np AC thin on IdentitteJ

parr. the onr.Iro r. 1

V

GAO note: Page references it-i this appendix refer to a draft
report, which may differ from this report.

3
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THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 2, 1978

PART ii

DEPARTMENT OF
HEALTH,

EDUCATION,
AND WELFARE
Office of Education

S

STRENGTHENING
DEVELOPING

INSTITUTIONS PROGRAM
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APPDIX V

5128

[41 1OO2.-M]

DE?ARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION AND WELFAgE

Off. ,

145 51* Pa,j 1691

5?*9NOTH9NIH aLOPl$o INSYITW1ONS
Y100*AM

FEOFOSED EULES

Commetito received will be avaIlable
for inopaction ot this snm drt.s be
tween the hours of 0:30 a.m. end 4
0.fll. Monday through Friday. except
Federal holldayt
FOR FORTHER INFORhIATION
CONTACT

Dr. MIte F Mien. telephone 2O2
2450754.

AQENC: Office of EducatiOn. NEW. FEMENTAY INFORMATION:
AOTION: Notice of proposed rulemak-
hog.
$tTM1.IAY: The ComLasloner of Edu-
cfttion Proposes to amend the reguift.
llona for the strengthening developIng
iflnt1tutlot program, title In Of the
Higher Educ*tion Act. Tile amend.
ments reflect new polIcy that will im-
prove the administration of the pro-
grain. The regulations establish the
rLLIU under whlth the Comsritasfoner
of Education (1) deterinlnes whether
an InstitutIon of higher education
onailfies an a devlopthg Institution,
arid (2) $41eC1.8 those developing insU-

tutlons that will be awirded title III
sealatance lit a particular fisCal year.
DATES: Comznentg must be received
on oy before January 2 1979 Fvsbllc
hearings will be held In Washington.
D C on November 37 19'7 flronjc
N.Y., on November O. l9'7B: New Or.
leans, t. an December 4, 1918;
PaSo, Tax., on December 6, 1918: I.os
Angeles, Call!., on December 11. i078;
snd St Louis Mo on December 15
1918; *11 beginning at 10 Lin.

ADDRESSES: Public hearings will be
held In the following locatIons:
November 31. 5978.-.Wsshinwton. I1C.. tin-n

vosley of the District of CalUmbh Van
N (ThpUL Sullding -AO5. 4200 Con.
necucut Avgnu NW Coniact. Mm. Ekslly
Chlslry telephone 202 2*2 7421

November 10, 191*.HrOnL H.?., City p.
vrmity of New York. Host community
Coileie. 479 Or S COntOutwt: Contact:
Mr. Wiley Edsecoutbe, telrphoe 212450-

1008.
December 4. l919-.New Orltans. Ls. Xavier

University. Student Center. Ol6 Room.
7336 Palmetto Street. Contact: Mr. Milton
Oranger. Jr.. toIrphnr 504-4*6-7411. cx-
troalob Ha.

December a 1970.E Piac Tea i Pzsc
Community College. Gymnasium. 5001
Dyer trart Contact Mr. Fillip Welch,
taiephon 915944180.

December 11 1975lea AngeI Calif
Mount Oaint 185.17 a College Chalon
Canons, j201 Citsian RoaS Contact:
Sister Adrian Claire. teiaphonø 211-476.-
El. extension 25T.

Demmeer 15. 1913-.ML Louis. Mo., Hzrti
Stowa QJJ.ge floom $11. 5026 l&clede

zget. isCo Mis. Mary K. Jones. tee-
pbons 314-.53 -3350.

Comments ihould be iddreseed to: Dr.
Anit.a F. Mien. Division of InstItution.
*1 Development. (ROom 3058. Regional
Office Etiliding ), 400 Maryland
Avenue SW,, W ngtri. D.C. 20202.

BAcKoRoWm

Under title lU of the HIgher Educa-
tion Act of 1185, the CommisSIoner of
Education atsot5 developing iflstItu-
tions of higher educatIon to strength-
en their acs4eniic quality and *dmlnls
ti-alive capacity The strengthening
developing Institutions program has
been funded eince fiscal year 1966.

These proposed regulations explain
the purpose of the program and de-
scribe the clmracterlatics the Corninia
sloper lôk* lot In determ1nlg Wheth
ci- an institution of higher educatIon
should be classified as developing.

Some of the eligibility charscteris

tics which the Consmnielioner coslder
are as foflowg

1. Whether an applicant in5tltutlo
has the desire *nd potntia1 to inake a
special contribution to th higher edt.t
cationsi reanusica of the Nation and
whether It is making a reasonable
effort to meet that objective.

2 Whether an applicant bee
steps to ensure its survival If there 1
evidence of certain condithoni that
might be regs.xded as impedimenta to
an Institution's survival, the institu-
tion explain what It has done to tin-
prove those Condtjona.
The regulgtlofls desezibe In detail

the typas of awards that the Coinmia.
sloper mare:- Cooperative arrang
ment grants nitlonal traihlng fellow
ships, and prof eaaora emeritus grin IL

There are two types of 000per*tive
arra.nementsbliater*i Slid Consor-
tium. The regulations describe coSdi-
Uo08 that p&rticip&nts let a consortium
must met. They expl*in how the du.
ratIon of cooperative ars-ang6flieflt
grants may vary from 1 to 6 yesra. de-
pending on the type of allWty for
which an appl1cat requests Federal
assislance.
The regulatIons specify: cal AcUvI-

Ues for which s-n Institution may re-
quest Federal !ILLItIS:

(b) P2-ioritlre of the program; afld
(C) Costs to which the InStitution

may apply tItle (Ii iseistanc,.

