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Summary

AORC

This program provides grants to eligible consortia of United States institutions of higher education to establish or operate overseas research centers that promote postgraduate research, exchanges, and area studies.  Overseas Research Centers (ORCs) have a variety of grant activities.  The EELIAS instrument, therefore, needs to be as comprehensive as possible without being unduly burdensome.  Overall, the system measures grant activities effectively.  Several recommendations are made to tailor the instrument content for AORC grantees.

BIE

This program provides funds to institutions of higher education that enter into an agreement with a trade association and/or business.  The EELIAS online measurement system serves the purposes of reporting appropriate grant activities and tracking program impact.  The system has sufficient flexibility in the comments section to insure that no information is lost, and thus is positioned to ensure success.  A few minor suggestions for revision are provided.

CIBE

This program provides funding to schools of business for curriculum development, research, and training on issues of importance to US trade and competitiveness.  The reporting design as it currently exists is reasonable.  While every CIBE has valuable programs and activities that are not included in the reporting design, the instrument captures the vast majority of programs and activities.  This issue should be revisited when a complete redesign of the reporting system is due.  Recommendations for changes to the current version are given.

TICFIA

The purpose of Technological Innovation and Cooperation for Foreign Information Access (TICFIA) Program is to support projects that will develop innovative techniques or programs using new electronic technologies to collect information from foreign sources. The EELIAS instrument effectively tabulates the quantitative data on TICFIA grant activities in an organized, easy-to-read fashion.   A few recommendations for improving the system are suggested.


Program Description

Note: The primary source of the program descriptions is the International Exchange in Professional and Graduate Services program descriptions and program legislation, available at www.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ope/iegps/index.html.

AORC

This program provides grants to eligible consortia of United States institutions of higher education to establish or operate overseas research centers that promote postgraduate research, exchanges, and area studies. Grants awarded under this program may be used to pay all or a portion of the cost of establishing or operating a center or program, including the cost of faculty and staff stipends and salaries; faculty, staff, and student travel; the operation and maintenance of overseas facilities; the cost of teaching and research materials; the cost of acquisition, maintenance, and preservation of library collections; the cost of bringing visiting scholars and faculty to a center to teach or to conduct research; the cost of organizing and managing conferences; and the cost of publications and dissemination of material for the scholarly and general public. 
BIE

This program provides funds to institutions of higher education that enter into an agreement with a trade association and/or business for two purposes: to improve the academic teaching of the business curriculum and to conduct outreach activities that expand the capacity of the business community to engage in international economic activities.

The purpose of the program is to promote education and training that will contribute to the ability of United States business to prosper in an international economy. The legislation authorized the Secretary of Education to award grants to institutions of higher education to provide suitable international training to business personnel in various stages of professional development.

Eligible activities include, but are not limited to: 

· Improvement of the business and international education curriculum of institutions to serve the needs of the business community, including the development of new programs for mid-career or part-time students; 

· Development of programs to inform the public of increasing international economic interdependence and the role of American business within the international economic system; 

· Internationalization of curricula at the junior and community college level, and at undergraduate and graduate schools of business; 

· Development of area studies programs and inter-disciplinary international programs; 

· Establishment of export education programs; 

· Research for and development of specialized teaching materials appropriate to business-oriented students; 

· Establishment of student and faculty fellowships and internships or other training or research opportunities; 

· Creating opportunities for business and professional faculty to strengthen international skills; 

· Development of research programs on issues of common interest to institutions of higher education and private sector organizations and associations engaged in or promoting international economic activity; 

· The establishment of internships overseas to enable foreign language students to develop their foreign language skills and knowledge of foreign cultures and societies; 

· The establishment of linkages overseas with institutions of higher education and organizations that contribute to the educational objectives of this section; and 

· Summer institutes in international business, foreign area and other international studies designed to carry out the purposes of this section. (See: http://www.docp.wright.edu/bie/.)
CIBE

This program provides funding to schools of business for curriculum development, research, and training on issues of importance to US trade and competitiveness.  The Centers for International Business Education (CIBE) Program was created under the Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988 to increase and promote the nation’s capacity for international understanding and economic enterprise.  Administered by the U.S. Department of Education under Title VI, Part B of the Higher Education Act of 1965, the CIBE program has successfully linked the manpower and information needs of U.S. business with the international education, language training, and research capacities of universities throughout the nation.  

