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INTRODUCTION

The OSE* Marketing Program was established in 1977 to foster the wide-
spread dissemination of special education materials developed with Federal
funds. Prior to the creation of the Marketing Program, Federally-funded
special education materials were disseminated on a sporadic basis. A 1976
study by Contract Research Corporation reported that few directors of BEH*-
funded projects ever sought to market the products resulting from their
work; of those who did make the effort, few succeeded. These findings
were confirmed more recently by Biospherics, Inc. who collected information
in 1979 from 1300 product developers* funded by BEH during the past ten years.
This effort was undertaken as a part of preparing a catalog of BEH products.
Of the 895 responses, 94 reported that products had received commercial
(or national) distribution. Another 535 said their products had been given
"informal aissemination", meaning that the product had been used by at least
one school or institution. Of the remainder, 225 were not disseminated at
all, and 41 products could not be accounted for. Therefore, according to this
survey, only approximately 7% of the BEH-funded products achieved any kind
of widespread distribution.

A BEH study group, canposed of representatives of the Bureag's four
Divisions, was formed in late 1976 to develop plans for a coordinated, ag-
gressive Bureau-wide marketing program. Its formal report outlined the
Framework for the current Marketing Program — officially launched in the
fall of 1977. The Program is designed to facilitate national dissemination
of products resulting from OSE-funded projects, with particular emphasis

on commercial distribution in order to take advantage of commercial

¥ See Appendix G (Glossary of Terms) for definitions of asterisked terms.
Terms are marked once — the first time they appear in this report.
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advertising and sales capabilities. Other distribution channels are con-
sidered for products for which the market is so limited that commercial
distribution is not feasible.

The Marketing Program operates mainly through the Market Linkage Proiject
(MLE*), a contracted service which provides technical assistance to product
develoners; gathers and evaluates products for commercial distribution po-
tential; licenses products to commercial publishers/distributors* through a
competitive bidding process; and places "thin" (limited market) products in
alternative distribution channels. The organization which has served as
the MLP contractor since the Prngram's inception is Linc Resources*, Columbus,
Chio.

In 1980, OSE awarded a contract to Market Dimensions, Inc. to prepare
a Descriptive Analysis of the Marketing Program at the oconclusion of its
first three years of operation. The purpose of this report is to present
a concise description of the OSE Marketing Program and to provide documented
information about the development and dissemination of OSE-supported produéts,
their effects on consumers and the benefits (or lack of them) to all parties
involved in the Program. Primary emphasis is given to those products which,
having been judged commercially viable, are licensed for commercial dis-
tribution.

The report is organized according to the processes involved in the
Marketing Program. In order to analyze the effectiveness of each process,
questions oconcerning its function and operation are examined. The answers
yield a description of each Program component, including strengths and de-
ficiencies. Based on these findings, recommendations for improvement are

made where appropriate.



The chapters, and the major issues examined in each, are:

I.

-
-

ITI.

IV.

Conceptualization and Development of OSE Products

—--How do ideas for products originate?

—--What kinds of market research do product developers employ?
--What kinds of products are developed?

Market Linkage Project Services to Product Developers

—-What services does the MLP provide to product developers?
--To what extent are the services utilized?

--How effective are the services?

MLP Product Intake, Review and Dissemination Recommendations

—What procedures are involved in determining how an OSE-
supported product will be disseminated?

—-How effective are the procedures?
MLP Publisher Liaison and Product Licensing
--How are publishers made aware of the Marketing Program?

--What procedures are used for entering products into commercial
distribution?

 —-—How effective are these procedures?

——What has been the extent of commercial publisher involvement
in the Program?

Publisher Modification and Distribution of OSE Products

--What processes are involved in preparing an OSE product for
commercial distribution?

—-How much have publishers invested in these processes?

——How successful has distribution been; what percent of the
target audience has 'access to products?

Consumer Reaction to OSE Products
——How are OSE-suppori>d products being used?
--How do users perceive the benefits of the products?
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VII. Program Monitoring

--Is data collected on the effectiveness.of the products; if so,
how and by whom?

--Is publisher perfofmance evaluated in terms of license agree-
ments and sales?

--Are Program monitoring procedures effective?
VIII. Marketing Program Benefits and Cost Effectiveness
—--Is the Program cost effective?

--What does it achieve for handicapped teachers and learners; the
Federal Government; publishers; product developers? -

This analysis of the OSE Marketing Program occurs at an appropriate
time. The new initiative has been in existence three years — a time period
sufficient to examine the procedures of the Program and to provide early
ocorrective recommendations where necessary. However, as will be seen, the
relatively short life of' the Program to date will have some impact on the
breadth of the examination.

Scope and Method

The scope of this "Descriptive Analysis" has been affected by the new-
ness of the OSE Marketing Program. Because the Program has been in effect
for only three years, and because the emphasis on using commercial publishers
to distribute OSE products is quite unique, there is no relevant departure
roint for making comparative judgments about Program effectiveness. BAs
stated earlier, it is known that few OSE materials reached consumers prior
to the implementation of the new Marketing Program, so any increase in the
nurber of products being disseminated indicates a degree of success. How-
ever, it is difficult to measure how significant that degree is.

Therefore, this report is largely process-oriented, rather than outcome-
oriented. It examines only that data which was available, either through

-4 -
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existing documents or first-hand observation. Thus, the scope of the
analysis covers the processes involved in the marketing system, their
adequacy in terms of stated goals, and their apparent value.

Using this approach, it has been possible to identify the areas where
the Marketing Program is functioning well, and to pinpoiat its weaknesses.
This should serve as the necessary departure peoint for an outcome assessment
of the Program.

The data used for this analysis was obtained from a variety of sources.
Existing documenrts examined include: the Contract Research Corporation's
report on dissemination of OSE materials; the Biospherics report on the same
subject; the OSE National Needs Assessment of Special Education Materials;
internal OSE communications; and quarterly and final reports submitted to
OSE by Linc Resources (1977-80) under its contract with OSE.

In addition, two péfsonal interviews each were conducted with the OSE
Marketing Director and the Education Department Copyright Officer. The authors
of this report spent two days in the offices of Linc Resources during which
extensive interviews were conducted with each member of the professional
staff and with each member of the Marketing Task Force. Aand, officials in
the National Audjovisual Center and the National Diffusion Network were
interviewed.

Also, lengthy telephone interviews were held with ten OSE product
developers, as specified in the contract's RFP. The ten were chosen in
consultation with the MLP Project Director and the OSE Marketing Director
to rejpresent a cross-section of organizations and types of products.

Then, in March, 1980 2 1% day conference was held with commercial

distributors of OSE products, during which they discussed the structure,
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process and impact of the Marketing Program. All puhlishers of OSE products
licensed during the fi;st MLP contract period were invited to the conference,
and those unable to attend were contacted by telephone and interviewed.
Proprietary data related to distributofs' investments, marketing costs, and
sales was supplied by the publishers to an independent accounting firm which
aggregated the information to prevent identification of individual organiza-
tions berore submission to Market Dimensions. Publishers alsc supplied names
of users/purchasers of licensed products, and telephone interviews were con-
ducted with these individuals. In all, information was obtained fram 83% of
the publishers licensed by OSE in the Program's first three years.

At each step of the process, summaries of documents, personal interviews,
and conference proceedings were prepared and, subsequently, the information
they yielded was incorporated into this report.

In reviewing preliminary results of this report, the question arose as
to whether existing general curriculum materials could be adapted for use in
special education. This process could supplement new product development and
expand the use of resources already evailable in local school districts.
Therefore, the socope of this Descriptive Analysis was deepened slightly to
examine the feasibility of revising widely-used curriculum materials to make
them suitable for teaching not only the handicapped, but other students with
special or remedial needs. The e:amination included an analysis of the cur-
rent economics of educational publishing; and interviews with leading pub- )
lishers concerning their intent to compete for Federal funds to participate
in a cooperative project with OSE (and under what circumstances). Findings

are described in Appendix F.
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Chapter I
CONCEPTUALIZATION AND DEVELOPMENT CF OSE PRODUCTS

The goal of P.L. 94-142, The Education for All Handicapped Children
Act, is to provide free appropriate public education to all handicapped
children in need of special education. Achievement of this goal depends
upon the development and delivery of a range of educational services at
the Federal, state and local levels. |

A key Federal responsibility is the funding of demonstration, research
and development activities aimed at advancing the state of knowledge and
practice in educating handicapped learners. To this end, the Office for
Special Education (OSE) of the U.S. Department of Education* (formerly the.
Bureau of Education for the Handicapped, U.S. Office of Education*), each
year awards hundreds of grants and contracts to colleges and universities,
state and local educatic.)n agencies, nonprofit organizations, private companies,
and individuals. Many of these projects result in the development of child-
ase or teacher-use materials and products which can benefit handicapped
learners, if they are effectively disseminated. The OSE Marketing Program
was established to provide a systematic method of achieving national distri-
bution for these products and materials.

To analyze the OSE Marketing Program, and determine how effectively it
is working, it is necessary to look closely at the OSE-funded products which
the Program seeks to disseminate. Because the Marketing Program relies on
commercial publishers for product refinement as well as distribution, the
quality of OSE-funded products may improve after they have been licensed
for commercial distribution. However, the condition of the products after

development, but before licensing, plays a key role in the investment that
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will be required -- both in technical assistance and product refinement ——
if the Marketing Program is to function well.

Therefore, this chapter presents a description of how OSE products
originate. including a discussion of product developers' experience, the
market research performed, product design considerations, and field testing
—— all important elements .of product development.

Origin of Products in the OSE Marketing Program

There are very few formal product development activities on-going in
OSE. In fact, the only OSE Division charged with this specific task is the
Division of Educational Services (DES), formerly the Division of Media Ser-
vices. Special education products resulting from many DES grants and con-
tracts have been planned as specific outcomes: that is, DES either identifies
a need for a specific product and qualified applicants compete for funds to
develop it (awards beinc.g based on proposals demonstrating the greatest ex-
pertise); or, organizations or individuals develop their own ideas for
viable products and successfully convince DES of the need. In either case,
the final outcome of the project — the product —— remains the goal of the
entire effort from start to finish. And, ideas for the product come
directly from DES, or are worked through in tandem with DES.

This is not the case, however, with many of the other products which
find their way into the OSE Marketing Program. These non-DES produéts are
generally off-shoots of other projects which were originally funded for
purposes much broader than the development of special education materials.
For example, a grant from the Division of Personnel Preparation to a

university for training teachers to work with mainstreamed handicapped



children might have been fulfilled primarily through a series of in-service
training seminars. A by-product of the seminars might have been the develop-
ment of a manual or videotape which discusses various mainstreaming tech-
niques and practices. In this case, the product in the marketing system

(the manual or videotape) was possibly not even contemplated at the time

of the grant award. In instances such as this, where products are secondary
outcomes of larger projects, the idea for the product, as well as the de-
termination of need, generally comes from the grantee.

Although all of the products distributed through the OSE Marketing
Program have been funded with Federal dollars, the degree of Federal over-
sight and developer accountability varies greatly with the purpose of the
financial assistance and the type of award. This sometimes has been a prob-
lem in the case of products resulting from larger research or training grants
because less stringent QECountability requirements have meant that products
can fall through the cracks and end up sitting on the shelf. Further, when
product development is not contemplated from the outset, professional prod-
uct developers are not included in the budget and grantees are not notified
about available technical assistance. No one is aware, least of all the
grantee, that a product is likely to result from the grant.

Thus, in some cases, once conceptualization of a product takes place,
the actual product design and development may suffer from lack of professional
expertise. This is an important point because the more a product reflects
early consideration of marketing requirements, the more economically and

efficiently it can be disseminated and used in the classroom.



Experience of OSE Product Developers

Some of the difficulties inherent in product conceptualization and
design can be illustrated by the findings of interviews conducted with ten
developers of OSE products which were licensed by the MLP between October,
1977 and October, 1980. Each developer was asked up to 43 questions on a
variety of matters related to their products. (See Appendix C.)

