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amelioration of an EUC’s restrictive
language.

(b) The Under Secretary of Defense
for Policy shall:

(1) Consult with the USD(A) on waiv-
ers authorized by this part and, if ap-
propriate, coordinate with the Depart-
ment of State.

(2) When requested, and in coordina-
tion with the USD(A), assist the Mili-
tary Departments and Defense Agen-
cies in negotiating the elimination or
amelioration of the EUC’s restrictive
language.

(3) Develop procedures for coordina-
tion and review of EUC’s internally and
with the Department of State.

(4) Establish, with the concurrence of
the USD(A), specific acceptable end use
restrictions in addition to those set
forth in Category I, which shall be
added immediately to Category I and a
corresponding administrative change
made to § 205.4(c)(1).

(c) The Secretaries of the Military
Departments and the Directors of the
Defense Agencies shall:

(1) Authorize the execution of Cat-
egory I and II EUCs in accordance with
the procedures outlined in § 205.6. This
responsibility may not be delegated by
the Directors of Defense Agencies; it
may be delegated by Secretaries of the
Military Departments to civilian offi-
cers of their respective departments
appointed by the President with the
advice and consent of the Senate. Once
EUC execution is authorized, the Direc-
tor of a Defense Agency, or Military
Department civilian official who has
been delegated authorization authority
may delegate the authority to sign in-
dividual EUCs.

(2) Establish procedures to ensure
compliance with this part. These proce-
dures should ensure compliance, for the
life of the purchased item, with the
transfer or use restrictions agreed to in
signing an EUC. They should also en-
sure 21-calendar day notification to
USD(A) before authorizing the execu-
tion of a Category II EUC.

§ 205.6 Procedures.
(a) Procedures for the three cat-

egories of EUCs established in § 205.4(c)
are:

(1) Category I. Secretaries of the
Military Departments and Directors of

Defense Agencies may authorize Cat-
egory I EUCs.

(2) Category II. Not less than 21 cal-
endar days before authorizing the exe-
cution of a Category II EUC, Military
Departments and Defense Agencies
shall provide notification to the
USD(A). The notification will contain a
description of the item and the limita-
tions to be imposed by the exporting
government. The USD(A) shall coordi-
nate with the USD(P), providing at
least 14 days for review. If appropriate,
the USD(P) shall coordinate with the
Department of State. The USD(A) shall
notify the submitting DoD Component
of any further action required before
final authorization of the EUC; other-
wise, concurrence may be assumed
after expiration of the 21-day period.

(3) Category III. To acquire an item
requiring a Category III EUC, the Sec-
retary of a Military Department or Di-
rector of a Defense Agency must re-
quest a waiver from the USD(A). Re-
quests for waivers should specify:

(i) Why it is in the interest of the
U.S. Government to procure the item.

(ii) The limitations to be imposed by
the exporting government and a jus-
tification for acceptance of those limi-
tations by the U.S. Government.

(iii) A statement that no satisfactory
alternative to the item, considering
cost, schedule, or operational require-
ments, is available from domestic or
foreign sources without equivalent lim-
itations.
The USD(A) shall coordinate the waiv-
er with the USD(P), who, if appro-
priate, shall then coordinate with the
Department of State. USD(A) shall no-
tify the submitting DoD Component of
the results.

(b) Copies of signed EUCs of all three
categories shall be provided promptly
to USD(A).

(c) A record of any waivers or modi-
fications of this policy shall be main-
tained by the USD(A).

PART 206—NATIONAL SECURITY
EDUCATION PROGRAM (NSEP)
GRANTS TO INSTITUTIONS OF
HIGHER EDUCATION

Sec.
206.1 Major characteristics of the NSEP in-

stitutional grants program.
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AUTHORITY: 20 U.S.C. 1141(a).

SOURCE: 59 FR 26116, May 19, 1994, unless
otherwise noted.

§ 206.1 Major characteristics of the
NSEP institutional grants program.