SmzerOw

The regulations also describe the
methods the Conegijssiorjer applIes In
determining Whether a developing ID
ttilutJon shOuld rec-elee l'eder$.l fthan.

APPENDIX V

del assirtanee. Tile (reeL that art Inntl.
LotIon is cIn.aslficd as dcvelopihg
ot automatically gtILi it to A3it.

knee.
The regulations describe how suc-

cesslul aPPlICIOtS arc Iected far
awards by:

Explaining the CornsnlssiOnlrl use
of revIew panels to examIne applica.
tlons and recomjnend ratings to the
Comi intoner-;

Listing application review criteria
knd Indicating the mealinum bulTiber

of points that nisy be awarded for
each crterian. according to the rela-
tive importance of that CrIterIOh as de.
termifled by the Cornmjeitoner;

Describing bow certain applicants
are selected 0r further consideration
after Initial screening DrocedUree

Listing Additional ci-lisria. with re-
spective nlg.ximum points, In ratIng
those appliats' relatIonship to pro-
grain prioritIes; a.nd

Describing metI-tocie for vCrel1 rank
ing and ftnl selection.

C1ANOES

TheSe propoSed regulations IrItro-
duce certain changes from Previous
regulations governing this program.

In apecifytng the characteristics the
Commissioner locke for to dctrrmin c
whether az lnstittion of higher edo
cation ihOuld be classified as develop-

ing th proposed regulations Include
two qukntitatiVe crit.erl& on Which an
applicant Institution is ranked:

(a) Average educational and genel
E&Oi expenditures per lufl.ilme-

equivalent C?I'E) etudenis; and
(b) Average b*sic educitlon Opportu-

nity grant (EOG) award per PTEI Un-
deriraduate student,
In another change, the Proposed1

regulations require ali instItutIon seek
Ins desigition to demonstrate that It
is making a constructive effort to
strengthen ltaelf.

Thom proposed regulatIons estab-
liaised a aimsgiC programrather thin
the previous two separate progmzns
under title Ifi. The single program
conceit recogOizes the ln.fInite variety
to strengths and weaknesses of Institu-
Lion.. Thus each *DpllC*pt may re-
quest funds based -- Its reipee lye
needs. The focus of the activities for
Sub an anpilcant aeeks Peder&l Il-
fl*ncll assistance deteiminee the size
slid duration of the grant for which
the Comm loner may cop.lder tilt
$ppllcant,
The use of Weighted selecthon crfti-

na and apecificatlan of how applica-
tions will be ranked La flew in these
regulation.. This will permit mare oh-

JecUvC trintre selebtion. The pro-
possd regui*tlona Idehtlfy tite factors
Used In ev*iuwtlng the quality qf each
application and establish the regal
mum number or pobfla that th Coin-
missioner may awj.rd can factor. fly

FWUAL *4UTst. VOl. 45, $6- *I6-.-9IA*iCAY. tsOV.seM 2, 975
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APPE4DI)( V

providing greater We1*1II for hIgher
priority purpoene the ropoeed regula
tians will aleo encourage øn aPplIOt
Ineillutlon to focu' on the &cWeve
ment of progrini (OtIL

Other than an wtatlng 8*cnty or ill-
ititutlor etch inititnUon part1cIpet
IDE &a En ipDilctfli in t 000aOrt*ufh

under this Prograrn muat be a develop
ing Inafttution *1 defined In three reg
UlItIOUL

In tle ecttOn on funding IlinitA-
tlOflL the propoted reguatiom ed-
trerl the reltUOnIhIp etween tie III
funding and policlea related to the
decree to the Adanze V. Callfano case.
nOt previouily addyresed by regujA-
tIOOL

Dstr& Auguit 28. 101L
Jome ELLui.

ACIInQ rJS. Cornmfllloyier
ajZducoIlost

Approved October 18, 1078.

Josrrn A CAL4IM!O. Jr,
Secretary of Health. £duculio;

and WeLfare.
(C&L*log of der*1 Ooosertk 4e.WLa O.

1 434 JellgthCUIlsg DevelopEne tne(JtU

Fart 180 of title 45 0! the Code of
Federal Regulations Li eroended to
reed es foowE

PAIT It Th*NQThEIIPID OtvfLO?INQ
E4ITflUUOHj

A- :

liCl TQp and saeulaUoc ys
eLf Def(nWOrot

iCC 3 AUcUou of funds bCtw I yc*x
100 4-year iuetinstiota

i884 ?uodteDnJtaUon&
18*5 Oeri0 DTh.ii-' --- I

lit II Oenrr*l n3ai.
1*011 DesIgnation s a deVeloping lisit1I

13013 flhjlbie luitltuUons of ISIShIF edu-

18*14 Lg*i hoslaMlon for CuLIon

*8*11 Aacredltg(On status-
18*14 Py,-ytix iequlrrmrnt.
18*17 18r1in( for eurwlvsJ eM Isolated

from the oIsjn cufteins f arodmlc life.
11I r,, notsetMi. end rofabi.

errs

$v CTysea .1

iew*i InUodI.
18*1* Ceo .* ereiageafle.
1*033 NaUoeu' (etching fi Owthlp erinL
14135 PToirz ealtus Pint.