The interviews revealed that these ten developers had only limited
personal experience in product development. Only three had ever developed
products that were commercially distributed; in general, most of the product
deve . odment experience was in the academic or government sectors. Four had
develcned only one product in the past —- regardless of whether that product
was disseminated.

Although eight of the developers interviewed were affiliated with or-
ganizations which had pa;t product development experience, this experience,
too, was limited; in most cases the number of developed products was less
than ten. Orly three indicated they had a full-time, permanent staff of
professional developers.

Product Market Research

Commercial product developers generally spend significant time and
money investigating the need and market for a new product. Especially im-
portant is the identification of size and characteristics of the target
population. However, interviews with OSE product developers indicated that
only one of the ten surveyed had completed a formal needs assessment prior
to the development of product. Other informal market research was conducted
by seven of those interviewed. This informal research included: "talks

with teachers", "staff idea", discussions with prospective users, and searches
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in ERIC»and NISCEM, However, this is not considered sufficient to indicate
receptivity to a produc£ in the commercial marketplace.

Although it was not possible to identify the target audiences for all
products submitted to the MLP, it is interesting to note that, of the 70
licensed products, 61% are teacher-oriented; 36% are for student use; and
3% are intended for general audiences.

Product Design

&
Six of the developers participating in the survey identified their

products as “print only" and one as "A-V only" (a lémm film with users
guide). The other three products were described as two-—component products:
two were identified as "print and A-V" (in both cases, the A-V camponent

was audio tape), while the other product was described as "print with manipu-
latives".

When asked "What was the basis of your selection of product format?",
one product developer stated that the product format "was specified in the
RFP" and the other nine cited a combination of factors. "Teacher needs"
was most often identified as influencing format selection, followed closely
by "student needs", "staff capability" and "ease of marketability". "Success
of similar product" along with "more practical" and "ease of use" were also
mentioned. However, it is important to point out that the limited market
research performed for most of these products impacts significantly on the
options seen for product Jesign.

Field Testing

Nine of the ten product developers interviewed said their products had
been field tested. For eight of the nine, the product developer conducted

all testing. In the ninth case, the product developer conducted some testing
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and also retained a nonprofit subcontractor for testing. Generally, field
testing of a product occurred during a period of one yecar or longer.

Five of the ﬁine products were tested formally, and two were tested
informally. Field tests for the remaining two products were cornducted both
formally and informally. When asked whether the testing was formative
(conducted during product development) or summatiQe (product in final form
before testing), three of the nine developers responded that both types of
field testing had been used. Four of the nine products were tested only in
the formative stage and two only after the product was in final form.

All seven products which were tested on a formative basis were modified
as a result of that testing. In all cases, the product developars described
the modifications as minimal or moderate.

Product Distribution Decisions

Five of the developers participating in the telephone survey had de-

veloped products/programs in the past wittout OSE funds. Distribution of
products in all these cases occurred through the product developer's own
organization. Two of these developers had also used commercial publishers
for some products.

All ten of the product developers had only one product in the MLP dis-
tribution system. Asked when distribution was planned for that product,
five responded "before developnaﬁ:st@éted“. One product developer stated
distribution was planned "during devélopment“. Distribution for the four
remaining products was planned after development -- for two prior to product
evaluation and for the other two, following that sfage.

Distribution potential is influenced greatly by consumer perception

of the need for, and appropriateness of the design off, educational products.
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Early awareness of marketing concerns will create more viable products. It
is significant that only one-half of the dcvelecpers surveyed contemplated
distribution plans prior to product development.

Product Development Costs

A problem encountered during research on the Marketing Program is lack
of hard data on grantees' expenditures for product development. Other than
in the Division of Educational Services, no financial records could be found
which break out the actual costs of. developing OSE product from the larger
research or trainir'xg grant. Very few of the developers who were interviewed
could actually pin down these costs -- they were subsumed in more general
categories of salary or travel expenditures. This factor makes it impossible
to arrive at a total dollar figure for the development costs of products in
the MLP system. This i:c, a problem because to accurately measure the cost
effectiveness of the Marketing Program, it is important to determine the
ratio of product marketing costs to product development costs.

Summary of Findings

Products which are secondary outcomes of larger grants pose several
problems. The ideas for these products usually do not originate with formal
needs assessments, but rather from informal activities such as staff ideas,
talks with teachers, discussions with consumers, etc. During interviews
with product developers little reference was made to needs of handicapped
learners nationally and, therefore, any more formalized needs assessments
tended to be of a regional character.

Unfortunately, the majority of the OSE products tend to fall into this
secondary or "fugitive product" category, i.e., those which are not planned

ahead but are off-shoots of larger grants. Thus, development of these
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products occurs, more or less, in a vacuum. Since, in these cases, product
development is not thought of as an end in and of itself, little thought is
given to marketing considerations, such as need, product design, ease of
replication, cost of reproduction, etc. Also, because early identification
of potential developers (i.e., those grantees who only contenmplate product
development after grant award) has not occurred, provision of technical as-
sistance is difficult, if not impossible.

Further, financial accounting of these products is impossible, as is
an acoount of OSE's total investment because separate budgets are rarely
developed for "“fugitive products”.

Recommendations

1. Earlier identification of grantees who will have products as secondary
outcomes is essential, both for technical assistance purposes and to permit
OSE to monitor its prOdl'JCt development investments. Grants (or contracts)
issued for purposes other than product development should be amended at
such time as products are contemplated to include product development bud-
gets and dissemination plans. |

2. OSE product developers must be made aware of marketing considerations
prior to product development. Since grantees are likely to be more respon-
sive to their OSE project officers (as the funding source), in-service
training of OSE program personnel on marketing requirements is recommended.
3. OSE products can benefit greatly from earlier availability of technical
assistance to developers. (Detailed technical assistance recommendations

are described in Chapter II.)
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Chapter II
MARKET LINKAGE PROJECT SERVICES TO PRODUCT DEVELOPERS

As discussed in Chapter I, conceptualization and design of OSE-funded
products suffers vhen product developers are not cognizant of the marketing
requirements which must be met for effective product dissemination. Pub-
lisher interest in a product is influenced to a high degree by its commercial
viability. While many factors impact on the commercial marketability of a
product, most can be controlled by the product developer ducing the develop-
mental process. For this reason, an early relationship between product
developers and the MLP staff is important.

Early Identification of Product Developers

It is OSE's responsibility to provide the MLP with names and addresses
of product developers as early as possible in the development process.
Ideally, this should occur at the time of grant or contract award. However,
during the initial three-year contract period, the MLP first became aware
of the existence of some developers upon receipt of campleted products
from OSE. At other times, the MLP staff learned of the existence of prod-
ucts only after they were well into development.

As soon as the MLP staff receive the names of developers, information
is sent on the Market Linkage Fruject — its goals, services and activities.
The MIP has received names and addresses for, and maintains a mailing list
of, about 1,700 OSE product developers, whose products are at various stages
of development.

The purpose of the initial MLP contact with developers is to offer
early technical assistance on all aspects of product development — fram

formatting to legal rights and clearances. However, various technical
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assistance activities (to be discussed later) canmot be effective unless
they reach the developer at an early stage. From discussions with product
developers, publishers, and MLP staff, it is readily apparent that
technical assistance is not reaching those who need it, when they need

it.

Generally, the difficulty in making developers aware of available
assistance stems from the fact that so many of the OSE products are, as
stated in Chapter I, secondary outcomes of larger grants. This is why,
in the past, the MLP staff's first contact with these product developers
occurred only on receipt of the finished products. from the OSE Marketing
Director, or as a result of inviting all grantees or contractors to a
technical assistance workshop, regardless of whether product development
was anticipated. Because the MIP staff was not aware of the existence of
these product developeré, and vice versa, it was impossible to offer
early assistance to them.

In the telephone survey of developers, five of the ten said they
first learned of the MLP from their OSE project officer. Four learned
about the Marketing Program from the MIP staff. One developer indicated
that the initial contact came from three sources -- the OSE project of-
ficer, the MLP staff, and the OSE Marketing Director. However, most of
the developers stated that the initial contact was made very late in the
product development process.

Technical Assistance Activities

MP technical assistance to product developers is intended to help

ensure the commercial viability of products developed with OSE funds.
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These activities fall into four major categories: regional technical
assistance workshops; publications; liaison with commercial publishers;

and, written and telephorne communications.

Regional Technical Assistance Workshops: The primary purpose of
these two-day workshops is to provide developers with instruction in
developing products which will meet cammercial publishing/producing
standards. Developers also receive information on the OSE Marketing
Program. The workshop agenda includes small-group and general sessions;
specific topics addressed in the sessions are field testing and valida-
tion, legal considerations, technical print considerations, technical
nonprint considerations, national needs assessment findings, and com-
mercial marketing considerations. At the request of a developer, in-
dividual meetings between the developer and an MLP representative can
be scheduled. These one-to-one conferences focus on specific project
concerns and problems.

During the intial three-year contract period, the MLP, through Linc
Resources, conducted a total of six regional workshops for product
developers (an average of two per year). Travel and lodging expenses
were paid out of the MLP contract funds for the approximately 40 devel-
opers who attended the first workshop. Over 250 product developers
paid their own way to the other five MLP-sponsored workshops. There was
no registration fee, and while OSE cannot require developers to attend
the workshops, it does urge them to do so. Nevertheless, out of the
1,700 product developers on the MLP mailing list, only 17% attended

these workshops.
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One reason more developers didn't attend may be that, not knowing
about the MLF or the assistance available, no funds were budgeted for
conference attendance. Another explanation might be that developers were
contacted too late in the product's development to use the information
provided at the workshops. The comments of developers during the telep}';one
survey indicated a lukewarm reception from those who did attend.

Seven of the ten developers contacted did attend a technical assist-
ance workshop, and rated it overall between "good" and "fair". One developer
described the conference as "poor", explaining "it may have been good for
others; I had already decided to distribute".

Publications: Product developers autcmatically receive a variety of

publications from the MLP, including:

1. "Toward Successful Distribution" - a publishing guide outlining
considerations to be taken into account during development of
a product to help ensure its commercial marketability;

2. "Linc Update" - a quarterly newsletter containing information
on technical assistance workshops, the special education market,
products issued on RFP, and products licensed; and

3. Brochures and flyers - describing the MLP, announcing technical
assistance workshop dates, and reports on the special education
market.

The major technical assistance publication, "Toward Successful Dis-
tribution", is, according to the MLP staff, valuable as a general overview
of areas with which developers should be concerned. However, the staff
feels more information and more detail is needed -- through individual

pamphlets on each topic addressed in the guide.
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Liaison with Commercial Publishers: Technical assistance workshop

programs include a panel session during which publishers outline marketing
factors which need to be considered during product development. During
these presentations, developers are given the opportunity to ask questions
of panel members, as well as to speak to publishers on an informal basis
during session breaks.

If a developer requests formal liaison with a publisher during the
product development process, a "Developmental RFP*" can be issued on the
product. Designed to provide early publisher intervention, "Developmental
RFPs" are anmounced in the RFP Alert and are awarded on a competitive basis.

Telephone and Written Communications: Product developers may cortact

MLP staff members by mail or telephone to discuss developmental and market-
ing considerations. In addition, if requested by a developer, the MLP will
provide on-site technicajl assistance. Expenses incurred for on-site assist-
ance are paid by the individual developer -- a major reason that this
assistance is used infrequently.

Value of MLP's Technical Assistance Activities

Product developers, MLP staff, .Marketing Task Force members, and
publishers alike, all agreed that early technical assistance to product
developers is an important area of need. Technical assistance can first
help ensure that there is a need for the product; this is particularly
important for those products which are secondary outcames of larger pro-
jects and where the need is determined solely by the grantee. Technical
assistance will also help ensure that econcmical replication for national
distribution can occur; that quality technical production standards are

used; and that appropriate legal rights and clearances are obtained.
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According to ML™ staff, the major areas where developers nced assistance
are: legal requirements; product characteristics relating to marketability;
product scope (often products are too large, complex, over-enginecred, or
camprehensive) ; perception of the commercial marketplace and elaments of -
product distribution. The staff believe that getting more information to
more developers at an earlier stage (at or shortly after contract/grant award)
would help solve these problems.