Federal funding has been a fundamental element in the success of the CIBE program by providing the centers with the motivation and enthusiasm to develop new knowledge, create innovative academic programs, offer relevant and useful business outreach activities, and engineer cooperative relationships that link university resources with business needs for addressing the challenges of a dynamic international environment.  As regional and national resource centers, the CIBEs strengthen the ability of U.S. firms to compete successfully, incorporate international content into curricula, and develop internationally-oriented interdisciplinary programs. 

The programmatic requirements of the legislation mandate that every Center will provide a comprehensive array of services and that funded centers will: 

· Be national resources for the teaching of improved business techniques, strategies, and methodologies which emphasize the international context in which business is transacted; 

· Provide instruction in critical foreign languages and international fields needed to provide an understanding of the cultures and customs of United States trading partners; 

· Provide research and training in the international aspects of trade, commerce, and other fields of study; 

· Provide training to students enrolled in the institution or institutions in which a Center is located; 

· Serve as regional resources to local businesses by offering programs and providing research designed to meet the international training needs of such businesses; and 

· Serve other faculty, students, and institutions of higher education located within their region. 

The programmatic requirements of the Act oblige each of the centers to develop a comprehensive set of activities congruent with the Act’s mandates.  By creatively developing a wide array of activities, the Centers capitalize upon their respective strengths while simultaneously responding to the unique needs of the business and educational communities each serves.   Centers have responded positively to the Act’s mandates in the following ways: 

· Recruiting faculty from every state in the Union to learn more about the dynamics of international business and the means for coping with the challenges of the global marketplace; 

· Creating innovative curricula that have exposed students to the subtleties of international business; 

· Instilling U.S. managers with the skills and self-confidence needed for making the United States increasingly competitive in the global marketplace. 

The diversity among the programmatic offerings of the centers has proven to be a rich resource for the CIBE network.  CIBEs have drawn upon the network’s collective resources to focus on faculty development, engage in business and educational outreach, and design innovative academic programs, courses, and activities.  CIBE activities can be categorized into five key areas: 

1. 
International Business Curriculum Development 

· Developing and integrating an international dimension into business courses 

· Introducing a business dimension into foreign language courses 

· Offering overseas internship and academic exchange programs for students and faculty 

· Developing innovative programs for teaching foreign languages 

2. 
Educational Outreach 

· Providing a national resource to other educational institutions for teaching international business techniques and methodologies 

· Providing expertise, guidance, and training programs to other educational institutions wishing to internationalize their curricula 

· Sponsoring faculty development programs focused on all major geographic regions of the world 

3. Research 

· Sponsoring research projects aimed at increasing the international competitiveness of American businesses engaged in global competition or research focused on those firms interested in gaining entry into international markets 

· Exploring the linkages between emerging organizational and management practices and competitive advantage 

· Providing practical answers to management challenges associated with international competition    

4.
Language Curriculum & Faculty Development 

· Supporting programs designed to develop and introduce foreign commercial language courses into the foreign language curricula 

· Sponsoring development programs for foreign language faculty from two- and four-year colleges and universities interested in integrating business content or course development into their courses 

5. Business Outreach 

· Offering conferences on current international political and economic events that are vital to successful involvement in international markets 

· Preparing university and college students with global awareness and the sensitivity to cultural and international business skills expected by firms engaged in the global marketplace

TICFIA

The purpose of Technological Innovation and Cooperation for Foreign Information Access (TICFIA) Program is to support projects that will develop innovative techniques or programs using new electronic technologies to collect information from foreign sources. Grants will be made to access, collect, organize, preserve, and widely disseminate information on world regions and countries other than the United States that address our Nation's teaching and research needs in international education and foreign languages.