(a) The Institutional Grants Program
provides support in the form of grants
to U.S. institutions of higher edu-
cation. During the 1994–95 and 1995–96
academic years, a program of pilot
grants is being initiated with an an-
nual competition for grants held dur-
ing the spring of each year. Grants to
institutions will complement NSEP
scholarship and fellowship programs.
NSEP encourages the development of
programs and curricula which:

(1) Improves the quality and infra-
structure of international education;

(2) Addresses issues of national ca-
pacity; and

(3) Defines innovative approaches to
issues not addressed by NSEP scholar-
ship and fellowship programs.

(b) The NSEP Grants Program is de-
signed to address a number of impor-
tant objectives critical to the United
States:

(1) To equip Americans with an un-
derstanding of less commonly taught
languages and cultures and enable
them to become integrally involved in
global issues.

(2) To build a critical base of future
leaders in the marketplace and in gov-
ernment service who have cultivated
international relationships and worked
and studied along-side foreign experts.

(3) To develop a cadre of profes-
sionals with more than the traditional
knowledge of language and culture who
can use this ability to help the U.S.
make sound decisions and deal effec-
tively with global issues; and

(4) To enhance institutional capacity
and increase the number of faculty who
can educate U.S. citizens toward
achieving these goals.

(c) Grants will be awarded for initial
1- or 2-year periods. Potential follow-on
commitments will be based on a rig-
orous evaluation and assessment proc-
ess. Between 15 and 25 awards are ex-
pected to be made in the first year

ranging from approximately $25,000 to
$250,000. These are only estimates and
do not bind the NSEP to a specific
number of grants or to the amount of
the grant.

(d) The following key characteristics
will be emphasized in the NSEP Insti-
tutional Grants Program:

(1) Programmatic in emphasis. The pur-
pose of the grants is to address weak-
nesses and gaps in programs and cur-
ricula. The grants should be used to
strengthen the national capacity in
international education. While ‘‘oper-
ational’’ support for already existing
centers and projects may be a compo-
nent of a grant, NSEP emphasizes com-
mitment of its limited resources to
projects that establish and improve
educational programs available to stu-
dents and teachers.

(2) Demand and requirements oriented.
Grants are designed to address national
needs. These needs must be clearly ar-
ticulated and defended in a grant pro-
posal. It must be clear that the fol-
lowing questions are addressed:

(i) Who will benefit from the program
funded by the grant?

(ii) What need does the program ad-
dress?

(iii) How will this program augment
the capacity of the Federal Govern-
ment or of the field of education in
areas consistent with the objectives of
the NSEP? How does it fit the national
requirement?

(3) Cooperation and collaboration
among institutions is mandated in
order to ensure that a wider cross-sec-
tion of colleges and universities benefit
from a program funded under NSEP.
NSEP is committed to providing oppor-
tunities to the widest cross-section of
the higher education population as is
feasible. Cooperation can be in the
form of formal consortia arrangements
or less formal but equally effective
agreements among institutions. Both
vertical (among different types of in-
stitutions) and horizontal (among simi-
lar institutions across functional
areas) integration are encouraged. Out-
reach to institutions that do not nor-
mally benefit from such programs is
also strongly favored.

(4) Complementary to other Federal
programs such as Title VI of the High-
er Education Act. NSEP is designed to

VerDate 11<MAY>2000 01:58 Aug 10, 2000 Jkt 190117 PO 00000 Frm 00340 Fmt 8010 Sfmt 8010 Y:\SGML\190117T.XXX pfrm02 PsN: 190117T



341

Office of the Secretary of Defense § 206.3

address gaps and shortfalls in Higher
Education and to build and expand na-
tional capacity. NSEP recognizes that
base capacity currently exists in some
foreign languages and area studies. It
also recognizes that funding shortfalls
and other factors have contributed to
tremendous gaps and weaknesses.
Funding for expansion of the inter-
national education infrastructure re-
mains limited. Duplication of effort is
not affordable. NSEP encourages new
initiatives as well as expansion of ex-
isting programs to increase supply in
cases where the demand cannot be met
and encourages efforts that increase
demand.

(5) NSEP encourages proposals that
address two categories of issues relat-
ing to the mission of NSEP:

(i) Programs in specific foreign lan-
guages, countries or areas; and/or

(ii) Programs addressing profes-
sional, disciplinary and/or inter-
disciplinary opportunities involving
international education.