Although this view seems to be shared by all participants in the Program,
the telephone interviews with product developers indicated that those who
received technical assistance did so only after most of the product had
been campleted. Only two <f the ten product developers interviewed received
MLP technical assistance relating to product rarketability during product
development. Three develoners said they r.ceived this assistance "after
the fact" -- being contacted too late in the development stage to make
changes affecting marketability. Five developers said they received no
marketing assistance.

However, the majority of those interviewed said they did receive
information from the MIP relating to royaities and licensing agreements
and/or release and contract provisions.

Many developers felt that the MLP's technical assistance activities
needed improvement. One developer felt strongly that "a green contractor
should know about Linc much earlier"; amother stated that "it doesn't work .
because Linc can't come to the site". And, more than one developer stated
that legal requirements, royalties, and contract terms needed additional
clarificaﬁon. The Marketing Task Force meambers, while agreeing in large

part that there has been an improvement in the overall quality of the
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products, also indicated a continuing need for earlier technical assistance.
And, the publishers distributing OSE products again emphasized this need,

pointing to the general lack of sophistication in product format.

Sumary of Findings

’fhere is no question about the need for technical assistance or that
provision of this service must be greatly improved. The problem appears
to be two-fold: the timeliness of technical assistance and the caliber of
assistance offered. The initial contact with developers often occurs too
late to impact on the product, sometimes due to the fact that OSE project
officers are rot fully aware of the Marketing Program. In addition, MLP re-
sources which can be used to assist developers, are, in some ways, insufficent.
Neither the MLP nor the developers have sufficient funds to finance visits
to the developer site. Site visits are important in order to permit mar-
keting experts to actuafly view the product at an early deveiopmental stage.
As well, since developers tend to be unaware of the MLP and its services,
they have no opportunity to budget for attendance at the workshops.

Beyond this, publications on marketing distribution furnished to
developers by the MLP are too general to provide concrete assistance to
the novice developer.

To deal with some of these problems, the MLP contract for the second
three years of operation (awarded September 30, 1980) proposes that the
staff, when requested by OSE, conduct abbreviated workshops in Washington,
D.C., concurrent with the various OSE Divisions' project grantee meetings.
The purpose of these workshops would be to increase the exposure of the
technical assistance activities available to product developers. The con-

tractor also proposed that the MLP staff would "attempt to identify newly
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funded projects" without prior experience in product development to offer
early technical assistance.

In the same vein, OSE has a contractor who is now compiling a list of
all OSE grantees/contractors and contacting those organizations to determine
whether products are to result from the projects. If so, the names of the
grantees/contractors will be sent to the MLP staff for follow-up action.

It is anticipated that with earlier and better technical assistance,

a greater number of OSE products can be successfully marketed at less expense.

At this time, it is difficult to determine if the content of the
technical assistance needs improvement since, to date, it appears to have
come too late in developmc..t to gauge the effect of timely assistance.

Finally, it is important to emphasize that the product developers
interviewed were not very enthusiastic about their relationship with the
MLP. While many aspects of the Marketing Program troubled them, of principal
oconcern was their feeling that they were offered no alternative to the MLP
system. Once involved in the system, most of the developers interviewed
were not comfortable with relinquishing control of the product, in terms
of both editorial changes and publiéher selection.

In light of recent revisions in copyright regulations (discussed fur-
ther in Chapter IV) which will give developers sole ownership, and there-
fore, control of their products, the MIP will have to scrutinize carefully
its relationship with product developers to ensure that not only are they

being effectively served by the Marketing Program but that they realize it.
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Recammendations

Technical assistance activities need to be greatly expanded. The
following activities are recommended:
1. Pramte awareness of the MLP by training OSE project officers about
its services.
2. Notify grantees/contractors earlier about the existence of the MLP --
perhaps through a description of the Marketing Program in all OSE RFPs
and grant announcements.
3. All OSE grantees and contractors (regardless of the purpose of the
award) should be given information, prepared by the MLP, on product speci-
fications at the time of the award. Developers should be required to |
submit their own product specifications to their project officers as soon

as product development is contemplated. These should be forwarded to the

MLP, and the MLP staff should contact the developer immediately.

4. The MLP should initiate earlier contact with all OSE grantees/con-
ﬁractors to determine if the project will result in product development.

5. The MLP should pro{fide earlier technical assistance to product devel-
opers, including on-site visits to the project.

6. OSE should allocate funds to the MIP for these on-site visits and

to product developers to attend technical assistance workshops.

7. fThe MLP technical assistance booklet, "Toward Successful Distribution",
needs to be expanded to provide developers with more detail about marketing
considerations.

8. A glossary of technical terms for product developers should be pre-

pared by the MLP.
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9. The MLP should prepare a bibliography of technical reference books

for use by developers.

10. The MLP should prepare a list of national and regional print, labora-
tory, and sound studio experts with wham developers could work.

11. The MLP should compile from publicshers, and send to product developers,
data on pre-production procedures to better inform developers of marketing
considerations involved in product dissemination. Such data should include:
manuscript evaluation forms; manufacturing spec sheets; sample marketing
plan outlines; sample contract forms and clauses; race/sex bias guidelines;
a digest of copyright law and procedures; talent release and work-for-hire
forms; and author relation forms.

12. The Marketing Program contractor should improve promotion of the

MLP to product developers to convince them that participation is to their

benefit.
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Chapter ITI

MLP PRODUCT INTAKE, REVIEW AND DISSFMINATION RECOMMENCATIONS

Transmission of Products to the MLP

The MLP "product dissemination" process begins when project officers
submit products to the OSE Marketing Director for transmission to the MLP.
Project officers, charged with the responsibility of "we2ding out" products
which are unsatisfactory programmatically, evaluate products for content
without regard for marketability considerations. The OSE Marketing Director
has the authority to "weed out" products which, in his opinion, are not com-
mercially viable. In practice, however, the Marketing Director generally
sends all products recommended by project officers to the MLP for review
by the Marketing Task Force. |

During the first three years of the Program, same products were over-
looked because developefs did not submit them to project officers ard in
same cases, tried to disseminate products on their own. If those developers
applied for copyright, the Education Department Copyright Officer flagged
the product and notified the OSE Marketing Director, who in turn contacted
the developer so that the product could be entered into the system.

Developers are not permitted to contact the MLP directly about entering
products into the system. All products must be channeled through the OSE
Marketing Director, who determines not only which products are sent to the
MLP, but when.

The MLP is set up to process an average of 25 products per Marketing
Task Force meeting. The contract with Linc Resources calls for the handl-
ing of 100 products per year; if more are available, they are processed if

possible. The number of products* sent to MLP each quarter depends, in part,
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or the complexity of the camponents* of each product: and whether they are
print or nonprint. If there are too many products submitted to the OSE
Marketing Director in one quarter, he may choose to hold same until the

next quarter. Products are due at the MLP one month before each Marketing
Task Force meeting; if there is a backlog, products are submitted to the

MLP in the order they are received by the OSE Marketing Director. Generally,
the MLP has been able to process all products that have been submitted to

it in each quarter.

Product Intake

As products are received from OSE, MLP staff members at Linc Resources
perform the following intake tasks:
1) the product is logged in and assigned an accession number;
2) the product developer's name, institution, and address are
identified, verified, and recorded;
3) product components received from OSE are identified and listed;
and
4) the product developer is called to note receipt of the product
and to obtain infommation regarding completeness of the product.
(As will be discussed in more detail in Chapter IV, publishers
have expressed dissatisfaction with prOdL;.Ct "incompleteness.")
During the initial three-year contract period, MLP staff completed
the intake process for 210 products with a total of 1,875 components. In
the first year of the contract, intake tasks were performed for 47 products
with 612 conponents; in the second and third years, these activities were
completed for 95 products with 621 components and 68 products with 642

components, respectively.
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Product Intake

Contract Year 1 2 3 Total
Products 47 95 68 210
Components 612 621 642 1,875

Preparation of Product Profile

After intake tasks for a given product are complete, MLP staff begin
preparation of a written profile. Information included in the product pro-
file package is assembled fram four sources: MLP staff's review of the
product; detailed information from telephone conversations between the prod-
uct developer and MLP staff; campetitive product searches performed by the
MLP Market Information Specialist; and, a review of the product by the MLP
Technical Consultant. The product profile package contains five major
sections for print-only products and six for products which have nonprint

components.

Section I: Product Description

The first section, "Product Description", details information on the
product's purpose, format, target audience(s), curriculum area, reading
level, representations/stereotyping, and supplementary materials needed (if
any), as well as a written description of the product. This section is
prepared by MLP staff using information supplied by the product developer
during telephone conversations, in conjunction with the MLP Managing Editor's
review of the actual product. The outcome of this evaluation is a critical
consideration in the decision to publish and distribute a particular product.
Publishers do not have the luxury of spending a great deal of time reviewing
the product, and therefore depend upon the MIP staff's technical and editorial
evaluation of products. The accuracy and clarity of these evaluations impact

greatly on the confidence of publishers in the Market Linkage Project.

-
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This first section also includes information relating to the editorial
appraisal of all products and product components, performed or supervised
by the MLP Managing Editor. Standard editorial analysis procedures are
utilized; these include an evaluation of the currency and relevancy of the
product's content to the consumer. Among the questions used in the MLP
"standard editorial analysis" are:

"1, Have all talent releases been secured and do they appear to be

appropriate? If not, what would be involved in securing new
talent releases?

2. Have permissions been granted to use any copyrighted works?

3. Are minority groups, men and women, and handicapped persons
represented appropriately in all media?

4. What is the developer's justification for the media chosen and
can any given component content be presented in a different
medium?

5. How do product components work together (especially if this is
not clear in introductory material)?

6. Does the print material need extensive editorial work?

7. Does the product make sense and if not, why not and/or how
ocould it be made to make sense?

8. What sort of field testing was done and/or how has the product
been used and what, then, can be inferred about the potential?

9. If necessary, can the material be condensed, repackaged, expanded:

Section 2: Product Components

The section entitled "Product Components" gives the size, format,
length, and location of masters of all product components. OComponents are
shown in four different categories: print; rx:nprint; games, cards, realia;
supplementary information. Data shown in this section results from the MLP

staff's review of the product and conversations with the developer.
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Section 3: Product History

The section on "Product History" contains background on development of
the product including: developer's name; product completion date, with an
area for comments; developer's justification for need; field test/developer
use information; number of copies distributed by developer. All data shown
in this section is provided by the developer, either during telephone con-
versations with the MLP staff or in written form.

Section 4: Market Information

The "Market Information" section shows data on: prospective buyers;
market perspective; competitive products. Using information provided by the
product developer as a ‘starti;ng point, MLP staff perform research activities
relating to the potential market(s) for the product. After considering the
variety of ways in which a product could be used, the Market Information
Specialist performs a oo;npetitive product search which includes: computer
runs, using commercial and noncommercial data bases; personal contacts in
trade/professional groups; and review of catalogs and reference materials.
While several variables are used in detennininé the existence of competitive
products, three key factors considered in every search are the product's
content, medium, and audience.

Section 5: Iegal Considerations

Products developed with Federal funds must be cleared by the appropriate
govermment offices. Audiovisual materials must be cleared by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education's (ED) Audiovisual Clearance Officer and the ED's Office of
Public Affairs before development of the product may begin. Manuscripts
which are written for publication by the Govermment Printing Office also

mist be cleared through the ED's Office of Public Affairs. Additionally,
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clearance may be required when the same questionnaire is used with ten or
more people; this requirement affects field testing of a product. The Office
of Management and Budget (OMB) is responsible for this clearance. In addi-
tion, materials developed with Federal funds must carry a disclaimer stating
that the work was produced under grant/contract with the appropriate agency
and that the content does not necessarily reflect the position or policy of
that agency.

The fifth section, "Legal Considerations", provides information relating
to: notice on materials, copyright authorization/developer claim of proprietary
- rights; status of clearances/permissions for script, Office of Public Affairs
audiovisual clearance, talent releases, use of music, data acquisition for
field testing, and print permissions.