Iwia-4e eS

18*51 Ailabk ictinties.
14133 Allowable cts-
1*0*3 DuratIon of cooperiuve IZTIJ3EC

POPOED Ui,ES

wea SAes&e
15541 Subminlon of ippitciunru.

ic5.i t.M4.

jCo.sI Introduction.
16552 !ipplttatlofl review ertLerla end ON

of rcylew panel
III3 flatin* for prosraco prItl.
iSC.54 Overall ranking ind lrctln

AurnoarTy 8eV 301-303 of ((tie III of tflr
higher 5hictIan Act of 1581. an
20 USC iO31-lQlS, 10le.5* O(I1vXjtN

noted

AG.nerel h1,osesdas

Preirea and rageladet
(a) Under the authority Of tlthC ifl

of the Righer duction Mt of 1.t05.
the Comnilneloner ataistl eeintd
higher educatIon inatitutiozil to
strengthen their aridemic QU1ity. ad-
mitnhstritive cepacity. end itudent f-)-

vices These in.stItutIo are crUid do
vlop1ng Institutions
11) They e etruggflng for 1UItli.
(2) They are Isolated from the rosin

cur erill of tc&demic life.
(3) They posse the desin t1l p0.

teoti*i to miXe a eutain%j blscl diE-
tinctfvr contribUtIon. to dlt* IUhjIy
educitIOual reeourc8* of tls r4ulon

(4) They are distinghiShfcl t
other IflatItutlons of higher cduc$tion
by ceng a sIgnificant i2uiiiber of e0-
nornlcally deprIved etudenLi

(5) They ne making a
effort to improve the quaLity of f-heir
program.

(hI The purpose of the iftie III a.
slatioci In to furuer it hen the
capacity of the IngU tIres to wae a
substentisi contribution to Aroerlre.n
higher educttion by ithprovthg thrlr

(1) Acadenule program.
(2) AdministratIve and ageront

capabiJlty
Cli 8tudentserv!ce& end
(4) P15 Li) *tability.
Cc) The purpose of these zeEtilathOs

is to retabliab the rules under which
the Cot I loner detenninos WbetPCr
an institution of hlghtr CdtiettIQfl

qulJIIea en an eligible deveIQpIrsA LII-

stitutlon and selects those deveiohiflg
InstitutIons that will be Iwarded title
III amiotezsce in a particular iieil
year.
1200 )U. 1051. et sea)

* 156.1 DefinItions-
As used In thIn regulation:
Acedami year nirerti th prlod

of the *llnuki thatructions.l seesio of

Sri inStitutIon of htgber iduc*tiOn
such a two inniestets threg ueJters

Or two trisnestera
Mt means the Higher Education

Act of IdeS. el amended.
Applicant means an irlatitijtlen of

higher edutatlofl that I0PIICi fo ai-
sIatI.nCC under tItle IlL

IF?ENDIX V
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Comm1id -- er's rocesm the 8.

Conimleatoner 0% d,.InIilOn or liii del-

Irnec-
Institution of higher educitton"

means an educntiorsaj institutIon as
defined in sectIon 1301(a) of the Act.

Pub1lc" as usEd to describe an insti-
tution of higher education, means
under the control 0f a Slate or local
governmental body.

Itate" means any oDe of the iatou
in the Union. the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico. the Plitriet of Columbia.
Guam, A -rIcan 6arnoa, the Virgi* Is-

land. the Trust Terrlton of the Pa-
cific Islands. ad the Qovernnient of
the Northern MactWa islands.
(10 U.D.C. 1141(bvi

TIUE 1fF, means the strengthening
deveiopin tntItuIios program en iii-
thorl.zod wider tItle %lj of the Act,
(8) U.S.C. 1051-1056.)

158.3 AiloeMinri of fasu rnwaen 2-ysoS'

eM 4-year lfl,tlUutlode.

The o43mi$leds( ees .74 54

cent of eeobli 7r8*la.a*0S
Sir UUe i to i8*ti
bhelOYe dee and 14 rert - to
Junior and community ooeg.

(30 U.S.C. l0*llin,?

f)594 Funding Ilri*itsiiots.

(sIC 1) No furtds Inay be aed under
this pert tar activities that are loran
sIeterst with the pUrpOse of mowing the
Scentee Inatitut5on 10(0 the main cur

rents of academic Ure,
(2) The Coml&ngiir cenalsitfi

actInty that Impeelet the CIlmISiIIOD
of. or establishes segregated attend.
lace patterns a that iniUtutlOn s-i to-
consistent wIUS the buipese stated IS

b (1,).

fbI No funds gy b used for t1Vl.
ties, such as curz4ttslu development
Or faculty hoprovetnent that are th-

consistent with * Bt*te plan for lUther
educatIon uppUceble to that tn.%tltU-

lion.
Cc) Each developing Institution ra-

ceiling a, tItle Ill 00551 sh*U eseura
that any actIvity (Uded undir title
III will not:
(1) latabllali. frir. Or imee the
elimination of hrete atte,
ps-tteros aft I izleUtuUon. or
(2)Ds incest et -*ith s- elite nkn

for higher eduestiod gpp*icab*e to t

InsUtutlon,

(20 U.S.C. 10*2-1055.1

I 149.5 Genreal proolaIns argulatIona

Assistance Provided under this pert
I, subject to applIble provisonI con-
tamed in subchapter A of this chapter
(relating to fi*cAl m4minIetrativ. --
other matters, eauipt for the Xvssag
triter I.

(30 UJ.C. 1051-1856.)