(6) NSEP views student funding as
portable and hopes that universities
will develop ways to move students to
programs and to provide credit with
these programs. NSEP believes that
programs need to be developed that are
available to a wider cross-section of
students. Thus, they need to be ‘‘open’’
to students from other institutions.
Programs might also be ‘‘transport-
able’’ from one institution to another.

(7) NSEP emphasizes leveraging of
funds and cost-sharing in order to
maximize the impact of NSEP funding.
It encourages institutions to seek
other sources of funding to leverage
against NSEP funding and to commit
institutional resources in support of
the program as well. NSEP also empha-
sizes burden sharing between the insti-
tution and the Program. NSEP encour-
ages institutions to demonstrate a
commitment to international edu-
cation and to present a plan for how
funding for the proposed program will
be achieved over a 3–5 year period so
that NSEP can reduce its financial
commitment to programs. The funds
requested from NSEP should minimize
costs allocated to unassigned institu-
tional ‘‘overhead.’’ NSEP institutional
grants are assumed to be for training
programs. Consequently, university/

college indirect costs associated with
training programs should be used as a
general benchmark for determining ap-
propriate overhead rates.

(8) NSEP encourages creativity and
is responsive to the needs of higher
education to expand the capacity to
provide more opportunities for quality
international education. We do not
suggest that the guidelines presented
in the grant solicitation will cover all
problems and issues. Quite to the con-
trary, we encourage careful consider-
ation of issues confronting inter-
national education in the U.S. and
thoughtful proposals that address these
issues, consistent with the overall mis-
sion of the NSEP.

§ 206.2 Eligibility.
Any accredited U.S. institution of

higher education, as defined by section
1201(a) of the Higher Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1141(a)), may apply for
and receive a grant. This includes 2-
and 4-year colleges and universities,
both public and private. Other organi-
zations, associations, and agencies may
be included in proposals but may not
be direct recipients of a grant. Foreign
institutions may also be included in a
proposal but may not be direct recipi-
ents of a grant. Only U.S. citizens and
U.S. institutions may receive funds
through a grant awarded by the NSEP.

§ 206.3 Overall program emphasis.
(a) The NSEP grants to institutions

program focuses on two broad program
areas that reflect the challenges to
building the infrastructure for inter-
national education in U.S. higher edu-
cation:

(1) Development and expansion to
quality programs in overseas locations.

(i) Programs that offer important op-
portunities for U.S. students, both un-
dergraduate and graduate, to study in
critical areas under-represented by
U.S. students, and

(ii) Development of meaningful com-
petencies in foreign languages and cul-
tures.

(2) Development and implementation
of programs and curricula on U.S. cam-
puses that provide more opportunities
for study of foreign languages and cul-
tures and the integration of these stud-
ies into overall programs of study.
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(b) Addressing the need for improving
study abroad infrastructure. The NSEP
encourages the study of foreign cul-
tures and languages typically ne-
glected or under-represented in higher
education. In the foreign language field
these are generally referred to as less
commonly taught languages. In area
studies, these are generally defined as
non-Western European in focus. An in-
tegral part of any student’s inter-
national education is a quality study
abroad experience that includes a sig-
nificant portion devoted to gaining
functional competence in an indige-
nous language and culture. Unfortu-
nately, there are only limited opportu-
nities to study abroad in many foreign
areas. In addition, many programs lack
a quality foreign language component
as well as significantly experiential
components. Historically, more atten-
tion has been paid to the development
of programs in Western Europe where
the student demand has been greater.
NSEP hopes to encourage, through in-
stitutional grants, the development
and/or expansion of infrastructure for
study abroad in critical areas of the
world where capacity does not cur-
rently exist. Programs are encouraged
that:

(1) Expand program opportunities in
critical countries where limited oppor-
tunities currently exist.

(2) Establish program opportunities
in critical countries where no opportu-
nities exist.

(3) Enhance meaningful opportunities
for foreign language and foreign cul-
ture acquisition in conjunction with
study abroad.

(4) Create and expand study abroad op-
portunities for students from diverse dis-
ciplines. In all cases, grants to develop
study abroad infrastructure must ad-
dress issues of demand (how to increase
demand for study in the proposed coun-
tries or regions) and diversity (how to
attract a diverse student population to
study in the proposed countries or re-
gions). Grants may support start-up of
programs or the expansion of a pro-
gram’s capacity to benefit more and/or
different student or to improve the
quality of study abroad instruction.
Proposals can address issues con-
cerning either or both issues of under-
graduate and graduate education.