MLP staff review all products sent to them by OSE to ascertain
whether the appropriate.legal clearances, permissions, and releases have
been obtained. This review is performed by the Managing Editor and/or the
Legal Specialist. The review may include an examination of the original
grant or contract, field test and/or validation data, the product itself,
and any other pertinent information. When necessary, the Legal Specialist
documents any legal problems and outlines steps necessary to resolve them.
When legal compliance problems surface, MLP staff notify the developer through
letters and telephone calls. Staff and the developer then work together to
resolve the problems.

The length of time required to ensure legal campliance varies from
product to product. In same cases, compliance is established prior to the
award of distripution licenses. In a few instances, licenses have been
awarded before the legal process is complete, and publishers have indicated

some consternation about this. (See Chapter IV for more detail.)
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Section 6: Technical Information

The final section, "Technical Information", reports on the technical
quality of nonprint products; this section is not used for print-only
products. All nonprint products/product camponents are reviewed by the MLP
Technical Consultant, who evaluates characteristics such as color, sharpness
of image, audio signal level, and background noise level. Information con-
tained in this section is based on the consultant's written report which dis-
cusses the technical quality of the product, and outlines any specific
problems, -

The length of time required to complete assambly of the product profile
information varies with the complexity of the product and the mumber of
components. MLP staff report that it takes an average or 12 hours to complete
a product profile, and that "this reflects ﬁme spent with each product, not
time spent gathering market information".

According to MIP staff, profile packages for 210 products with a total
of 1,875 camponents were completed during the initial three-year contract

period. Annually, this represents:

Contract Year 1 2 3
Products 47 95 68
Components 612 521 642

Once the product profile is completed, the product is ready for review
by the Marketing Task Force.

Marketing Task Force Activities

The ilarketing Task Force (MIF) provides assistance to the MLP staff
in determining appropriate marketing strategies for products developed with

OSE funds. Specifically, the Task Force is responsible for evaluating the
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commercial marketability potential of each product received by the MLP from
OSE. 1In cases where the Task Force concludes that a product is not suitable
for commercial distribution, it is also responsible for recommending alternate
distribution channels. Options include: "Special or Targeted Announcements"
to publishers and/or organizations with special ties to, or expertise in, a
specialized market segment; the National Audiovisual Center; +he Government
Printing Office; the Handicapped Learner Materials Distribution Center: the
Educational Resources Information Center; and any other suggestions which a
Task Force member may wish to offer.

The MIF is composed of twelve voting members (including special educators,
publishers, producers, distributors, and marketing consultants) and two non-
voting members (the OSE Marketing Director and the MLP Director). In addition
to contributing knowledge about their specific areas of expertise, six Task
Force menbters serve as o'fficial representatives fram the following trade and
professional associations: American Federation of Teachers, Association of
American Publishers, Association of Media Producers, Association of University
Presses, Nat’~nal Audio-Visual Association, and National Education Association.

Voting members are selected by the MIP and approved by OSE; members
are appointed for two-year terms and may be reappointed. Formal performance
evaluations of MIF merbers are not conducted bécause the MLP Director feels
this "would destroy the functioning of the Task Force". "Incompetent members",
however, can be requested to resign by the Project Director and the MLP has
established a rule that members missing two meetings are automatically removed
from the Task Force. Two members were removed from the MIF during the initial

three-year contract.



The Marketing Task Force meets four times each year in Columbus, OChio.
Approximately cne week before the meeting, MIF members receive product profiles
from MLP staff on those products scheduled for review and evaluation. When
they arrive ir Columbus, Task Force members receive any additional product
information not available for inclusion in the original product profiles.

During the meeting, members individually review product profiles in
conjunction with examining the actual products, including screenings of non~-
print components. Task Force members report that they use a variety of
criteria in their individual evaluations of product; individual members
most frequently cited content and technical quality as the most important
to them. Also mentioned by Task Force members, although less often, were
market size, existence of competitive products, expense of replication, and
available field testing results.

Following the individual evaluation process, the Marketing Task Force
as a group discusses each product and each MIF member campletes an evaluvation
sheet on each product. The evaluation sheet (prepared by MLP staff) lists
questions designed to assist Task Force members in assessing the product's
camercial marketability; the questions are also used as a form of technical
assistance to product developers and to OSE.. Specific areas considered are:
objectives, audience suitability, educat.icnal design, market demand, forrat,
production quality, and publisher economis.

Based on their individual evalustions and the group discussion, each
Task Force member recommends on: of thrse opticns for each product: 1) Issue
an RFP; 2) Refer to Linc; 3) Ret uwn to OSE. When a Task Force member decides
that the product is commeicially viable on a national basis, he/she checks

the "Issue an RfP" option. 7The Task Force member votes for the "Refer to Linc"
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option when he/she believes the product is marketable, but not on a national
basis, and could best be distributed through a small or specialized ccmuer-
cial campany or a nonprofit organization. When selecting this option,

Task Force mambers are encouraged to suggest specific alternate dissemina-
tion channels for the prcduct. The "Return to OSE" option is chosen by a
Task Force member when, in his/her opinion, the product is not marketable.

A majority vote by the full Task Force determines the initial marketing
strategy employed by the MIP. Task Force members report that in the case cof
a tie, the most comprehensive strategy is first pursued; i.e., a tie be-
tween "Issue an RFP" and "Refer to Linc" would mean that the MLP would issue
an RFP on the product.

During individual interviews, many MIF members stated that the editorial
and technical quality of. products has improved during the first three years.
They also said thuat developers are paying more attention to the marketability
of their products; i.e., regional dialects in videotapes have almost disap—
peared and sexism in all products has been reduced. In each case, Task
Force members reported that these improvements are a result of the MLP-
sponsored technical assistance workshops. (It must be roted, however, that
these are subjective assessments by MIF members and tha* no formal data is
available to measure any product improvement or any relationship to the
MLP workshops.) |

Following each Task Force meeting, MLP staff prepare a written report
for OSE wﬁich details Task Force recommendations for, and comments on, each
product. 1In cases where a product is judged not to be commercially viable,
Task Force conments are also sent to the product developer as a form of

technical assistance. Task Force comments on products recommended for
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distribution are summarized as part of the market perspective ifi €he REP™ -
announcements for potential publishers.

Following the Task Force meeting, MLP staff refine previously obtained
data by integrating MIF camments on products. MIF findings may necessitate
additional research by MLP staff in the following areas: target population;
reading level; adaptability of product to existing curricula; commercial
market distribution potential; need for ancillary materials; and assessment
of curricular relevance and/or usage validation. MLP staff do not attempt
to provide publishers with the anticipated market life of products nor do
they estimate the publishers' costs of revising, reproducing, and distribut-
ing products. Individual Task Force members said they believe that publishers

should make their own assessments regarding these factors.

Three Year Product Tally

During the initialqthree-year contract period (covering FY 1978-80),
the MLP received 210 products with 1,875 components. Of these, the Marketing
Task Force reviewed 186 products. MIF recommendations resulted in 127 prod-
ucts being issued on RFP; the other 59 products were referred to MLP staff
for exploration of alternate distribution channels. Broken down annually,
21 products were announced to publishers in contract year one; 45 in the
second year; and 61 products were put up for bid in the third year of the
ocontract. .

Following is an annual comparison of the number of products transmitted
to the MLP (A), the number of products for which the MLP prepared product
profile information (B), the number of pr;oducts presented to the MIF for
review (C), and the number of products recommended by the MIF for annowice-

ment to publishers (D).
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Contract Year
1 2 3 Total
A 47 95 68 210
B 47 95 68 210
C 42 66 785'/ 186
D 21 45 61 127

MLP stéff report that the 24-product difference between the number of
products for which profiles were prepared (B) and those submitted to the
MIF (C) is due to:

l)  Fourteen products were "sole-sourced"; and

2)  Ten products were rot marketable because they were incomplete
and were returned either to OSE or to the developer.

After products are reviewed and approved for distwibution by the Market-
ing Task Force, the next step in the MLP process is solicitation of bids from
publishers. Bid and licensing procedures are examined in Chapter IV.

Sumary of Findings

This part of the MLP product dissemination process appears to function
well. Standard procedures are used by MLP staff in performing product in-
take tasks and gathering information for inclusion in product profile packages.
Marketing Task Force members report that, in general, they are satisfied with
the quality and quantity of data provided in product profiles.

Without exception, MIF members feel that, as a group, the Task Force
possesses the knowledge necessary to adequately judge the commercial viability

of products submitted to them for review. MLP staff members also express

1/ Ten products received by the MLP fram OSE in (ontract Year 2 were pre-
sented to the MIF for review in Contract Year 3.
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the opinion that the Marketing Task Force performs this function well.
These views were confirmed through the authors' personal observation of
a two-day Task Force meeting.

According to publishers, however, some of the products which the MIF
approves for announcement and commercial licensing are still in the develop--
mental stages or have not met necessary legal clearances. Although this
breakdown in the MLP system originates here, it will be examined in detail
in Chapter IV where the full impact on publishers becames readily apparent.

Recommendations

1. Incomplete products should not be put up for bid. (See Chapters IV and
V for more detail.)
2. All products should have the necessary legal clearances before they

are announced to publishers. (See Chapters IV and V for more dztail.)
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Chapter IV
MLP Publisher Liaison and Product Licensing

The effectiveness of the Market Linkage Project for Special Educaticn
(MLP) depends, in large measure, on Securing maximum participation by com-
mercial publishers in the Program. MLP publisher outreach activities take
a variety of forms. These inciude: mailings to the commercial publishing
sector; telephone and letter communications with publishers; formal liaison
with the three major trade associations for the éonnercial educational pub-
lishing commnity; and MLP staff attendance at industry meetings and con-
ventions.

MLP Publisher Mailings

The MLP maintains a basic publisher mailing list of approximately 550
people from 450 educational publishing companies. In addition, it maintains
lists of about 200 speciélized publishers (such as test publishers). Names
are obtained from a variety of sources, including the Publishers Source
Directory, trade association membership directories, and other reference
directories. The list is updated continually and includes not only special
education, but other.specialized, publishers. One method used to update the
mailing list is a "checkoff" system on the RFP Alerts —— as publishers re-
ceive these, they can indicate whether they want to continue receiving MLP
meilings.

The official contact person is designated by each organization. (Some
organizations have more than one person on the mailing lists; this is up to
the publisher.) Generally, those individuals receiving mailings are product
development personnel; however, marketing personnel are also sometimes desig-

nated as oontacts.,
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According to MLP staff, publishers receive almost all MLP mailings.
These include the quarterly RFP Alerts (announcements of products available
for bid), the Linc Update (Linc's newsletter), Marketing Task Force bro-
chures, general press releases, and reports on the special education market.
Including the four RFP Alerts, publishers on the MLP mailing lists receive
an average of eight standard communications from Linc annually.

Other Publisher Outreach Activities

The MLP maintains formal liaison with the three major trade associations
for the commercial publishing sector —— Association of American Publishers
(AAP) , Asscciation of Media Producers (AMP), and National Audio-Visual Associa-
tion (NAVA). In addition to ensuring that these organizations are represented
on the Marketing Task Force, MLP staff regularly communicate with AAP, AMP,
and NAVA on Project activities of interest to their memberships. All three
organizations actively sllpport the MLP and its activities. Each has, on
separate occasions, stated that the association is committed to the concept,
goal and activities of the OSE Marketing Program. MLP staff have also
attended AAP, AMP, and NAVA meetings and conventions to make presentations on
the Market Linkage Project.

Additionally, in an effort to increase publisher and developer awareness
about the unique characteristics and needs of the special education market,
the MLP has published a booklet entitled "Special Education Market Report".
The booklet, released in August of 1978, reports on the special education
market and its relationship to the general education market.