Authorized Activities
Grants under this section may be used to --

· facilitate access to or preserve foreign information resources in print or electronic forms; 

· develop new means of immediate, full-text document delivery for information and scholarship from abroad; 

· develop new means of shared electronic access to international data; 

· support collaborative projects of indexing, cataloging, and other means of bibliographic access for scholars to important research materials published or distributed outside the United States; 

· develop methods for the wide dissemination of resources written in non-Roman language alphabets; 

· assist teachers of less commonly taught languages in acquiring, via electronic and other means, materials suitable for classroom use; 

· promote collaborative technology-based projects in foreign languages, area studies, and international studies among grant recipients under this title; and 

· support other eligible activities consistent with the purposes and intent of the legislation. 


EELIAS System Analysis: Grant Activities Measured and Observations

AORC

Since AORC activities have not yet been measured on the system, present concerns focus on ensuring that all possible types of applicable activities can be reported on and quantified where possible.  The legislation allows for a wide range of infrastructure support as well as for program activities; ORCs may choose any combination of those, depending on their specific programs and the availability of other types of support.  

The EELIAS instrument, therefore, needs to be as comprehensive as possible without being unduly burdensome.  However, all activities made possible by or partly funded by AORC funds need to be represented.  Although the instrument clearly has been redesigned and looks more attractive than it did before, the present format still has some content problems.  In addition, instructions and some screens were borrowed from other programs and still need to be tailored to AORC.

BIE

The current instrument measures the appropriate grant activities and the potential array of programs supported by BIE as well as tracks the impact of the BIE grant as much as possible given the often open-ended nature of activities at a university.  The instrument clearly incorporates all the suggestions made in 2000/2001 when the instrument was “field tested” and is “user friendly.”

The system has sufficient flexibility in the comments section to insure that no information is lost, and thus is positioned to ensure success.  The Help area is particularly useful.   The EELIAS online measurement system serves the purpose well, with a few minor suggestions for revision which appear in the Recommendations section below.

CIBE

The instrument as of August 2003 does an adequate job of measuring most of the grant-related activities in the CIBE program.  The diversity of institutions involved in this program, combined with the broad purposes of the enabling legislation, has resulted in a wide variety of center objectives, approaches, and programs.  Any measurement instrument that fully captured this diversity would be overly complex; the current design therefore represents a reasonable compromise between practicality and inclusiveness.    

The reporting design as it currently exists is reasonable.  As such, the data requested, e.g., the number of hours a student spent in an internship, is manageable.  Narrative entries allow amplification of quantitative data through qualitative measures, e.g., potential to follow on grant requests stimulated by participation in the BIE program.

However, every CIBE has valuable programs and activities that are not included in the reporting design.  The CIBE at the University of Michigan counted 5-6 areas that do not fit the GPRA design. Here are examples of activities that would not be reported under the current GPRA design, at least from the Michigan perspective:

1. 
Language courses that are not dedicated business language courses but that have business-oriented modules: Michigan did this for Thai and Vietnamese, since their low enrollments could not support a separate business course. Instead, this material appears as a module in the third of fourth year of the regular course sequence.

2.
Materials developed for teaching business languages, e.g., the Business Arabic textbook at the University of Michigan:  The only section that comes close is a reference to teaching cases under publications.  Note that there is space to report on materials development at the K-12 level, even though this is not a mandated activity.

3.
Domestic internships with international content: A CIBE can only report on "overseas" experiences.  This includes any kind of export advice to local firms, including group field projects for academic credit.

4.
Faculty service, such as management consulting, serving on boards, etc.: This is where faculty expertise has some of its greatest impact.

5.
Studies of curriculum and training:  This is explicitly mentioned in the mandate, i.e., CIBEs are supposed to study their own programs and determine their effectiveness. This is part of a general trend away from this area—no one seems to do much of this any more.

6.
Visiting foreign scholars: Michigan mentions that a CIBE can only report on this if it funds travel, but in  most cases the visiting foreign scholars have their own money and need to get administrative support, e.g., housing, course advising, ID cards, etc.

7.
Business curriculum: Michigan still doesn't directly measure the impact of CIBER funds on the business curriculum. Instead, it lists the total number of international business courses taught by discipline. One can look at those numbers over time to see whether they have increased, but even if one did this, there would be no way to assess the impact of the federal money.  One can report on new "programs" on the second page, but that should be defined as something broader than single course.  