(c) Addressing the infrastructure for
international education in U.S. higher
education. While studying abroad is an
integral part of becoming more pro-
ficient in one’s understanding of an-
other culture and in becoming more
functionally competent in another lan-
guage, the NSEP also emphasizes the
development and expansion of pro-
grams that address serious shortfalls
that provide a stronger domestic pro-
gram base in areas consistent with the
NSEP mission. The NSEP encourages
grant proposals that address infra-
structure issues. While not limited to
these areas, programs might address
the following issues:

(1) Enhancing foreign language skill ac-
quisition through innovative curriculum
development efforts. Such efforts may
involve intensive language study de-
signed for different types of students.
Less traditional approaches should be
considered as well as ways to provide
foreign language instruction for the
student who may not otherwise have
an opportunity to pursue such instruc-
tion. Functional competency should be
stressed but defined as meaningful for
the particular discipline or field.

(2) Expanding opportunities for inter-
national education in diverse disciplines
and fields and in issues that are cross-
area or cross-national in character. Ef-
forts are encouraged that offer oppor-
tunities for meaningful international
education for those in fields where op-
portunities are not generally available.
There are many fields and disciplines
that are rapidly becoming inter-
national in scope, yet the educational
process does not include a meaningful
international component. In many
cases this is due to a rigid structure in
the field itself that cannot accommo-
date additional requirements, such as
language and culture study. There are
also issues that involve cross-area or
cross-national education or are studied
in comparative terms. Students in
these areas also need quality opportu-
nities in international education.

(3) Provide opportunities for pro-
grammatic studies throughout an under-
graduate or graduate career. Students
frequently study a foreign language or
pursue study abroad opportunities as
adjuncts to their overall program of
study. Innovations in curriculum are
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needed to more thoroughly integrate
aspects of international education into
curriculum throughout a student’s un-
dergraduate or graduate career. The
NSEP encourages institutions to ad-
dress these overall international edu-
cation curriculum issues in their pro-
posals.

(4) Provide opportunities to increase de-
mand for study of foreign areas and lan-
guages. Efforts to develop educational
programs that offer innovative ap-
proaches to increasing demand to in-
clude a meaningful international com-
ponent are encouraged. Proposals are
encouraged to address issues of diver-
sity: how to attract students who have
historically not pursued opportunities
involving international education. Di-
versity includes geographical, racial,
ethnic, and gender factors.

(5) Improve faculty credentials in inter-
national education. Efforts to create
more opportunities for teachers to be-
come competent in foreign cultures
and languages are encouraged. While
NSEP is a higher education program, it
is interested in the potential dynamics
of collaborative efforts that recognize
the shared responsibility of all edu-
cational levels for promoting inter-
national education.

(6) Uses of new technologies. During
the last decade tremendous advances
have been made in the application of
new educational technologies. Such
technologies have enhanced our capac-
ity to improve instruction, broaden ac-
cess, and assess student learning.
NSEP’s objective is not to support
large technology oriented projects.
However, NSEP encourages efforts that
integrate innovative uses of technology
emphasizing how proposed programs
will have significance beyond a local
setting. Proposals that include pro-
posed uses of technology will be re-
quired to demonstrate detailed knowl-
edge of the technology, how it is to be
developed and applied and how student
learning will be impacted.

§ 206.4 Proposal development and re-
view.

The purpose of this section is to ex-
plain the NSEP review process. [NOTE:
A number of important approaches to
proposal development and review have
been adapted from guidelines developed

by the Department of Education’s Of-
fice of Postsecondary Education for its
‘‘Fund for the Improvement of Postsec-
ondary Education (FIPSE)’’.] This in-
formation if intended to aid institu-
tions in the development of proposals
and to provide guidance concerning the
criteria that may be used in reviewing
and evaluating proposals.