PfDde.A1 5104711. VOk 43. NO. 21*.-Thi*jO*T, O1l 3, 1571
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12ø

1Oh.4 Ii, P iip$i naha
*ifl Geaaiainilia

(a) TO eai*Jarnd for fw)
thk an Ututlon of higher

to 4gnato bl the
S TeloPifli tItO-

tft
(hI An frtjtUtIon that ii not den1g

sated as a developIng institution is not
eligibl, for title In iasisttz!ce but mey
re*pply for denlenation an a develoP
ing Inatituuoo In a 5utequcnt Yrflr

Ic) An hintltutlon anal eubotit a re-
ut for desisnation is a deveLoPlnE

htitutioe1 Prior to subminslon Of iZ

apiWaLbm for fufl undr Utie 111.
1f active With ppliottOn for fl*il

gvez tan tiw the bootnuuon thifl
t re IL laa a weeks

tofore the ow-1ad deI04e
for r4gl4 01

(4 f lflItItUUOO 55

oa not .intae thet
UI, Coi engr fun th bmUtu
hens appljcntion The moner
dec1 whether to fund a developing
kwtitution $ ppl1catIpn for title UI an

ta on the basis of pro edurn Mt
out In Hubpert F. Orantee Selrctlon

(a) The CommIssIoner revIews the
gilt 5 0! an Institution as a developing
institution before awarding any title
UI fObdo to the Institution and noti
flea the institutIon of the deternina-
Uon

1f the Cqi flmIn loner de em Wee that
the Instltl4lofl in not * developing in-
atlisition based on the criteria In this
aubpSZt. the Commissioner notifies
the Institution of the b.sls for the de-
teimiflation-
(50 trAC. 1041. lO5t

4 llt IMUfe es C óSVCIOpiag 1w1l
elites

The CommissIoner d atee an Iii-
*tltutiOfl as developing stitutlon LI
li mecte each of the following criteria

I a) First an Institution must:
(Ii Be an eligible InstItution of

higher eduoltion (I 16913)
(2> Provide an educational prusreas

wtlar1Zed by the Btate In whlOh It Li
locaLid (4 *6P14):

(3) Wee achieved appropriate ac
oeditatlofl statue (4 160.14); and

(4) Wee eL the rsulrrrnents of
4ragranha (2) and (3) fOr I

Uve ye.* liUdlng the year in whith
the I*ttiitiOP seeks designation as a
ilsvelopina I3stituUon. unl the

ban senorded it a Waiver
to ordee to hier edumxlon,J
pçpoituflW01 for IndliM or 3Pefll*h-

peepIs (I 100.16)
(b) acn- en batitution must doe-

msnr ttiat for financisi or other i-ri-
eanu. ft Li strtisdJnI for survival. slid it
must ibo thst It KM tikan deliberate
md oOrøtri1tITe steps over the past 3

r*OPOS mitEs

years to strengthen its fIscal otitU5

(*L6117)
le) Thlrd an InstitutIon must dom-

on(tr*e that it Is out of the main ciu
riOts of academic tile by reason of
.trviflE a student body with k particii
larly huh percentage of studenLe who
are co1lomlcafly deprived (4 149.17)

(dl Peurtli an hintltutiofl must have
the desire ind potential to make a nub-
etantlal end distinctive contribution to
the higher educatiOnal resources of
the Nation. The Institutions mission
&nd foils Imni clearly reflect that
desire. The In*tltutlofl must ilso be
nuklng a resonable effort to inert tt*
nilmion JlIl accomplish Its goals
through activities carried uL over the
put 3 Years to improve the ua1ity of:

(1) Xis irah otlon. (2) Its management
and dintobstratlon. (3 Its inatruc.
tioflal and an strative its!is. ad

115 student eervioee. (414018)
( U&C 1091. 1042.)

8 Itt 13 EligIble Initittloes of higher
joe*i1oi1.

(a) ro be desIgnated a developing
InstitutIon, In mati tutlon inut be an
Institution of higher educatIOh thai:

U Awards a bachelors degree: or
(2) Ia a junior or community college

as dgfined in sectIon 302 of the Act
b) To be designated as a developing

Institution., a branch ciniptis of a Uni
veralty or college must be a sip*rate
institutIon 0! higher education mci be
independent from the main campus.
The branch CanipUi must have an
creditatlom status, budget control, and
hiring authority all toparats froni the
math cr.ninua.

(20 8C. lOfha)(l))

4 1515.14 Legal authoriistlon for eduesUon

To be designated ma I developLng In.
*Litutksi, the InstitutiOn must prV1de
sn edueatiortaJ program that Is legally
&utborized by the dtate In Which It is
located.
(20 US C 1O62tX1L

4 lfe.lt Agimdlise staLin-

(a) To be designated as a dvelOpl&
Intitutlon the institution must be
either

(1) Accredited so a bachelors degree-
granting institution or a' a lurLior or
coin.niuility college by a natloOally ero.

ognk!d accredjtlzig agency Or ad-
aLien, or (2) DetermIned by the enc-
p1ata aoereditini agency or iQvi-
Stion to be r.kIflg reasonable pro-
u loved seditation,
ID) In iOstltUUOn that Li ijualor

or community COI1,Je has cb*ngad to
or merged with a bachelor's degree-

intln.g InstitutIon. the institution
muss he a edted or be ma1ngrea
soneble progreSs towaris scoredltatlon
in ha new 5t*tus,

APPENDIX V

(1$ TJ8.0 102 (a) (1),)

410.14 Flvye raqubemest

(a) TO be lesignatad as a
InstitutIon. as ltuUOfl flut hare
met the renu:50el of 4* *60.14 and
10915, xeept as prvvki*d In pera-
graph (b) for $ oeutIv0 academic
years msluding the id4imie year hi

whkh the InstitutIon leekS designa-
hen as a developing IroslItutlon.

(20 U.8C. 1OliX RhO))

(b) The onniinioner may waive all
or part of the 5-rear requirement of
paragraph (a) En the foUOilhg cileum-
etancer (1) If the Comnissloner deter
mines that the gr*wtIr of
for an iflstitutiofl will increase higher
educatIonal opportunities for Inc

the Comm abner may watve th 4-

year requirement for a bisttution
that is located on or near .mn Indian
reservation or near a mbstaifliaI popu-

lation of Indiansi and () LI the Cemi-
missioner deleraines that the grant-
ing of a walver for an LnsUtuL&oil will
austanthily icresse - higher education-

51 opportUnities for flpanih-aPeskIU
peopte, the Commissioner my Waive 3
years of the I'yrar requirement. Cc) To
apply for a Wilver under eIther para-
graph (b)(1) or (bX2). an iJitItQUofl
shall request and justify the grabting
of the waiver.