8.
Language Courses (page 4) and Outreach Activities K-12 (page 12):  These screens request reporting data that are not directly relevant to CIBE legislation.  Nevertheless, these data are useful for informational purposes and should be retained. 

If that experience is extrapolated across the thirty centers, there may be well over one hundred areas of activity that are not covered. Nevertheless, the instrument captures the vast majority of programs and activities, and Michigan’s extensive consultations with other centers suggest that their experience would be very similar.  This issue should be revisited when a complete redesign of the reporting system is due.  

TICFIA

The EELIAS instrument keeps track of the data for the TICFIA program in an organized, easy-to-read fashion.  The instrument effectively tabulates the quantitative data on the grant activities, including:

1. The U.S. and non-U.S. partners and collaborators, number and type, e.g., libraries, universities, associations, organizations, government and non-government entities, as well as the countries of the partners. 

2. The number of foreign information resources collected, including citation records, texts, graphic objects, audio and video materials, data sets, and Websites accessed, data sets and digital records created, transferred to electronic format, and available to clientele in electronic format. 

3. The disciplines, world areas and languages of foreign information resources collected with ample space to record “other” grant activities.  

4. The methods of transmittal of foreign resources: CD/CD ROMS printed and disseminated, shared via interlibrary loan/document delivery, shared via file transfer protocol delivery, and Websites made available.

5. The target audiences of materials dissemination, including business, elementary and secondary schools, government, NGO’s, military, media, legal, and health professions.

6. Participation in international exchange through the collection of data on TICFIA-supported travel to and from the U.S.  The travelers’ country of origin and destination are measured, in addition to the purpose of their travel.  Among the reasons for participant travel are conferences, lectures, faculty development, curriculum development, instruction, library acquisition, exchanges, linkages, research, and study.
7. Budget.

In terms of using the system, the “View reports” facilitates making and accessing reports on the system.  Another helpful function is the ability to put the reports into an easily printable format.

Recommendations
AORC

A. 
Narratives

1. 
Abstract 

This is the "project" abstract, not a description of the center.  The Center information should ask for an abstract of the project, as well as a brief description of the ORC's activities or mission statement.   The project abstract only asks for the activities that are specifically funded by the AORC grant, not for the mission.  

2.
Collaborations

The information page and the instruction page have conflicting definitions.  The questionnaire specifically limits the information requested to collaboration with other Title VI/FH programs.  The instructions (which include "collaboration" under project data, not narrative, as do the screens) specifically ask for the total of US partners/collaborators and foreign partners/collaborators.  This may again be TICFIA-derived, but it is in fact a good question for the ORCs, too.  As is the Title VI/FH question.  Both should be accommodated.

B.
Project Data

1.
Center Information

a.
“Other” members: 250 characters is not enough under "other" institutional members; AIYS, a small ORC, this year has 8 institutional members who are not in the pull-down menu.

b.
World Areas: Why did the "world areas" drop out?

c.
Countries: Four countries are not enough (both AIMS and WARA deal with 5, respectively in North Africa and West Africa)

2.
Researcher Profiles

a.
Researcher profiles present a problem, since very little, if any, AORC money goes to the individual researcher as outright fellowship support or any other kind of direct financial assistance.  AORC funds allow ORCs to provide facilitative services for all researchers who need them -- this is reflected in the "Facilitative Services" page -- and should be reflected in the wording at the header of the Researcher Profile page, too.  Thus "researcher supported by the AORC" should be "researchers whose work is facilitated by the AORC."

b.
The choices under academic status are somewhat limiting.  Pre/post PhD is a distinction that applies only in disciplines where a PhD shows that the individual has become a professional.  In quite a number of other fields, there are final degrees other than a PhD that confer this status (architects, librarians, etc), and these people can do research in international areas.  If the question is left as it is: doctorate completed/not completed, it will skew the overview of the researchers.  There should be a third category: professional degree completed.

c.
The number of words allowed for the individual’s research is more than was allowed in the past for a description of the ORC's activities (it went up from 350 to 1740 characters).  The level of detail this elicits would be appropriate for a fellowship program but not for an AORC program -- unless of course a total overview of all individual researchers is desired.