(a) The grants to institutions pro-
gram will be administered by the Na-
tional Security Education Program Of-
fice (NSEPO). However, the NSEPO
will function as an administrative of-
fice much in the same manner as the
Institute of International Education
and the Academy for Educational De-
velopment function in administering
NSEP scholarship and fellowship pro-
grams, respectively. The NSEPO will
not review or evaluate proposals. The
proposals will be reviewed and evalu-
ated by national screening panels.

(b) The NSEP will use a two-stage re-
view process in order to evaluate a
broad range of proposal ideas. In the
first stage, applicants will submit a
five-page summary (double-spaced) of
their proposal. An institution may sub-
mit more than one proposal, but each
proposal should be submitted and will
be evaluated separately and independ-
ently.

(c) NSEP expects competition for
grants to be intense. By implementing
a two-stage process, potential grantees
are given an opportunity to present
their ideas without creating a paper-
work burden on both the proposal au-
thors and the reviewers.

(d) The preliminary review process. The
review of preliminary proposals will be
undertaken by panels of external re-
viewers, not members of the NSEPO.
Panels of not less than three will be as-
sembled to review preliminary pro-
posals. Panel members will be drawn
primarily from faculty and administra-
tion in higher education but might also
include representatives from the re-
search, business, and government com-
munities. Every effort will be made to
ensure balance (geographical, ethnic,
gender, institutional type, subject mat-
ter) across the entire competition.

(e) Panel members will reflect the
nature of the grants program. Each
panel will include a recognized expert
in a field of international education.
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Other panelists may include experts in
area studies, foreign language edu-
cation, and other fields and disciplines
with an international focus.

(f) Preliminary proposals will be re-
viewed according to a set of criteria de-
veloped in consultation with represent-
atives from higher education, and pro-
vided to the panels. The applicant
shall, at a minimum, deal with the fol-
lowing issues in the preliminary pro-
posal:

(1) How the proposal addresses issues
of national capacity in international
education.

(2) What area(s), language(s), and dis-
cipline(s) the proposal addresses and
the importance of these to U.S. na-
tional capacity.

(3) What the applicant is proposing to
do.

(4) How the proposal deals with the
key characteristics of the NSEP.

(5) Demonstration of thorough
knowledge of the state of the art in the
particular area of the proposal and how
this proposal develops or builds capac-
ity, not duplicates existing capacity.

(g) The applicant must also include a
budget estimate. This budget estimate,
for the first year of the proposal, must
include the following:

(1) A summary of anticipated direct
costs including professional salaries,
funds for students, travel, materials
and supplies, consultants, etc., and how
or why these costs are needed.

(2) An estimate of institutional indi-
rect costs. The budget estimate must
also indicate whether funding is also
being requested for a second year and,
if so, an estimate of the amount to be
requested.

(h) Panelists will review and rank
proposals and forward their rec-
ommendations to the NSEPO. NSEPO
will review and analyze these rec-
ommendations and inform all appli-
cants of decisions.

§ 206.5 Final proposal process.
NSEPO will provide detailed com-

ments on proposals to all applicants
who are invited to prepare a final pro-
posal.

(a) Final proposals should be limited
to no more than 25 double-spaced
pages. Proposals will be reviewed by
national panels constructed similarly

to those designed to review prelimi-
nary proposals. In addition to a field
review process, panelists will be assem-
bled in Washington D.C. to discuss and
review the independent and competing
merits of proposals.

(b) Proposals will be evaluated in two
basic categories:

(1) Proposals that address study
abroad infrastructure and

(2) Proposals that address domestic
infrastructure. Should proposals deal
with both of these issues, they will be
evaluated in a third category. This
grouping of proposals will ensure that
all categories of proposals receive fund-
ing consideration.

(c) In general, final proposals will be
considered on the following selection
criteria:

(1) Importance of the problem. Each
proposal will be evaluated according to
the merit of how it addresses issue(s) of
national capacity. The proposal must
articulate the importance of the prob-
lem it addresses, how the proposal ad-
dresses issues of national capacity in
international education, and how it is
consistent with the objectives of the
NSEP.

(2) Importance of proposed foreign lan-
guage(s), foreign area(s), field(s) or dis-
cipline(s). The proposal will be evalu-
ated according to how well it articu-
lates the need for programs in the pro-
posed areas, languages, fields, or dis-
ciplines.