(20 U.&C 1052(iX2))

4 leSIT Piruggline fog survival ,. ri

ed fries 11w StaIn evenenu Of

life,

(a) TIle Commissioner groups mutt-
tutbons applying for deslens.Uon is do-
veloping instltulioflu as IolJows (1)

PubUc bschelon.$ degree-gTmntIn*. (2)
pubUc Junior or community C011ege. (3)

PrIvt hachelors degree-grantlng.

and (0 private Junior or community
college.
(b)To be designated en I deVeIOPin&

Institution. the Institution, must e
etnjggling for survival for financial or
other reasons ad be Isolated from the
main currant! of acadsi tile In in-

Wtlon. the institution must be makh
a constructive effort to enaure that it
will continue to ,urvive.

(C) To ,sslgt in determining whether
on instltuUon is, In fact, struggling
and Isolated, the Coasmoi r iasrdn
points to the for Iti avan

end (0) es-

(PTZ) etnOest for an

(UZOG) sw*td pee YI' U'nd-
nate student.
(1) The Commiasloner assigns points

to the JtUUoflon a ache 01 0-
100on th basis of Its average 1l&G
expenditure per ?T student. The
points awarded reflect the Institutloni
pesition on thO percentile scale When
compared to the student expenditures

P5001*1 50imt v- sJ HO. ]13TISIP5WAY 2, ISTe
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of eli Other .hnflrx inettIutlow. For
exepIe an Inetitution that Ic riti
meted to be hi the 8tli percentile
when compared to Other coliefee (a
high per-etudent expe dlture) reCelvce
two poLote. whLie an IJ)IIItULIOfl reti-
toaled to be In the eccond percentile a
low per etuderit expenditure) ricOives
8 pointe. (See the IlluStrative chart to

aubPurIRTfi.Ph (3)J
c2) The CommIecloner eisO aMine

pointe to the nsutuUon on a acne oX
0-200On the basiS of thg avenge
aoa per Fill under ulte
stu bepo)nt* awesthd iii! be
bwd tJoc ipsUtolUOn i ptrefflttle
renkiig ellen conopeed to fl other
*Ir&i*l tltuUon ?or example. an
lrmtItUtIOfl th*L is e*tlu3eted to be in
the flUx perdeaWe (a terge SEOØ
ewc.rd per ctudeifl) peeeewIs yceetrea
194 OLnis, while an inetitutlon esU.
mated to be in t*ie third percentile (a
cmiii flOO award per etudexL) re
celvee its points (See the chart In cub
p&regrph (3)).

(3) The following chart illustratel
how the pointS for these factora ire

Fore? eY*'Tse roe lee wrloesL

rwJe rsek Sweas. Awae O
.spendIU' iwlO 1w

V i denrIU1e

no
se..-.. ....... ...-.-.. us

3.-.-- ------- ...- OS

1...-... .......--. .... OS 3

01..... .........- toe

(4) To determine the percentile
rerik1fl In theec two cp.LegorleI the
Commliiianrr USe.i dAL frOW the
second year preceding toe one in
which the Institution erake dcMgrxa
(Ion M a deviIaD4flS Institution (For
example, en in5titutinn aMklng clexig.
netlon as a developiflg ictItutton In
fiaMi year U79 woUld $ubnit data
bsa0d on the 1O'T-19'7 i.cad
year) A total of 174 DOLSiS meet. the
qxtgntftat1e requirements of thia eec

combed total of the pointsh bth ec- ecpeztdituie
41ct3theL A hetitli.

11CR .S Je4CR -ti then 135

_____ a we1t 5ent
eap why the tora d not
sufflemUy refi5el lIe Itatu as a
atnoglilna inetitutlon end oz Isolated
from the m*ln currentg of academic
tile Alter reviewing the LwtltUtiofl
aubtelesion, the ComihIselofler may do
teriolne that the institution, In fact. is
smigiftna for survlvtl acid is IsOlated

PROPOSRO RULES

from the main currents of acadcmlc
life.
(20 00.0. 1052.)
(e) In edditionito the quantItatIve

factere each inslitutiori ihall upply
to the Commissioner to written ne.rra
live that describes the Iteps It haS
taken. over the past 3 years, to insure
its survival Ofl the bests of this narra
tive the Commiasiofler determif101
whether the Institution has bean

a eoniu:etLY. ei!ort to
strengthen Itse Ueny of the follow
Ii OUOIw apply the Institution
shell exp)sin wily such a condition
exIMs nd Whet h born dons to tin
prove the situetIofl
(1) A decrease in full-time equivalent

student a oliasont of 5 percent or
more t the 3.r period preceding
the In which the IntituttDn seeks

as -* dewsIOpk4 Inititu-

(2) A de ase-kx thI es en-t funds
mvenn during any of the 3.- YearS

precedine the year in which the Insti-
tution ieek.s designation is a develop-
Into InstitutiOn

(3) An excess of expefldlturts phil
mandatory transfers over revenues In
the unrestricted cuiTerit funds during
any

-
of the 3 yeftrJ preceding the year

In which the lstitutlofl seeks designa
£1011 is P dVrkpthZ Institution In this
sectIon. the "TCD.I tunds"
means tile hinds cyallable for use in
metIfle 'uirrrflt oustatloni-
(30 U.S.C. jO(heXOXDX1D.)

l6O.i$ Owire. peteetlal, asS reasonable
effort.