3.
Facilitative Services

350 characters may be too few for the comments 

4. 
Publications and Research Presentations 

a.
The list appears to be a report on individual scholars, rather than on the activity of centers.  There ought to be "conferences" as well as "conference presentations" (just like "books" and "chapters").  

b.
"Authored" has the same limiting implication; so does one then need "books published"? Both kinds of information (individual- and center-oriented) should be collected.

c.
The order is odd, with conference papers in between books.

d.
Journal articles either are "refereed" or “not refereed”; but they are not "referred."

5.   Sources of Funding

a.
Publications should go in there, too.  

b. 
The "instructions" are not for AORC but for TICFIA.  So the questionnaire screen verbiage has to be fixed, too.

6.  
Participant in international travel from the US

a. 
The space for "Other" under "purpose" is too short.  

b. 
The instructions refer to TICFIA.

7.  
Budget 

This may again be a mix-up with TICFIA and other programs.  Unlike TICFIA, AORC has not required designated matching funds. Eligible ORCs and their activities will have serious "other" money in the expense categories supported by the AORC grant.  If the evaluation instrument is to elicit this information it should be specific and change the wording from "matching" to "other."  In any case the "instructions" specifically mention TICFIA.

C. 
Instructions
The set of instructions attached here specifically relates to the TICFIA program.  This has had serious implications on some of the screens, too, as pointed out above.

BIE

There are a few recommendations for improvement:

A.   
Report Scope: Continued Grantees

Possibly create a higher standard of review for ‘follow on’ applicants who seek their second or even third BIE grant.  While the BIE instrument asks if the applicant has received a previous grant there is nothing to track across the BIE line.

B. 
Project Data: International Business Programs

1. 
Add ‘new degree’ to the types of new comments types of programs

2. 
Include recording a ‘degree’.

CIBE

General comments on the current instrument:

A. 
Narratives

When the CIBE at Michigan last did the narrative section of the system, the word limits did not match those in the instructions.  Please make sure that this is fixed. 

B. 
Project Data

1.  Business Language Courses

a. There are too many languages in the dropdown menu.  Instead include 10-12 of the most commonly taught languages, and then use the category of “other” for people to add other languages as needed.  The current menu has 23 versions of Arabic, with Modern Standard Arabic deeply buried in the middle of them.  This makes the dropdown menu unnecessarily long and difficult to use to find the few languages taught at a school.

b. Include a question on how many students are in each business language class at each level.

2.  Business Languages Taught

The heading on the main screen doesn’t match that on the side.  It’s called “Language Courses created or enhanced” and then doesn’t provide a place to indicate which it is: created or enhanced.”

3.
Master’s Degree Graduates

Change “Graduates with degree in other areas” to “Graduates from professional schools other than business.”  It is not clear as stated. 

4. 
Doctoral Placements

No such thing as “Private sector: not-for-profit.”  “Non-profit” is better. 

5. 
Faculty and Doctoral Student Development 

a. The “CIBE or non-CIBE” term on the input pages is not clear.  Change to:  “Total faculty participants, regardless of affiliation.” 

b. The “CIBE Sponsor:  Yes/No” question does not match well with the instructions at the top of the page.  Change to:  “CIBE was a: sponsor/co-sponsor.” 

6.
Participation in International Travel

You say some fields are required, suggesting that the fields on other pages are optional. 

C. 
Instructions 

1.  
Repeat unnecessarily. 

2.  
When you label a list in the instructions with letters, you should use the same letters to label the corresponding parts of the input sheets.   

3.  
For “Business Programs”, there is no definition of “program.”  This was in an earlier draft and seems to have disappeared. 

4.  
For “Business Languages Taught”, “business student” is not defined.  This was also in an earlier draft and was later deleted. 

5.  
For “Publications and Presentation” paragraph C:  The first sentence does not make sense to me.  Use:  “Report on all research and presentation output.”  

6.  
For “Participation in International Travel”:  This was added later and is not necessary—the labels are self-explanatory.

D. 
Experience Reporting on EELIAS

1.
It was possible at one time to enter data in more than one on-line account.  There should be only one data entry account available at any time to avoid confusion. 