Procedures for Entering OSE Products into Commercial Distribution

Once OSE products have been approved for commercial distribution by the

Marketing Task Force (MIF) and product profile information has been refined
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and expanded by MLP staff, the products are ready for entry into commercial
distribution. Project activity at this point focuses on solicitation of
bids for distribution of products; selection of appropriate publishers; and
negotiation of licenses*. |

Announcements of Products

The first step in entering OSE products into cormercial distribution
is the release of an RFP Alert to commercial publishers, within three weeks
of the MIF meetings. The RFP Alert is a bound volume which contains individual
RFPs on each product, along with a sample proposal form, and information on
product review opportunities, including the date of the publishers conference
scheduled at MLP headquarters, and the due date for publishers' proposals.
Each RFP consists of an abstract page (stating product title, developing
institution, format, purpose, audience, and market perspective) and a written
description of the product, along with a photograph (if available). Only |
that data which the Task Force confirms during its review of the product is
included in the RFP. The marketing perspective section reports Task Force
recommendations and comments on the product. Each RFP Alert contains about
twenty product descriptions and can be sent to as many as approximately 750
individuals in 650 publishing houses.

Publishers attending the OSE Publishers Conference raised several
questions about MLP mailing lists: some organizations feel they are only
contacted when Special Announcements are issued; many stated that they re-
ceive RFPs on a sporadic or intermittent basis; and there is general concern
about how organizations can be sure they are receiving all the RFP Alerts.

When a publisher has been involved in development of a product funded

by OSE, through winning a "Developmental RFP", the publisher is given advance
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notification that the product is coming up for bid. This publisher has
"first refusal rights" to distribute the product since the publisher has
already invested resources in the deveiopnent of the product.

The "Developmental RFP" process is unclear to publishers. All, how-
ever, feel that earlier consultation between developers and publishers would
eliminate many format problems which have been present in products licensed
to date.

Publishers stated that they feel MIP information contained in RFP prod-
uct descriptions on general market size and composition is inaccurate (in-
flated), too general, or insufficient. For example, an RFP describing a
product whose target audience is vocational educators did not include, but
should have, the estimated number of vocational education teachers. 2An RFP
for a product designed for school psychologic+s should have included an es-—
timate of the number of'these professionals. In addition, several commented
that the "market perspective" provided in the RFP is often more editorial
camentary than hard markét data, perhaps cav ed by over-enthusiasm for the
product. 2And, one publisher noted that althoujh an OSE-funded market study
had been performed for a series cf films made - ailable for license which
concluded that the market was thi-, neither e study nor the conclusion was
mentioned in the product description.

Publisher Review of Product

Prior to acquiring products fer distribution, commercial publishers must
carefully assess the financial risks of adding a particular product to their
existing product line. An important part of this evaluation is an editorial
analysis and technical appraisal of the prcduct itself.

Several options for reviewing products are available to publishers:
the Publishers Conference; visiting MLP headquarters during normal business
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hours; requesting product loans and/or print product excerpt loans; or

scheduling of a "Publishers Conference Alternative".

Publishers Conference - A Publishers, or Bidders, Conference is

held in‘ Columbus, Chio, approximately 3 weeks after the RFP Alert

is mailed. At this meeting, publishers can view all products

‘available for bid; hear product presentations by, and talk with,

developers; and receive expanded profile information on products
from MLP staff members,

Review of Product at Headquarters - Products are available for

inspection in the MLP offices during normal business hours any time
after the scheduled Publishers Conference and before the bid close
date. During inspection, publishers may also review information
presented at the Publishers Conference.

Requests for Product Loans - Publishers may request, on loan, an

entire copy of the product. Product loans are granted on a first-
come, first-served basis. Fulfillment of requests begins after the
scheduled Publishers Conference. Prior to product shipment, MLP
stzff contact the publisher to arrange arrival and return dates for
the produst. Publishers generally are requested to return products
within %-ree days of receipt. Excerpts from print materials are
sent o publishers who must wait to preview entire products (it is
inpractical to send excerpts from film and other media products).

Publishers Conference Alternative - When publishers cannot attend

the scheduled Publishers Conference in Columbus, they may request
that the MLP oconduct an alternate conference at a time and location

convenient for the publisher. If possible, these requests are
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accommodated; if the conference cannot be scheduled, product ex-
cerpts and/or product loans are sent to the publisher.

Over the term of the contract, MLP staff report a shift away from at-
tendance at the scheduled Publishers Conferences to requests for print product
excerpts and product loans, as well as visits to MIP offices. All publisher
requests for product loans and excerpts during the contract period were
filled. Publisher requests for alternate conferences also increased and
two were held, but due to cost considerations , this does not appear to be
a viable alternative. Publishers are unanimous in wanting to see product
samples before‘bidding , but feel that attendance at bidders conferences is
often not feasible because of cost and unavailability of appropriate company
personnel.

Solicitation of Bids

After reviewing pro:iucts available for acquisition, pubiishers interested
in distributing OSE products prepare written proposals which they submit to
MLP headquarters.

Ten copies of each proposal to distribute a product must be postmarked
by midnight of the date established by the MLP; this deadline is approxi-
mately five weeks after the date of the Publishers Conference. Publishers
may bid on more than one product by submitting individual proposals for
each. Publisher responses to RFPs are confidential and proprietary to the
MLP contractor.

About 50 different companies (of the 650 organizations on MLP mailing

lists) bid on at least one of the 130 products? announced during the initial

2/ Although 127 products were approved for RFPs by the MIF, additional prod-

"~ ucts were put up for bid. These three arrived at MLP headquarters too
late for MIF review, and the MLP staff and OSE Marketing Director agreed
they were commercially viable.
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three-year contract period. MLP staff report receiving approxim :ely 10
proposals per RFP Alert. The average number of bids received for each prod-
uct varies according to the format. For films, approximately 8 to 10

bids were received; for multimedia kits, the average was 3 or 4 and, for
print materials, 1 or 2. There is no means by which to determine if this

is an acceptable response rate; a response rate evaluation should be feasible
at the completion of the second MLP contract period when historical compari-
sons of Program activities can be made.

An important improvement desired by publishers is an increase in the
amount of time between receipt of RFP Alerts and deadlines for submission
of bids. With the number of copies of products currently available for the
MLP to send to potential bidders, publishers state that the current time
span is not adequate. An alternative suggested by several publishers is to
require developers to supply the MLP with more copies of the product.

Evaluation of Bids/Selection of Distributors

Review and evaluation of publisher responses are performed by the MLP
Director and Legal Specialist (the only staff members with access to pro-
posals), and by an RFP Review Panel. MLP staff review all proposals and
gather information, including financial and other pertinent data, on the
bidding organization from a variety of sources. MLP staff then prepare an
analysis bf each proposal for use by the RFP Review Panel.

The RFP Review Panel is composed of nine wvoting members; the MLP Pro-
ject Director serves as recording secretary of this group, but is not a member
of the Panel. The Panel consists of individuals described as product develop-
ment experts, educational marketers, special educators, business and finance

experts and school administrators. (There is no overlap of membership
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between the MIF and the RFP Review Panel.) The Review Panel meets four times
each year at MLP offices in Columbus, Ohio. Staff analyses of publisher
proposals and copies of each proposal are mailed to Panel members about one
week prior to these scheduled meetings.

Like the MTF review procedures, RFP Review Panel members first evaluate
proposals on an individual basis, and then meet as a group to discuss the
bids and recommend license award tn one distributor. Each proposal is analyzed
using the following evaluation criteria: evidence of company capabilities
(markets served, facilities available); product line continuity; marketing
plan; advertising and promotion plan; sales and distribution plan; financial
camitment to product; publication commitment; time frame for publication;
proposed format of final product; and, product pricing information.

If additional information on a publisher's bid to distribute a product
is required by the Panel before making an award recommendation, staff send
the involved publisher(s) a letter requesting clarification/expansion of
the appropriate section(s) of the proposal(s). Publisher response(s) to the
letter are ruiled to Panel members and a special Review Panel meeting is
held as soon as possible.

Product developers have no formalized role in the publisher selection
process. There are two major reasons: first, the system is designed to
prevent any "sweetheart” deals between developers and distributors; secondly,
publisher responses to RFPs contain confidential, proprietary information.
(Under the second MLP contract the staff will request each product developef
to write a paper detailing his/her concerns, il any, regarding publisher

selection before a prcduct is put up for bid. The RFP Review Panel will
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receive this paper as part of the review package. Product developer oon-
cerns, however, will be of secondary consideration to other marketing
criteria.)

Following each Panel meeting, the MIP staff report RFP Review Panel
recormmendations to the U.S. Department of Education for approval and
authorization to proceed with negotiation of product distribution licenses.

License Negotiations with Selected Distributors/Publishers

After approval by the Department of Education, MIP staff begin license
negotiations with publishers for distribution of OSE-funded products. Ac-
cording to Linc Resources, "The primary objective of Linc in negotiating the
distribution license is the effective distribution of the product within
thé audience of educators and/or learners intended by BEH (sic) and the
product developer. Linc works to ensure that information about the availa-
bility, usefulness, and ;pplicability of the product will be disseminated
adequately and effectively. Linc negotiates appropriate and specific liéense
clauses required to assure successful publication. Linc reserves, on behalf
of BEH (sic) and the developer, the right to review, and if necessary, to re-
ject any change in or revision of the product prior to production in order
to assure maintenance of the product's educational value for its intended
audience.".

General License & Royalty Provisions

Publishers of OSE products are almost evenly divided in their opinions
about MLP administrative and financial reporting requirements (see Appendix
A, Chart #1A; Figure #1A). Thirteen of the 27 organizations (distributing
a total of 54 products) addressing this subject feel that requirements

conform to their own procedures. Of the 14 organizations (distributing 24
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products) which feel they do not conform, one describes the impact of dif-
ferent reporting as negligible; five feel the impact is moderate; seven feel
the requirements are cumbersome; and one describes them as prohibitive
(Chart #1B; Figure #1B).

Royalty provisions are generally acceptable to publishers, because
there is some flexibility and specific provisions can be negotiated.

Royalty rates for OSE products licensed during the first three years
of the Marketing Program ranged from 0% to 20% (Chart #2; Figure $#2). Royal-
ties are not required when distribution rights are not exclusive or when
the potential market is so thin as to warrant special incentives for the
distributor. Of 50 products for which this information was reported, seven
(14%) are distributed by nonprofit organizations which pay no royalty.
(Some or all of these prPducts may be those for whom the developer is li-
censed to act as publisher.) Eight products (16%) have royalty rates of
between 1% ard 5%; 11 (22%) have rates of from 6% through 9%; thirteen (26%)
have a rate of 10%; seven (14%) have rates of 18% or 20%; and four products
(8%) have escalating rates which differ according to media format and/or number
of units sold or dollars earned.

The majority of royalty rates for print products are set at under 10%:
74% are in the 0-9% range, while 26% are between 10% and 20%. In contrast
only 13% of the film/video products have rates of between 0-9%; the remaining
87% range from 10-20%. Products in the "other" category are almost evenly
divided; 60% are in the range of 0-9%; while 40% have rates of between 10%
and 20%.

All ten product developers interviewed currently receive, or will be

receiving, royalty payments for MLP products. Several developers commented
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that payments are late. Most developers know the exact royalty rate (which
varies widely) while others state that they are not sure of, or don't know,
the rate. Generally, product developers report that product royalties are
shared with the Federal Government with the formula split apparently set on
a case-by-case basis, with 75% to the Government and 25% to the developers
the most common approach. Of the eight developers who had an opinion, most
feel the royalty was "too little". One developer stated that the royalty is
"too high" explaining that there should be no royalty in order to lower the
price of the product.

Legal Requirements

Legal clearances and rights will continue to play an essential role in
the success of the Program.

Product developers .indicated some problems with the legal requirements.
When asked to describe these requirements (including licensing and releases)
as being "adequate", "cumbersome", or "unlivable", five of nine responding
developers chose "adequate". Three of the remaining four developers call
the legal requirements "unlivable", with reasons ranging from copyright as-
sigmment to royalty amount and share.

Publishers will continue to require exclusive distribution agreements
and assurances that talent releases and legal clearances have been obtained,
so that product licensing is not delayed or nullified. Earlier xnowledge
of the issues to be dealt with and more technical assistance from the MIP
can do much to resolve these problems.