(a) To be designated aS a developing
institution an Institution must possess
the deiire end potentIal to make a sub-
stantlal and disUnctive onotribution to
the higher educational yssoulvss of
the Nation. Such & contributioO
mleht for example be to provide
accese to i 'piZ(ICUJUI coup of Ito-
dents who would not otherwise havi
access to an Institution of higher edu
cation or the institution may offer a
partIcular cot of academic programs
that are not otherwise available to the
types of studentS who comprise Its stu-
dent body.

(hi in addition, the InstitutIon must
have teketo e0s stops to Improve
Its ovri*U ,isdethlC end lniMfl-
live capacity over the peat 3 years end.
apecl.fically have made a ressonatse
effort to Improve the quality of its .
mnlntstrative and thfllC*el ateVl
nd Its student services:
Ic) The I0stitution shell eubmit to

the Coinmlselofler, as pert of its re-
quest for designation is a developint
institution a narr*tive descrlblnr
(1) The inisslon and goala of the in-

stitutton; and
(2) The tangle progress that the

InstitutIon has m*de over the past 3
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years to reich its iperif Ic toe! wIth

epecial emphasis on .cL1vitie carried
out in the Improvement of:

112 InstructIonal it&ff.

lit) Adminiatr*ttVe st.aff, end
(lii) Student eerc)ccC-

Id) On the basis of the nerr*tiVe tile
Commissioner determines whether tIle

institution meets the crtterl& of haying

the desire and potential of miking a
a1gn1flcnt contribution to the hlgb&
educatio$.*I reeoUi of the
said has. been amking a rmeoel4
effort to LoW0V.ILa lUitrtieUoimI -

ha admlnj4r*tive caPacity ej4
Iti student servicOs.
(se U.S.C. 1054.)

So*gael O-Type* .5 Awseds

I ito-il JntroductIofl
The Comm -clot er mik as three

types of awards of title HI .ast-anc
(a) Cooperative erring emnt arants
(hi $sAbpsi tgsdalng fellowships,

and
(a) i'rofoasocl emeritus grants,
Each wird is made from *.iin5li

fiscal year'S al2prOprIstIon or title fl.
(30 U.S.C. 1054(0).)

3119hZ Coepe-retice amontruenta
(a) A cooperative *rr*ngementS Is

one or more working reletionehlta be-
tween a developing institution and
other institutions of bihwr adiw'-
aflnd- orgsniistt. a!
titles In assist the develoPing
tion in Implementing &ctivltiora&n*,
title ill grin I.
(b) Then are two dnds of eoe-.

tive ei-rarogrflheflti:
(1) RI!afer& aryuywemenfa- Un a

bilateral arrangement the developing
institution shall draw upon he aeslet-
inca and services of another higher
educatlofl Institution. 5W47
notion, or buslnsas entity to stresgtb.
en Its *c&dendc quatityx a!
the. meioaiemeut w flneL
ity. -. -

(3) cOrJOrUuA enanenoionta U)
Under a consortium arningem stit, twO
or more developing. iniLttt*tiQPi .-

work with each other to strengthen
themMlve4 In the areas IfltTh* Or

tse tnth 50 arrangement 'wlth,an to

orvnlUqn. or nsnew w
help a cluster of develoPing lt*tItii
ti carry cUt afloVIble iCUVIUea.

(U) OnC f the develoD1 --
tions psx*i1z* b the coePsetI

aitaJi pa! .Sj
exnt guS

(III) The irUtttutfl cocrI- $

consortlino arrangement IVoesS
or complying with the ternse and con

dltions of the grant.

(iv) lIvery participating Institution
receIvIng cervices from a consortium
imnement shall be a developing in-

a!A taiirn, vot. Na tl)IAY, sir tar.
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IUtL*tio. mu hi reive £ervLCei tfl

ProortlO to tti 1itre f thC gTw.OL
(VP Th*ize of & fonwtiu trTtflz(

rnen* lo 1JJteeI to the urnD4r of thetA-
tUUOj vAit ZfecUveJy wad ef
Bofti, $er.
(L14C. hOt,'

rutMei Teciq Fel2wihJp

(0' A ?OUozlii '2eeetIng 1lo'iehiF
Ir*A i the oond pe of ewad
Ub7 the COrnS2htot000r Vndez title
11j 4 Yeloping initUUtIl rny re-
qu Jtt1ogie1 Tetch1ng 1elloihiF
I(thei

(jy M :;3art OIL cooperative tnt
OC!* or

(P- inePeoL1ent f my otLer type f

(b) Th Couniionez awrd * Ni.-
Uo leIehIg ?eiioh1p Of 000 or
tw yerdur*Uoo through Idei'eiop-
IU ttjtIiiUo to:
UI Ju&or 1.cuJvl rnriberZ froca in-

otttujon Other (jUB the *pUCflt In-
and

(2) Or*4U*te ata*enLe-frorn tnititu-
Uon ot4T tije.n tile epUca.11t ill tItlJ-
Uo-.w ht.wa i.t Iemat i. meetere
deg os reta4ed tio1i eperj-

(op A developtall Initittatlon my
aWUOn TchIrn Pcliow

(D Te.Lh (a to aderltoffad or new
*do P Or

(31 jUti to' C Ycut maber
Zeie:Ied for lIrtlier txaIniilg or e
tOC*djdy.
Cd) A 1',rhioa*1 Teachtog Fellow thaIl

ftuil-Ume fmcuity rnember .