2. 
Several centers have complained about the system being slow and unstable—this was particularly the case when they entered data at the end of the 1998-2002 grant period. 




TICFIA

Here are recommendations for revision of the EELIAS online reporting instrument for the TICFIA program.

A. 
Narrative

In the Create/Edit Projects section under “Narratives”, two headings are inconsistent.  These are “Project status” on the side bar, and “Status/Impact” on the screen.

B. 
Project Data: Participation in International Travel

1. 
In the heading “Participation in international travel FROM the U.S.” the caps in FROM need to be corrected.

2.
Under the tab “Project data”, Travel to U.S. needs to have the same dropdown menus as Travel from U.S.  Add the Purpose of Travel dropdown menu to the former.

C. 
Instructions

1.
“Instructions” offers the same information found in the “Help” section.  This redundancy might be addressed in the revision of the instrument.

2. 
Under “Instructions”, the box for “Project Identification” should be consistent with those for the other three headings.

3. 
The FAQs do not appear and need to be added.

Works Cited
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Appendix: NFLC Responses to Task Force Recommendations

Below are NFLC responses to the Task Force specific recommendations.  “Yes” indicates that the change was made to the system; “No” indicates why the change was not made.  The table follows the same order as the “Recommendations” section.

	Program and User
	Specific Recommendation
	NFLC Responses

	AORC Director
	A1. Abstract

This is the "project" abstract, not a description of the center.  The Center information should ask for an abstract of the project, as well as a brief description of the ORC's activities or mission statement.   The project abstract only asks for the activities that are specifically funded by the AORC grant, not for the mission.  
	NO: NFLC did not change this wording.  IEGPS will need to review for next version.

	AORC Director
	A2.  Collaborations

The information page and the instruction page have conflicting definitions.  The questionnaire specifically limits the information requested to collaboration with other Title VI/FH programs.  The instructions (which include "collaboration" under project data, not narrative, as do the screens) specifically ask for the total of US partners/collaborators and foreign partners/collaborators.  This may again be TICFIA-derived, but it is in fact a good question for the ORCs, too.  As is the Title VI/FH question.  Both should be accommodated.
	NO: NFLC did not change this wording.  IEGPS will need to review for next version.

	AORC Director
	B1. Center Information

a. “Other” members: 250 characters is not enough under "other" institutional members; AIYS, a small ORC, this year has 8 institutional members who are not in the pull-down menu.
	NO: NFLC did not change this.  IEGPS will need to review for next version.

	AORC Director
	B1. Center Information

b. World Areas: Why did the "world areas" drop out?
	NO: NFLC did not change this.  IEGPS will need to review for next version.

	AORC Director
	B1. Center Information

c.  Countries: Four countries are not enough (both AIMS and WARA deal with 5, respectively in North Africa and West Africa)
	NO: NFLC did not change this.  IEGPS will need to review for next version.

	AORC Director
	B2.  Researcher Profiles

a. Researcher profiles present a problem, since very little, if any, AORC money goes to the individual researcher as outright fellowship support or any other kind of direct financial assistance.  AORC funds allow ORCs to provide facilitative services for all researchers who need them -- this is reflected in the "Facilitative Services" page -- and should be reflected in the wording at the header of the Researcher Profile page, too.  Thus "researcher supported by the AORC" should be "researchers whose work is facilitated by the AORC."
	YES: NFLC updated the cue.



	AORC Director
	B2.  Researcher Profiles

b. The choices under academic status are somewhat limiting.  Pre/post PhD is a distinction that applies only in disciplines where a PhD shows that the individual has become a professional.  In quite a number of other fields, there are final degrees other than a PhD that confer this status (architects, librarians, etc), and these people can do research in international areas.  If the question is left as it is: doctorate completed/not completed, it will skew the overview of the researchers.  There should be a third category: professional degree completed.
	NO: NFLC did not change this.  IEGPS will need to review for next version.

	AORC Director
	B3.  Researcher Profiles

c. The number of words allowed for the individual’s research is more than was allowed in the past for a description of the ORC's activities (it went up from 350 to 1740 characters).  The level of detail this elicits would be appropriate for a fellowship program but not for an AORC program -- unless of course a total overview of all individual researchers is desired.
	NO: NFLC did not change this.  IEGPS will need to review for the next version.