Copyright Provisions

Copyright is of paramount importance to all publishers, including edu-

caticnal publishers. Entering products into the commercial marketplace
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involves a certain amount of risk, and most publishers require exclusive
rights to the product in order to protect their investments. However, the
rights to exclusive distribution must work to the mutual satisfaction of
all parties if the Marketing Program is to achieve maximm effectiveness.

All products licensed during the first three years of the Merketing
Program are licensed in accordance with the former USOE/ED copyright guide-
lines in effect at that time. Under those guidelines, copyright was usually
authorized for 7 years (the licenses awarded for MLP products in the first
contract period are all for §-year terms). This limitation is seen as a
disadvantage by publishers, since the term is shorter than the average pub-
lishing cycle.

Under former USCE/ED guidelines, the Office of Education was permitted
to assign copyright to whomever was deemed most appropriate. In the case
of the OSE Marketing Proéram, copyright for OSE products was generally as-
signed to Linc Resources as the MLP contractor. 1In a few cases, product
copyrights are retained by state and local govermments. For these products,
MLP acts as an agent but does not hold copyright. In other Education Depart-
ment programs, the copyright is most often assigned to the grantee/contractor.

According to the Education Department, under the old copyricht guidelines
there were about 100 to 200 requests per year for copyright authorization of
products developed through OSE funds. Since the MLP began, OSE products
have accounted for almost 50% of the copyright authorizations granted by all
Education Department programs.

On April 3, 198C, new copyright guidelines, ocontained in the Education
Department General and Administrative Regulations (EDGAR*), went into effect.

These provisions allow grantees to retain the rights to their products.
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All products Jeveloped after the effective date of EDGAR are governed by
those regulations, with products resul:ing from continuation grants decided
on a case-by-case basis.

With developers holding copyright on post-EDGAR products, the ability
of the Educaticn Department to reguire developers to market products through
the MLP is severely hampered. The Departmunt is exploring the possibility
of requiring, as a provision of the grant or contract agreement, approval
of any copyright action the grantee may take. 1In this instance, the Depart-
ment could, if it decmed approrriate, assign copyright to the MLP.

Should this type of policy not be implemented by the Department, the
MLP will have to convince OSE grantees and contractors that it is in their
best interests to assign the MLP exclusive distribution rights for their
products. The MLP shoulg be able to negotiate directly with grantees and
contractors (as it has done in the past with LEAs and SEAs) by showing them
that they are more likely to successfully market their products through the
MLP than by attempting dissemanation themselves. It is possible that royal-
ties to the developers can be increased in order to provide a greater incentive
to use the MLP.

Three-Year Tally and Description of Licensed Products

During the initial three-year MLP contract period, 130 products were
issued on RFP. Of those 130 products, 70 were licensed for distribution by
commercial publishers. (See Appendix B.) Licenses for an additional 17
products were in negotiation at the close of the first contract period.

The 70 product !icenses cover 633 components which were in a variety
of formats. MLP breakdowns show that 33% of the components were books or

pamphlets; 3% were film, 1% were slide sets; 10% were filmstrips; 33% were
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audiotapes; 14% were videotapes; 1% transparencies; 1% card sets; 3% were

games; and 1% were other formats. (Some of the components' formats were

subsequently changed by distributors.)

Component Format Number Percent
Books or Pamphlets 213 33.7%
Films 22 3.5
Videotapes/Cassettes 88 13.9
Slide Sets 7 1.1
Filmstrips 65 10.3
Audio Tapes 209 33.0
Transparency Sets 7 1.1
Card Sets 11 1.7
Games 2 0.3
Other 9 1.4
Total 633 100.0%

MLP staff cite several reasons why the remaining products which were

announced were not licensed:

1.
2.
3.
4.

5.

appropriate publishers were not notified of product availability;
publishers weren't interested in the products;

legal problems;

not enough time for publishers to consider products;

some publishers don't like to compete for products.

A large percentage of the products licensed for commercial distribution

are teacher~use rather than student-use materials. About 61% of the products

are designed for teachers and others who work with handicapped children; 36%

are designed for handicapped learners themselves; and 3% can be defined best

as "uveneral use" materials -- those which provide general information about

handicapped peorle and can be used with handicapped or non-handicapped

audiences.
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Sumary of Findings

Publishers have voiced concern about the MLP publisher mailing list
and there is some evidence to indicate that the mailing list needs to be
expanded. Sane publishers report receiving RFPs sporadically and still
others indicate they never received an RFP at all, being contacted instead
after no other publisher bid on a product during competition. In addition,
several publishers who are not distributing OSE products have indicated that
they have never heard of the MLP but are interested in entering the special
education market. To date, there has been relatively little involvement of
general education publishers in the OSE Marketing Program.

Market data supplied to publishers is another area in need of atten-
tion. Publishers often feel that the "market perspective" contained in the
RFPs is less market information and more editorial comment. Judging from
caments received at the Publishers Conference, publishers often find that
the MILP's market—si;e statistics, when presented, are inflated or, for
various other reasons, inaccurate. Frequently, the market perspective is
only a re-cap of the Marketing Task Force's caments and, while these com-
ments are an essential ingredient of a market analysis, more hard data is
needed to assist publishers in assessing the size and other characteristics
of the target population.

Another problem frequently cited by publishers is insufficient time
o preview and bid on products available for licensing. MLP staff have
recently announced, however, that the bid period is being lengthened. At
this time, there do not appear to be sufficient funds to secure extra

copies of products to allow more distributors to preview them.
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The lack of multiple copies of products creates yet another problem
in terms of alternative dissemination strategies. One alternative dissemi-
nation route is the National Audiovisual Center (NAC), which requires 25
copies for its inventory before it will agree to distribute the product.
Without funds to reproduce the products, the option of using NAC as an
alternative dissemination route appears to be cut off. It should be added
that alternative dissemination routes have not yet been fully developed
by the MLP.

A further concern relates to the MLP definition of a product: the com-
plete title, program, or series for which a single license is negotiated
between the MLP and a publisher. Under the MLP definition, a single product
could contain one component (one film, or one book, etc.). At the same
time, another single product will contain multiple components (several films,
or a combination of book; and videotapes, or any combination of media formats).

Ho@ever, in several cases, a licensed publisher has either 1) combined
prodEEtsonvered by two or more licenses and distributes them as one product;
or 2) broken components out of a single license to distribute them as two
or more separate products. In both situations, the outcome is confusion,
particularly in the tracking of the number of products moving through the
Marketing System and in follow-up and monitoring of products.

Recommendations

1. MLP mailing lists must be improved, both by adding more non-special
education publishers (to encouragz their participation) and by developing
a means to ensure that those on the list systematically receive RFP announce-

ments.
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2. IMore and better market data should be provided to publishers; the
"market perspective" contained in the RFP Alert is not adequate. When
available, hard data on market size should be provided.

3.  Products should not be available for bid until they are completed --
unless they are awarded under a developmental RFP. Additionally, all

legal requirements should be met before a product is submitted for bid.

4, The length of time permitted for response to RFPs should be increased
(to 3 months) to permit distributors more time to preview the products

and prepare their proposals. Additional funds should be made available

to permit reproduction of additional copies of products so they can be

made available to bidders in more complete form and for longer time periods.
Additional oopieg are also needed for submission to the National Audio—
visual Center for this to be an alternative dissemination route for products.
5. The MLP "license-b;sed" definition of a product should be examined to
determine whether it can be refined to eliminate reporting and tracking

difficulties.
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Chapter Vv
PUBLISHER MODIFICATION AND DISTRIBUTION OF OSE PRODUCTS

Once a product is licensed for distribution, a publisher may perform
editorial revisions or format modifications before it is manufactured,
packaged and distributed.

According to responses obtained at the March, 1980 publishers conference
and/or in subsequent telephone interviews, the organizations licensed by
the MLP in the first three years felt that the products delivered to them
were of good "general" quality.

Editorial/Format Revisions

Relatively few editorial changes were required for OSE products, ac-
cording to their publishers, but there were significant problems with the
original format, or medium. Several publishers indicated that some for-
mats (e.g. 3-ring binder print products, etc.) were too expensive to
replicate for national, large-scale distribution. Esthetic alterations
were also needed. Additionally, some products were over-mediated and, for
print products, substantial revisions were most often due to typographical
and indexing errors. In general, more revisions were needed for print than
non-print products, while film appeared to be in better shape technically.
Likely explanations for this are: film is usually produced by a professional
film maker; film is harder and more costly to revise than print and the MTF
probably woulé not approve film in need of major editing; and, films general-
ly result fram specific product develomment grants, rather than fram research

or trairing projects.
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Cost of Revisions, Production, Manufacturing

The total capital investment required to put product into inventory
was provided for a total of 40 products (see Appendix A, Chart #3). The
cambined figure was $1,190,091. The capital investment for eight of the
40 products distributed ;y nonprofit organizations totalled $144,378. For-
profit publishers invested $1,045,713 in 32 products. The difference in
investments between nonprofit and for-profit distributors may be accounted
for by the fact that many of the nonprofit distributors also served as
developers of their products.

Breakdowns between editorial¥*, production*, packaging*, and manufactur-
ing* costs were obtained for 35 of the 40 products (Charts #4A&B; Figures
#4n&B) . Of the total $625,663 spent for these 35, editorial costs amounted
to $101,274 (16.2% of the total); production cost $149,35‘2 (23.9%); packaging
required $14,152 (2.2%); and mamufacturing expenses were $360,885 (57.7%).

By media format, an average of $11,732 was invested in each print pro-
duct*(19%, editorial changes; 20%, production costs; 3%, packaging; and 57%
for manufacturing costs); $24,141 for each film/videotape product* (5%,
editorial; 36%, production costs; 1%, packaging; and 57% for manufacturing
costs); and $30,033 for each “"other" product* (23%, editorial; 17%, production;
2%, packaging; and 58% for manufacturing).

Most of the publishers had acquired already-developed programs from
sources other than the MLP (Charts #5A-C; Figures #5A-C). Costs of refining
the MLP acquired products were, in most cases, comparable* to costs of mak-—
ing similar refinements to products acquired from other sources. Only
9.4% of the products for which data was reported involved more editorial

expense and 18.7% required more production funds. First-run manufacturing
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costs were also generally camparable to both other special education and
general education products (Charts #6A&B; Figure #6). Only 12.8% of the
OSE products were more expensive to manufacture than other special educa-
tion products; 15.6% of the OSE products cost more than the general educa-
tion products manufactured by those publishers.

Marketing Techniques and Investment

Marketing techniques used for OSE products were generally comparable
to those used for other materials in the publishers' product lines and
ranged fram catalogs to sales forces (Charts #7&8; Figures #7&8).

Of 54 products distributed by responding organizations, multiple
marketing strategies were used for all but 6 (or 11%). A total of 83.3%
of the 54 products were marketed through catalogs; 70.4% through conventions;
70.4% through special brochures; 44.4% through szles forces (including
dealers and cammissioned agents); 59.3% through journal or magazine ads;

37% through telephone sales; and 35.2% through other means (including press
releases, workshops and seminars, previews, and film festivals).

The marketing strategies employed for OSE products vary by type of
distributor (profit, nonprofit) and by product medium. (See Chart next page.)
First year marketing costs for 40 OSE products amounted to $712,816
(Chart #9; Figure 9). Costs for individual products ranged fram a high of

$75,000 to a low of $300.

Publishers were asked to compare their marketing expenditures (as a
percent of gross sales) to those for other special education products, and’
to those for general education products kCharts $#10A&B; Figure #10). Costs
for 79% of the 54 products covered in the responses were carparable to other

special education products and 72% were camparable to general education products.
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Products By Distributor

Products By Media

Marketing Total For-Profit Nonprofit Print Film/Video Other
Stra Products | Organizations Organizations | Products Products Products
Catalogs 83.3% 84.2% 81.3% 69.2% 100.0% 90.0%
Conventions 70.4 68.4 75.0 53.8 94.1 72.7
Special Brochures 70.4 53.2 . 87.5 46.2 100.0 81.8
Journal/Magazine Ads 59.3 65.8 ~43.8 42.3 76.5 72.7
Sales Force 44 .4 60.5 6.3 30.8 76.5 27.3
Telephone 37.0 42,1 25.0 15.4 76.5 27.3
Other 35.2 28.9 50.0 38.5 23.5 45.5
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When first year marketing expenditures are broken down by product
format, the results are not significantly different fram the preceding
percentageé. Of the 22 print products for which figures were reported,

86% had marketing expenditures comparable to other special educationpred-
ucts, . 9% had greater and 5% had less. Eighty-three percent of 18 print
products had expenditures comparable to other education products and 17%
had more.