the velopig tiialltution through
eWe m twezd to

(ep n*t*ooAA ta&c1ilg fellow re-
iv ti.IJP* of *1,OG phil $400 per

4Oe3det fr etch tp.de Jt yev of
LhIn% A doeI0PLr'g ngt4tutton t.

n lon,J t.chIzg fellowUi ay pplerneot the mtlnend
fi frean souxe ohet thafl

*11
lO ic j0a4;

4i1$2i T*eo, er1te grI
(a) A rofors emeMtur rs.ot

ito type of w*rd ae by the£atojsen ander title ni-A dave!-
PLXtS ln1ttut1on *r rueg a Prof to-r rfi4 orrant eIther
(1) 4 4rt of io0per*tive mn-enge-
3t; or

(2) 3eendent of tn other Ly* of
#1*

(b) ii Corznfonen- tw.jd i. pro-je,rw trittii grant throtlgh e
elOpg tiUttitloa tot. lrofe*oor Wha
ei rtIr fr tIve service *0 an
atlttiora of igfr5r education other

£le gT$fl InitittiOn.
(C) A JIVeOpiI Jtitut4on ty

* pre,ie**oe e.e)1tL1*

i**oO P.$JL$S
(I) teariia mtndea,tmrfedorneW

*cmdehir Tam
(2) Ub1t'lL., fo% I ferulty menhwr

rICt.ed tot luruar txeinlne or Id-
ronoed mtt#d or

II) ConduCt etxch to sAd tIle 4w-
reiooenr- of Ute Uttstion

(dl A prufeaon OmefItu grt In-
t tiilend Or ezcl academic

yet? a t.*dhto or teuwerch at the 4w-
ve(oDj1(g i000jlutJorh trarotoh WhIOh
tic WmrJ h radr- i4 otlpend Y
oat e*eoc ti jzy of icoann&xible
alit lflerabc of ttC dVeloPiflg mOOt-

tatiozi. A. deoreIoing hootAtutioll s.f
whIop aofesoota ernoroitus oraIt re-
chpieot oorwu remy $UppleZt the ott-
pond wiu- 1U4 (Zo0i ooto cthF
tilon title III

(II be peflO4 o * Prof etor$ men-
tlia flt O1' not eXceed 2 academIc
YUi- HoeVoz,oe mWJttoO*l 27es.r
p4riod ins, be EuOkd to coplete the
program bJedUv of (he Ortgifl*i
s.WIOd. If s.PoVed y theCoOmi&On-
rx upOn th- a-v of f-he title 111 ad-
vloory ooudl.
COQØC. iQLL)

Lt%1 D- ,4f4 f Oems4a Ps,-a -
* IØ.I AtometLI. tcildttw..

it) in gaabrcaittIØ in. applicatiCO i.
develOp1fl ifl3t(tur3ofl 51)11 eXi..ff C
tile atAtug of ito nlnJirs.five tTUc-

tu*&rrtid adeot seralcee, ad-
emiflettatiwe porvjcWeL instructIonal
p4rOoZlAel. aral fJpCi5i ps1t(ori trod
idefltily tlw.e tOo of thratrat fleed.

(0) PurCiet-.. t1) hltetItut.100 until
tdenttft talC p It will take to
etrinitbera it ca*city' to fuitiJi Ite

tudquC miOca an make a,vbetantlal
rentribution to m tilkber &UCaUOflai
r0t,5tem of tl Na$4Q'

(0 PIne.117, th InatituriOn *hwjl
iilow That t h caf1 omIt e pl*iuied
setIwitIn 1tthi e rente%t of the
prop$ed title u OOpeZ%Uve murante-

ti) 4utortvod pUVLE1O wre tiioee
(-Foil

(1) charty I 5lltuf-IOfle posit

(2) Jthprova tue tj2ri1tJlurn

(3) enthr mtiAd°Of- meWicca
(4) ?roUawMO ydmwelopin
(I) booprwa edrnfn1)trativ- u4LVP

arad ti$to.i *I)wiii(- e.nd
(6) eve1P t000vtIve te0emjc pro-

(20 U.00 *4.)

Ja8i AIt'owblaIa
(a) flie lOto.ZntoJemfler pay$ pert ofte 5ti r*ltted t4, the planillng. do-

V&oPnrant. Onci hnplenhe!htItiOfl of ii-
Io'wmbjC trtviti

(II) in addition O tbi to,5t liit&-
iono troeed bp tte Office f Educe.-
tion generg,.i ProviJIO fOr direct proj-
ect grant *nd oontytrt ]ogTams (45

PPEN1JIK V

CPR 100*) the fottowin* coet ilmite.-
tiofli *pplY;

(1) Indirect oogf4 thy not bc

to th erint-
(2) Th purcham of equipment is

United to eqoipheni thal ii Peceasory
to acluleve Provn objectives

(3) rs.ot fudo sy ht be med for
rocazuctico.

120 U.C. 1004)

§ 069.31 D1U11I0t) of CeopeXeiI,C arrange-

ifoenI gf*fltm

(1) An aPpllht mAy receIve a
of 1, 1, 3 4, or 5 ycecs duration, Thr

requlzeineflio of thi. operttivw or-
rflflgeljiemt dotermie tile ienitfl of
tile t.*ard.