	AORC Director
	B3.  Facilitative Services

350 characters may be too few for the comments
	NO: NFLC did not change this.  IEGPS will need to review for the next version.

	AORC Director
	B4. Publications and Research Presentations 

a. The list appears to be a report on individual scholars, rather than on the activity of centers.  There ought to be "conferences" as well as "conference presentations" (just like "books" and "chapters").  
	NO: NFLC did not change this.  IEGPS will need to review for next version.

	AORC Director
	B4. Publications and Research Presentations 

b. "Authored" has the same limiting implication; so does one then need "books published"? Both kinds of information (individual- and center-oriented) should be collected.
	NO: NFLC did not change this. IEGPS will need to review for next version.

	AORC Director
	B4. Publications and Research Presentations

c. The order is odd, with conference papers in between books.
	NO: NFLC did not change this. IEGPS will need to review for next version.

	AORC Director
	B4.  Publications and Research Presentations 

d. Journal articles either are "refereed" or “not refereed”; but they are not "referred."
	YES: NFLC updated this spelling.

	AORC Director
	B5.  Sources of Funding

a. Publications should go in there, too. 
	NO: NFLC did not change the screen.  IEGPS will need to review for next version.

	AORC Director
	B5.  Sources of Funding

b. The "instructions" are not for AORC but for TICFIA.  So the questionnaire screen verbiage has to be fixed, too.
	YES: NFLC updated the instructions.

	AORC Director
	B6.  Participant in international travel from the US

a. The space for "Other" under "purpose" is too short. 
	NO: NFLC did not change the screen.  IEGPS will need to review for next version.

	AORC Director
	B6.  Participant in international travel from the US

b. The instructions refer to TICFIA.
	YES: NFLC updated the instructions.

	AORC Director
	B7.  Budget

This may again be a mix-up with TICFIA and other programs.  Unlike TICFIA, AORC has not required designated matching funds. Eligible ORCs and their activities will have serious "other" money in the expense categories supported by the AORC grant.  If the evaluation instrument is to elicit this information it should be specific and change the wording from "matching" to "other."  In any case the "instructions" specifically mention TICFIA.
	YES: NFLC updated the instructions, but did not change the screen.

	AORC Director
	C. Instructions

The set of instructions attached here specifically relates to the TICFIA program.  This has had serious implications on some of the screens, too, as pointed out above.
	YES: NFLC updated the instructions for AORC users.

	BIE Director
	A. Report Scope: Continued Grantees

Possibly create a higher standard of review for ‘follow on’ applicants who seek their second or even third BIE grant.  While the BIE instrument asks if the applicant has received a previous grant there is nothing to track across the BIE line.
	NO: NFLC did not change the instrument.  IEGPS will need to review for next version.

	BIE Director
	B1. Project Data: International Business Programs

Add ‘new degree’ to the types of new comments types of programs
	NO: NFLC did not add the field.

	BIE Director
	B2. Project Data: International Business Programs

Include recording a ‘degree’.
	NO: NFLC did not add the field.

	CIBE Director
	A. Narratives

When the CIBE at Michigan last did the narrative section of the system, the word limits did not match those in the instructions.  Please make sure that this is fixed. 
	YES: NFLC updated instructions with information for users on word count and pasting in text.

	CIBE Director
	B1.  Business Language Courses

a. There are too many languages in the dropdown menu.  Instead include 10-12 of the most commonly taught languages, and then use the category of “other” for people to add other languages as needed.  The current menu has 23 versions of Arabic, with Modern Standard Arabic deeply buried in the middle of them.  This makes the dropdown menu unnecessarily long and difficult to use to find the few languages taught at a school.
	NO: NFLC did not change the list since it is a standardized list across the system.

	CIBE Director
	B1.  Business Language Courses

b. Include a question on how many students are in each business language class at each level.
	NO: NFLC did not change the instrument.  IEGPS will need to review for next version.