(3) Identification of need and gaps/
shortfalls. The proposal will be evalu-
ated according to its persuasiveness in
identifying where the needs exist and
where serious shortfalls exist in the ca-
pacity to fill the need. The proposal
should clearly identify why these gaps
exist and provide a strong indication of
familiarity with the state of the field
in the proposal area.

(4) Cost effectiveness. Proposals will be
evaluated on the basis of ‘‘educational
value for the dollar.’’ NSEP is inter-
ested in funding proposals in areas
where other funding is limited or in
areas where NSEP funding can signifi-
cantly augment or complement other
sources. NSEP is not interested in re-
placing funds available from other
sources or in duplicating other efforts.
Also, NSEP is interested in projects
whose dollar levels and long-range
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1 Copies may be obtained, at cost, from the
National Technical Information Service, 5285
Port Royal Road, Springfield, VA 22161.

budget plans provide for realistic con-
tinuation by the grantee institution
and adaptation by other institutions.
NSEP is interested in proposed ap-
proaches to leveraging other funds
against the proposed project.

(5) Evaluation plans. Proposals will be
evaluated on their approach to meas-
uring impact. What impact will the
proposed program have on national ca-
pacity? How will the proposed program
deal with assessing language and for-
eign cultural competency? In the case
of study abroad programs, how will the
success and impact of study abroad ex-
periences be assessed. Proposals should
not defer the consideration of these
issues to a latter stage of the effort.
Evaluation and assessment should be
an integral part of the entire proposal
effort.

(6) Prospects for wider impact. Pro-
posals must address national needs and
will be evaluated according to how well
they are likely to address these needs.
What component of the higher edu-
cation community does the proposal
address? How diverse a student popu-
lation will the proposed program ad-
dress? What applications to other insti-
tutions will be made available, either
directly or indirectly, because of the
proposed program?

(7) Capacity and commitment of the ap-
plicant. The proposal will be evaluated
according to the evidence provided on
the commitment of the institution, and
other institutions, to the proposed
project. What other institutions are in-
volved and what is their commitment.
If there are commitments from foreign
institutions, what is the evidence of
this commitment? Are their plans for
the institution to integrate the efforts
of the proposed program into the edu-
cational process? What plans are there
for eventual self-support? As with
many other similar programs, NSEP is
particularly interested in the degree to
which the institution is willing to bear
a reasonable share of the direct and in-
direct costs of the proposed project.

(d) Applicants should also indicate if
they currently receive or are seeking
support from other sources. Applicants
should indicate why support from
NSEP is appropriate, if other sources
are also being sought.

PARTS 207–209 [RESERVED]

PART 210—ENFORCEMENT OF
STATE TRAFFIC LAWS ON DoD IN-
STALLATIONS

Sec.
210.1 Purpose.
210.2 Applicability and scope.
210.3 Policy.
210.4 Responsibilities.

AUTHORITY: 63 Stat. 377, as amended, 18
U.S.C. 13; 40 U.S.C. 318a through d., 40 U.S.C.
612.

SOURCE: 46 FR 58306, Dec. 1, 1981, unless
otherwise noted.

§ 210.1 Purpose.

This part establishes policies pursu-
ant to the requirements of DoD Direc-
tive 6055.4,1 ‘‘Department of Defense
Traffic Safety Program,’’ November 7,
1978, and to authority delegated to the
Secretary of Defense under Enclosure 1
for the enforcement, on DoD military
installations, of those state vehicular
and pedestrian traffic laws that cannot
be assimilated under U.S.C., Title 18,
section 13.

[46 FR 58306, Dec. 1, 1981, as amended at 56
FR 13285, Apr. 1, 1991]

§ 210.2 Applicability and scope.

(a) The provisions of this part apply
to the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense, the Military Departments, the
Organization of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, the Unified and Specified Com-
mands, and the Defense Agencies.

(b) The provisions encompass all per-
sons who operate or control a motor
vehicle or otherwise use the streets of
a military installation over which the
United States exercises exclusive or
concurrent legislative jurisdiction.

(c) The provisions govern only vehic-
ular and traffic offenses or infractions
that cannot be assimilated under 18
U.S.C. 13, thereby precluding applica-
tion of state laws to traffic offenses
committed on military installations.
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