Of the 16 film/video OSE products, 75% had expenditures camparat:le to
both other special and general education products, 19% had greater and 6%
had less.

Of the 10 OSE products in the "other" category, 70% had marketing
expenditures which were camparable to other special education products,

20% had greater and 10% had less. However, only 20% of the OSE products'
marketing costs were coéparable to general education products; 40% were
greater and 40% were less.

VWhen broken down between nonprofit and for-profit publishers, however,
a greater variance is seen. While 100% of products distributed by non-
profit organizations had marketing costs comparable to other special educa-
tion products, this was true for only 73% of those distributed by for-profit
campanies. In the latter category, 19% of the products had higher marketing
expenditures, while 8% had less.

Fulfillment

Order fulfillment, billing and customer service expenditwres for OSE

products were generally comparable to those for other special and general

education materials (Charts #11A&B; Figure 11).
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Sales

Publishers have had varying degrees of success with OSE products, which
can be attributed to factors such as the size of the product's target
audience, the availability of education funds to purchase the product, the
quality of the publisher's marketing effort, and the length of time on the
market. In regard to the latter, approximately 75% of the OSE products 1li-
censed in the first three years of the Marketing Program had been in distri-
bution one year or less as of October 1, 1980. Same for-profit publishers
experienced a significant time lag between notification that they had been
awarded licenses and receipt of the products from MIP staff or the deveioper,
with 48% of the products taking over four weeks to arrive, and 27% not
available for three months or more (Chart #123; Figqure #123). Two major
reasons offered for this delay were: work on the product had not yet been
completed; legal clearaﬂ;es had not been assured. Because many of the
nonprofit publishers had served as the product developers, they did not
have this problem; 83% of their products were available immediately and
the remainder within four weeks.

The time lapse involved when the developer did not serve as publisher
meant thoo 20% of the 50 products for which this information was available
were not yet on the market as of October 1, 1980. However, once the pub-
lisher received the materials (Chart #12B; Figure #12B), 33 of 44 products
included in the report (75%) were available in the marketplace within six
months, a target considered reasonable by commercial publishers. Alnost
98% were available within a year, with only one product taking over 52 weeks.

Film and video products reached the market first since, as discussed

earlier, these materials are usually very close to marketable if approved
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for announcement, and bid on, during the RFP process. Almost 59% of these

44 products were available within two months of receipt from the developer,
Approximately 23.5% of the print products were available for purchase by

the end of the same time frame. Close to 83% of the film/video and €4.6%

of the print products were on the market within 6 months with the remainder
in the marketplace within a year. 1In the category ol "other", 20% of the
products were available within three months of receipt by the publisher;

80% by the end of 6 months; and a total of 90% of the products were available
for purchase at the end of one year.

Of 45 OSE products for which sales were compared to other special
education materials, 56% were comparable, .15% were more and 29% were less.
Comparisons with sales of general education materials were made for 35
OSE products: 50% were comparable, 6% sold more and 44% sold fewer units
(Charts #13 A&B; Figure #'13) . Because this information was derived from
data submitted through an independent accounting fim to protect individual
companies' identities, it is not possible to determine the reasons that
specific products did, or did not, do well. Some may have had very limited
sales potential; other reasons could have included the publisher's marketing
effort, or the quality of the product itself.

Nonprofit publishers' sales of OSE products were much more comparable
to those of their other products. This may be due in part to the fact that
several have a special relationship to, and knowledge of, their potential
customers (e.g., American Printing House for the Blind, Council for Ex-
ceptional Children). Sixty-six percent of the products sold by reportirg
nonprofit distributors had unit sales camparable to other special education

rroducts; 25% of the products' sales were higher; 8% were less. Of the OSE
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products distributed by for-profit campanies, 52% had unit sales camparable
to other special education materials; 12% had more; and 36% had less. When
contrasted to unit sales for general educaticnproducts, 44% of OSEprod-
ucts distributed by for-profit campanies had comparable szles, 7% had more
and 48% had less. This is not surprising, given the segmentation of the
special education market and the camparatively smaller sales potential for
most products.

A breakdown by media format reveals sharp contrasts between sales of
OSE and other products. Print products were the most successful overall,
with 61% of the OSE materials having unit sales comparable to other special
education materials, 9% having more and 30% less. The pcpularity of print
materials is true throughout educational publishing an’ onz can assume the
same reasons apply to special education:suitability of the medium to the
content; comparative low price; and familiarity of users with print. OSE
film/video products also fared well in comparison to other similar special
education materials, with sixty-six percent of the OSE filmy/video products
having camparable sales.

Comparison of Sales with Estimates

Publishers reported actual sales a~ a percentage of sales estimates
for 33 products (Chart #14, Figure #14). The average sales of these 33
were 88.4% cf projection. A breakdown by media format shows:

Fourteen print products attained an average of 76.5% of their original
sales estimated. One product reached only 20% of goal; 4 reached between
22% anC 50%; three reached between 59% and 78%; and six ranged from 93% to

160% of the target.
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Ten film/vid=o products sold an average of 92.2% of estimates. Four
products were at or under 20% of goal; four reached between 67% and 95%;
and one each soid 150% and 400% of estimate. :

Though a greater variety of products is represented in the "oti..r"
category, only two of nine producis reached less than 60% of original sales
estimates; they were both in the 50%-59% range. Three products sold from
62%-75% of goal, four products sold from 133%-184% of estimate. This re-
sults in the "other" products selling an average 102.8% of original estimates.
Royalties

Data on actual royalties paid or due was submitted for only 31 products
(Chart #15; Figure #15). Of these 31, seven had rates of 0%. Total payments
for the remaining 24 amounted to $64,647 at the end of 1980.

Return on Investment

Organizations use different methods for camputing their Return on
Investment (ROI), which is calculated from net incame.

ROI for OSE products in most cases appears to be _omparable or less
than that which distributors receive from other products (Charts #16A&B;
Figure #16). It is possible that the ROI for OSE products will improve, as
their length of time in the marketplace increases. All of the products
covered in this report have been in distribution less than 3 years and of
those for which ROI data was reported, only fourteen Lave been marketed
for more than one year. Sixty percent of the OSE products for which ROI
data was reported had a return comparab.e to other special education
materials; 30% were less; 9% .were more. The contrast with non-special
education materials was greater: 39% of the OSE products had a comparable

ROI; 48% were less; 12% were more.
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Print oroducts .eem~d to have the best performance. with film/video
siowing the worst ROI. Seve ‘ty-one percent of print products, 38% of
film/video products and 63% of uther" produnts had an ROI comparable to
other special education products; 24:, 46%, and 25% of the respective cate-
gories showed a lower ROI.

Measured against non-special education products, only 8% of film/video
OSE materials had a compnrable ROI; 77% were less. Sixty-five percent of
print products were comparable, with 25% less; "other" products were evenly
distributed between comparable, greater and less.

IMarret Penetration

Adequate data is not available to draw a statistical picture of the
market penetretion* achieved by publisners licen-~d under the OSE Marketirgj
Program, because as of October 1, 1980, 7% of the products had been in the
marketplace only one yea'r or less.

In tie commercial publishing sectc- it normally takes 12 to 24 months
to "introduce" a product because of school L ying cycles, upon which com-
pany marketing plans are based. Purchases are ride from September through
May with peaks at tl:z becinning and end of the schooi year. A product for
which a license is awarded in June may not reach the publisher w:til
October. If minor modifications, packaging, me-ufacturing and promotion
take another six months, the product may not be considered for purchase
until the fall of the following year —— 15 months after award ¢f the li-
cense. This 24wmonth "introduction" phase is part of the averag.. 5-ycar
sales cycle (plotted in a bell curve pattern) with the sales peak projected
to occur between 36 and 42 months after product release. It is apparent,

therefore, that performance of a product in the educational marketplace
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cannot, and should not, be measured until the product has had a minimum
of two years of exposure.

Arother difficulty in gathering market penetration data results from
the fact that many publishers do not nommally analyze individual product
sales in a statistical manner, examining rather the performance of media,
subject area or age level product groupings lines. 1In reality, the only
kind of product which can validly be tracked in terms of reaching users
is the basal product which is designed to be used on a one-per-student
basis. Most of the OSE products are purchased for use within a school
building or entire district, making it extremely difficult togauge the
number of individual users.

However, it is possible to draw some prelimirary conclusions fram other
data provided by publishers. First, the average sales for 33 products
reached 88.4% of sales estimates. Given that the publishers' marketing
plans (including sales projections’whiéh indicate the number of potential
users with access to a product) were approved before license award, attéin—
ment of an average close to 90% of sales goals should indicate a good rate
of market penetration fcr products new t5 the market. Second, the proprietary
data sabmitted by publishers shows that most of them made investments which
were camparable to those for other products. Given that most of the dis-
tributors plan to obuain a reasonable commercial return on their investment,
ard that all who attended th2 publishers' conference said they would con-
tinue to participaie in the program, it appears that they project an increas-
ing sales curve as the products hit their third and succeeding years in the

marketplace.
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Sumary of Findings

In the area of editorial and format revisions, participating publishers
indicated most changes were of the latter type, and were generally intended
to make the products more econcmical to reproduce or to match other prod-
ucts in their lines. Earlier technical ssistance to product developers
could alleviate much of the need for format revisions.

Most of the licensed publishers had acquired programs to distribute
from sources other than the MLP. Costs of refining the OSE products were,
in most cases, comparable to those incurred in making similar refinements
to products acquired elsewhere. Only 9.4% of the OSE products for which
data was reported required more editorial investment; 18.7% required more
production funds; first-run manufacturing costs were generally camparable.

The total capital investment to put products into inventory (editorial
modification, productiog, first-run manufacturing) was provided for 40 of
the 70 OSE products (57%). The cavbined fiqure was $1,190,091.

First year marketing costs for the same 40 OSE products were also
generally comparable to those for other special or general education prod-
ucts, with a total investment of $712,816.

Publishers have had varying degrees of success with sales of OSE prod-
ucts, which can be attributed to factors such és the size of the product’s
target audience, the availability of education funds to purchase the
product, the quality of the publisher's marketing effort, *':2 length of
time the product hés been on the market, and the quality of the product itself.

Approximately 75% of the OSE products licensed in the first three years
of the Marketing Program had been in distribution one year or less as of

October 1, 1980. Some publishers experienced a significant time lag
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between rotification of license award ard receipt of the product, with
75% taking over four weeks to arrive fram the MLP or the developer. Two
major reasons offered were: work on the product had not yet been com-
pleted; legal clearances had not been assured. However, once the pub-
lisher received the materials, 33 (or 75%) of 44 products for which data
was reported wére available in the marketplace within Tix montls, a time
span considered reasonable by cammercial publishers.

Of 45 OSE products for which sales were compared to other special
education materials, 56% had comparable sales, 16% had more and 29% had
less.

Print products were the most successful overall, which is true througﬁ;
out educational publishing. Reasons include familiarity of users with the
medium as well as suitability of print to the presentation of the products’
content.

Publishers reported actual sales as a percentage of sales estimates
for 33 products. The average sales of these 33 were 88.4% of projection.

In regard to royalties, 7 (or 14%) of the 50 products for which data
was reported are distributed by nonprofit organizations paying no royalty.
Forty-eight percent of the products are distributed by publishers paying
6-10%.

The Return on Investment (RdI) for OSE products appears, in most
cases, to be comparable or less than that which distributors receive from
other products. This may improve, as the products' time in the marketplace
increases.