	CIBE Director
	B2.  Business Languages Taught

The heading on the main screen doesn’t match that on the side.  It’s called “Language Courses created or enhanced” and then doesn’t provide a place to indicate which it is: created or enhanced.”
	YES: NFLC updated the header.

	CIBE Director
	B3.  Master’s Degree Graduates

Change “Graduates with degree in other areas” to “Graduates from professional schools other than business.”  It is not clear as stated. 
	YES: NFLC updated the header. 



	CIBE Director
	B4. Doctoral Placements

No such thing as “Private sector: not-for-profit.”  “Non-profit” is better. 
	NO: NFLC did not change the instrument.  IEGPS will need to review for next version.

	CIBE Director
	B5. Faculty and Doctoral Student Development 

a. The “CIBE or non-CIBE” term on the input pages is not clear.  Change to:  “Total faculty participants, regardless of affiliation.” 
	YES: NFLC updated the header. 



	CIBE Director
	B5. Faculty and Doctoral Student Development 

b. The “CIBE Sponsor:  Yes/No” question does not match well with the instructions at the top of the page.  Change to:  “CIBE was a: sponsor/co-sponsor.” 
	YES: NFLC updated the header. 



	CIBE Director
	B6.  Participation in International Travel

You say some fields are required, suggesting that the fields on other pages are optional. 
	NO: NFLC did not make any changes to the instrument.

	CIBE Director
	C1. Instructions 

Repeat unnecessarily. 
	YES: NFLC updated the instructions for all instruments.

	CIBE Director
	C2. Instructions 

When you label a list in the instructions with letters, you should use the same letters to label the corresponding parts of the input sheets.  
	YES: NFLC updated the instructions.

	CIBE Director
	C3. Instructions 

For “Business Programs”, there is no definition of “program.”  This was in an earlier draft and seems to have disappeared.
	NO: NFLC did not change instructions—previous versions did not appear to have definition of “program.”

	CIBE Director
	C4. Instructions 

For “Business Languages Taught”, “business student” is not defined.  This was also in an earlier draft and was later deleted. 
	NO: NFLC did not change instructions—previous versions did not appear to have definition of “business student.”

	CIBE Director
	C5. Instructions 

For “Publications and Presentation” paragraph C:  The first sentence does not make sense to me.  Use:  “Report on all research and presentation output.”  
	NO: NFLC did not change standardized cue.

	CIBE Director
	C6. Instructions 

For “Participation in International Travel”:  This was added later and is not necessary—the labels are self-explanatory.
	YES: NFLC updated instructions.

	CIBE Director
	D1. Experience Reporting on EELIAS

It was possible at one time to enter data in more than one on-line account.  There should be only one data entry account available at any time to avoid confusion. 
	NO: NFLC does not recommend this, but it cannot be changed on the current system.

	CIBE Director
	D2. Experience Reporting on EELIAS

Several centers have complained about the system being slow and unstable—this was particularly the case when they entered data at the end of the 1998-2002 grant period. 
	YES: NFLC improved the service provider for the system.

	TICFIA Director
	A. Narrative

In the Create/Edit Projects section under “Narratives”, two headings are inconsistent.  These are “Project status” on the side bar, and “Status/Impact” on the screen.
	NO: NFLC did not change.

	TICFIA Director
	B1. Project Data: Participation in International Travel
In the heading “Participation in international travel FROM the U.S.” the caps in FROM need to be corrected.
	NO: NFLC did not change header as it is for user clarification.

	TICFIA Director
	B2. Project Data: Participation in International Travel

Under the tab “Project data”, Travel to U.S. needs to have the same dropdown menus as Travel from U.S.  Add the Purpose of Travel dropdown menu to the former.
	NO: NFLC did not change header as it is for user clarification.

	TICFIA Director
	C1. Instructions: “Instructions” offers the same information found in the “Help” section.  This redundancy might be addressed in the revision of the instrument.
	NO: They are the same information accessible either directly by screen or in the Help section.

	TICFIA Director
	C2. Instructions:  Under “Instructions”, the box for “Project Identification” should be consistent with those for the other three headings.
	YES: NFLC updated instructions

	TICFIA Director
	C3. Instructions:  The FAQs do not appear and need to be added.
	YES: NFLC updated FAQs.
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