(b) tIrs._zli or Ofle f4JC dur*tIOA are
to reftile (nøtttution5i rniseiOo

ad goals and to dvelOD loZl1'rkrLIr
puns for mob Cyjz)% In.. intitution's
acedmnia Pool. or atreogtbcnlng Its
201n1.OeplCnt ox hoCh, ''he COglI*..
atoner ma) aii! B. (afftlttjtiOfl

dwini iti p*tIcIpt(oo in the pro-
gram.,'i roanbnira o1 three granto for
theme purpoIee

It) Grmotm or Up too ycace dur*tiora

ace to aupPort the 0evclopreflt COIl

ibort-teregi mpiemtarion of other
activitiet UI any oUoable are

(4) rs.nte of up too ymre dur*tlon.

are totupport inplenv.*tIogi of long
teem prrems. to l20pro%e ul instlt-
tion fthaC1*lly and to sirenthen Iii
mine pernent.
(200.Sc 1001 10(4.)

itOpwO I- 'ia ?aesooa,

§ 069.iI SOboiL'iOn 01 Applirat(Dfl'

(a) An ppfleeOt ror a title 132

511111 10. so tppl(totlofl Dy tp5 Ch4iflg

date eat&bliahwd anronoally by file Corn
mIluloner 101 rIOUoe puhiished ixa the

?n RtOce
(b) do appicent ililI Include In ito

uplIcIUoø ucii trLforraatioo em the
comrnieaoner conoideñ neowy L
mske dotermlnstione under title ILL
(20 U, 109(. 1044.)

j 169.5] IntroductIon.

The Co20mioaiOfler inakOs fLout) deck

afona rega.rdlnt the fe.indtrg of iii Utle
Ill mptiietlons tto on the rtIleu 5114

procedurei eataDhimhe4 in Ohio subpart.
In ev*jtIng the appLication th

Cornmlalofler m03 aCeI sod use [of or-

nation from eetatlnA puiblic retorda

and from site vialta o deorelopjxIg tmtI.

tUtIorLe to SdditiOn to rIt1-t 01" irdor.

matlon oubrnitted In the lornj.1 apli.
cation.',

(20 PM-C 1051, lodt)

wi isnra 10t. * af .AY, pscvea1m 2 lro
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51115.53 Appileatiott review criteria and
use elf_review

The Corruniasioner appoints
review panels to Provide the Commis-
sioner with conrunents on and recom
Mended ratings for the applications.
The Consmissioner appoints separate
panels to revile sa applications from
bachelor's degree Venting restitutions
and Irons junior snd community col-
leges, The panels nurnericaly rate
each application assigned to them and
provide the Commissioner with corn-.
mentor on each.

(b) A panel Judges each application
on the following criteria with points
assigned to each criterion:

(1) The extent to which the applica-
tion's mission and goals statement re-
flects the needs of Its constituents, (15
Pointe).

(2) The extent to which the app_ M-
cutt clearly states the objective' of
the Proposed activitiet (5 points)

(3) The extent to which the size,
scope. and duration of the proposed
activities will contribute to the stated
goals. (25 points)

(4) The extent to which any pro-
Posed cooperative arrangements will
help Achieve project objectives. (10

Points)
(5) The extent to which the sdriihsis.

tratlon of the proposed program is

adequate_ (15 points)
(6) The extent to which evaluation

procedures are adequate. (10 points)
(1) The extent to which a plan has

been developed to ensure continuation
of the proposed activities after the
grant ends. (5 points)

(8) The extent to which the pro-
posed cost of the project is reasonable
and malefic. (15 points)
(to 1051, 100.5.)

i0.51 Rasing for program ruiorltlea.
After considering the comment" of

the review panels and the ratings rec.
.ornmended by them the Commissioner
assigra to each application an aPPre-
Pilate number of points for each trite-
non titled in paragraph (b) of 154.52.
The Cocontbstioner considers further
for 'election only those applications
that receive a rating of 50 or moss
Points. Applications receiving 50 or
mare soothes under t 141.82 will be fur=
thee rated on the extent to which the
ProDosed activities will:

(a) atrenatheri the micienoic pro-
gram and provide a successful talcs-

MOM
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Lionel experience for lo,v °i17cozee or
minority students; (25 pot

(13) Contribute to the long terrn eta-
putty Of the institution and overcome
the circumstances that threaten sur-
vival: (25 polrtu)

(c) Increase upward nobility for
graduate and professions] study; (10
points)

Unprove the Institution's overill
acinaliastrative capacity; (10 whits)
and

(e) Unprove the applicant's mutnage-
rnent of Federal bightsrice Preagrera%
including student financial aid
anima. (5 poling)

In addition. the Commissioner may
award up to 25 poles for an applies-
Lion (ram an Institution which has one
or more of the following characteris-
tics:

(1) Tie Institution aeries a Laarticu-
larlY large percentage of lostreome
students,

(3) The irstltution provides a unique
or psrticuierlY Productive educational
program for its studeita

(3) The Institution hiss4 U felnenitv
particularly strong and effective roan-
&sentient and sokointaisetgon of teetot-
al Promera and lands Including Title
III, and student leditarece -programa
such is the Cituabudied dandene lemon
the National Dirge &adept loan:
Basic Mitseational Orechetahilf,
Gyanta;. Supplemental Education
Partiality Paints: College Work Stuly
and Mate Students lootaatiet Oriente
Progyasna

(4) The Institution became of lie gc-
°graphic location. provides item to
students who otherwise )sight be
unable to attend college.
(115 11.0.c. 1054 Mil

1611,54 favored! reeking and oeuction-

(A) To Conardarloner totals the
pews each application received far
general qualitY .(1 169.52) and for LA-

dinars" Program priorities ( 9 ISOM).
(b) The Corriratesioner them ranks

the application on the bona of the
total number of points It received. The
Corrimiaaloner ranks applications tram
bachelor's degree-trentass institutions
separately from that* fruit imlor car
ctsairteltf emlleen.

(a)The Cogmbleidorser arm% greats
cn the basis of the deeseraffef *Voris
alalch applleatIons are nudged.

(30 051,1064,i
(FR pot. 18-3033 I nee] 11.-1-7% ilk' anal

1111T5141510^Y,
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