Adequate data is not available to draw a statistical conclusion about

the market penetration achieved by publishers licensed under the OSE
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Marketing Program, because as of IJctober 1, 1980, 75% of the products
.had been in the marketplace only one year or less. However, it is possi-
ble to draw same preliminary conclusions:

A. First, the average sales for 33 products reached 88.4% of sales
estimates. Given th..c the publishers' marketing plans (including sales
projections which indicate the number of potential users with aqcess'to
a product) weré approved before license award, attairment of an average
close to 90% of sales goals should indicate a good rate of market pene-
tration for products new to the market.

B. Second, the proprietary data submitted by publishers shows,that
most of them made investments which were camparable to those for other
products. Given that most of the distributors plan to obtain a reasonzb’
cammercial return on their investment, and that all who attehded the pub-
lishers' conference said they would continue to participate in the Pt . o,
it appears that they project an increasing sales curve as the products hit
their third and succeeding years in the marketplace.

Recommendations

1. Early technical assistance to product developers, especially in the
area of product design and format, should be provided in orde. 0o reduce
the amount of publisher investment requ:red for product modification.

2. Publishers re-rt a serious problem in this stage of the process is
the delay in delivery of campleted products following licensing. REPs
should not be iscieu, unlesc rhey ar. developmental, for products with

incomplete couponents or those without legal cle/ rances.
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3. Current information on trends and specific developments in the spec: .l
education marketplace should be gathered and disseminated on a frequent
basis to licensed publishers. They feel that additional updated inform--

tion will be valuable in improving their marketing efforts.
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Chapter VI
CONSUMER REACTION TO OSE PRODUCTS

Most of the first 70 products licensed for distribution through the
Market Linkage Project for Special Education (MiP) are teacher-use, rather
than student-use, materials. Teachers are the target audience for about
61% of the licensed products, with another 36% of the products designed
for use by handicapped learnefs. The remaining 3% of the products are best
described as "general use" materials -- those which provide general informa-
tion about handicapped people and can be used with handicapped and non-
handicapped audiences.

Information about the impact of_OSE products on the educational user
was sought from three different sources: the Market Linkage Project staff,
publishers licensed to ?istribute the OSE products, and the purchasers of
products (with names supplied by the publishers). No formal evaluation data
on the effectiveness of MLP-licensed OSE products is available. This chapter,
therefore, . oorts op.nions of publishers, a sampling of customers, and MLP
staff.

Publishers reported that the most important measure of any product's
effectiveness, and hence impact on learners, is sales volume. Repeat sales
of consumable print materials show that the product has been used and found
to be worth re~ordering. For nonprint products, which generally do not have
consumable components, sales volume is still an appropriate measure of ef-
fectiveness; high sales result from "word of mouth" advertising as well as
formal promotion activities.

Based on sales of OSE products, as measured against other special educa-
tion materials, the majority of publishers attending the Conference indicated
that, in their opinion, the OSE products are effective and have a positive

impact on the educational user.
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During the Publishers Conference, each distributor was requested to
supply the name and address of at least one purchaser of each OSE licensed
preduct. During the month of April, 1981, over 40 long distance telephone
calls were placed to purchasers of OSE products. By the end of the inter-
view process, 13 purchasers of 13 different licensed products had participated
in the telephone survey. The following areas were discussed in the telephone
interviews: usage rate‘of the product; intended audience vs. actual audience;
effectiveness of the product (perceived and measurable); comparison of OSE
products in general with other special education materials. Purchasers were
also asked to rate the OSE product (on a scale of 1 to 5, with*1l as excellent)
for content, technical quality, packaging, adaptability to existing curri-
culum and available classroom time, teacher's/user's guide (if applicable)
and ancillary materials (if applicable).

Products included in the interviews ranged from film series to film-
strips, and a looseleaf notebook to multimedia kits. Purchasers included
media directors, special education teachers working directly with the
handicapped, and individuals who are best described as being part of the
general population. All those who participated in the interviews were as-
sured that individual responses to questions would be confidential.

Several purchasers reported that they had not yet used the product,
either because it had not been received, or the product had only recently
been received. Of the purchasers who had used the product, usage rates
varied from product to product. Factors impacting on this included:

® type of product -- whether the product was to be used with

or by handicapped learners in the classrcom, as a reference/
resource tool, for general audiences, or as part of inservice

training.
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© type of purchaser —- media center staff member, special educa-

tion classroom teacher, itinerant media specialist for handicapped
learners, or regular classroom teacher.

® product fonnat/media -— print, film, or a combination.

For instance, one purchaser, who is a special educaticn classroom teacher,
reported that the prodﬁct (@ looseleaf notebook) was used 4 days each week.
Arnother pﬁrchaser, affiliated with a special education resc.rce center, said
that the product (a series of l6mm films) saw "average use, which means it
was shown about twice a month".

In general, purchasers reported thit they were using the products for
the audiences identified by the publisher although in several cases, pur—
chasers had also used the product with other audiences. One particular
product (a filmstrip) has an intended audience of "teachers; parents; and
cammunity groups" but ié has also been used by the purchaser in the class-
room with regular students as an awareness tool.

Most purchasers were reluctant to draw comparisons between OSE products
and other special education materials, stating that quality varied from
product to product ard this had nothing to do with the source of the original
development dollars. Several purchasers did camment, however, that they
tended to believe that OSE products were "better" because they had been
developed by educators.

Purchasers were requested to rate the OSE product for: content
(accuracy, sequence, specificity of objectives, interest level); technical
quality; packaging (convenience, durability); adaptability to existing
curriculum; adaptability to available classroom time; teacher's/user's

guide (if applicable); and ancillary materials (if applicable). Rating
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was scored on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 excellent and 5 poor. Overall,
average ratings for the products fell between 1 and 2. As a group, pur--
chasers rated "adaptability to existing curriculum" highest. Ratings for
"content” and "technical quality" were also high, followed closely by their
opinions of "packaging". The lowest rating, a 5, was assigned to "adapt-
ability to available classroam time" by a special education classroam
teacher working with the learning disabled who said "the kids all need
such different things -- one product could never satisfy all of them".

For those products which had guides and ancillary materials, the purchasers
tended to rate these favorably also.

Several publishers also provided an assortment of written purchaser
coments/evaluations on a total of five OSE licensed products. The products
are all lémm films and videotapes; same are single films and some are
series. Purchasers/reviewers run the gamut from A-V specialists/librarians
to special educators and educational broadcasting station executives to
social agency professionals. A random sampling of thesé caments follows.

"Excellent production. The organization, rarration and camera work/

editing all contributed to its excellence. The program will be

shown to cammunity college students in child development and

psychology classes."

"We thought it was very well dore -- meets the need expressed to

us many times for materials for kids, not just teachers, regarding

handicapism."”

"Acting exaggerated. Dislike song c.oui slow kids."

"The series has been reviewed by teachers and is being used in

national and regional instructional and professional development
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"Excellent for teacher-training purposes within the field. Could

be used as a general in-service information film for teachsrs in

schools. "

"Very concrete and explained necessary fundamentals without becaiing

confusing."

"The film fits the need for the pupil as well as the teacher."

"Will meet a greater need when Special Education programs move beyond

the 'in' syndram~."

"Good film to meet the needs of the deaf."

Generally, there appears to be good reception to OSE products. However,
as mentioned previously there is an absence of formal user evaluation data
on OSE products. This can be explained by at least three major factors:

1) The educational publishing industry, in general, does not collect
this type of dat'a, because of the high costs associated with any
type of market research (including evaluation of producte by users).
A related factor is that, in many cases, the purchaser is not the
actual user of that product. Evaluation cards, included in most
product shipments, often reach a purchasing agent, librarian or
department head rather than the product user, and therefore, are
not completed and returned to the publishers.

2) publisher collection of product user evaluation data on OSE
licensed products is on a voluntary basis.

3) A of October 1, 1980, 75% of the OSE licensed products had been
in the marketplace one year or less. Commercial educational pub-
lishers generally agree that the "introduction" phase of a product's

life takes 12 to 24 months. Product sales are projected on an
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average 5-year cycle (in a bell curve pattern) with sales peaks
occurring between 36 and 42 months after release. A minimum of

two years must pass before product performance can be realistically
measured.

Sutmary of Findings

In the absence of formal evaluation data, the attitudes of the Market
Linkage Project staff, the product publishers, and the product purchasers
become the only available measure of the effectiveness of OSE products.
These attitudes all appear to be positive. Product publishers (using
sales volume as a measure of product effectiveness) report that they would
judge their products to be effective. The MLP staff share that view.
Those product purchasers participating in the telephone survey and written
caments from other purchasers show favorable ratings for individual OSE
products.

Recamendations

It is not appropriate to make recommendations ahwut how OSE products
should be used in the classroom. What is needed, however, is better data
collection on product use. This will be treated in the next chapter which

deals with MLP follow-up and monitoring activities.
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Chapter VIT
PROGRAM MOMNITORING

MLP staff are responsible for tracking and monitoring activities
for each license "to ensure the effective distribution of the product
among the audience of educators and/or learners intended by BEH (sic)
and the developer".z/ This involves two major functions: obtaining
data about use of the product; and monitoring and evaluating the per-

formance of licensed publishers.

Product Evaluation

The Market Linkage Project staff report that ocollection of evaluation
data on OSE products is voluntary on the part of participating publishers.
The MLP contractor has designed an evaluation form, which it requests
publishers to include with the product at the time of shipment.

As a group, publish'ers attending the Publishers Conference reported
that the majority of evaluation data on all products, including their OSE
products, is collected through informal means such as telephone conversations
with customers, conversations with educators at conventions and meetings,
and reports .om sales representatives. About half of the publishers stated
that they inclade evaluation cards with product shipments, although in scme
cases the cards simply request the user's/purchaser's name and address.
Publishers reported that the general return rate for the cards is poor.
Several publishers camented that although they did comply with the MLP's
request to include evaluation cards wiih product shipments, the MLP con-

tractor has not contacted them for this information.

3/ Final Report, Market I.* nke~e Project for Special Education: The BEH
Marketing Program, Li+ * Se./ices, Inc., Westerville, Ohio, 1980, page
21.

-~ 76 -

0.9)
o




iy

Publisher Performance

A Descriptive Analysis of the Marketing Program is not complete with-
out an examination of the data collected on licensed publishers' performances.
According to the MLP contractor, monitoring of licensed organizations takes
mlace under "the parameters outlined in the publisher's marketing and dis-
tribution proposal. The MLP retains the right to make periodic audits of
the p;blisher's books of accounts relative to the product and the continued
availability of components and consumables".

Summary of Findings

Product Evaluation: Obtaining product evaluations fram custamers has

lorg been a problem for educational publishers. It takes some time to mea-
sure product performance, and users frequently don't return evaluations.
Nevertheless, since OSE spends considerable sums of money to develop these
products, it is irnportan't that more be done to track their use than the
seemingly haphazard process which now exists as described in the Final
Report of Linc Resources (the MLP contractor). It states: "Linc, in co-
operation with the publisher, has created a mechanism for capturing product-
impact data; staff members at Linc analyze these data and prepare statements
for BEH (sic) documenting reported effectiveness of the product". Yet,
during the first three-year period, the MLP contractor reports receipt of
data on only 3 or 4 products, with a response rate of about 500 per procuct.
Furthermore, OSE reports that it has mo statements on record fram the con-
tractor containing product~impact cata.

Publisher Performance: Availevle information indicates that monitoring

and analysis is not occurring. In fact, there are a number of product
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records which are incomplete and do not reflect changes which have been
made bv the publisher in format, title, price and other characteristics.

Recommendations

1. Collection of user evaluation data must be improved. The MLP should
consider requiring inclusion of standard evalua;tion forms with all products.
These postage-paid forms should be returned directly to the MLP or to an
independent contractor who can transmit the data on a systematic basis to
0s.

2. A systematic and efficient mechanism should be established and employed
to monitor the course of products once they are licensed. Publishers' mar-
keting and sales performance must be measured against goals and prujections
containaed in their bids. When such a system is operational, it will not
only track campliance of publishers with terms of their agreement, but will
provide MLP and OSE staff with empirical data about the factors necessary
L achieve maximum dissemination of different .:inds of products. These
factors include characteristics of both the licensed distributors and the

market for which the product is intended.
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Chapter VIII
MARKETING PROGRAM BENEFITS AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS

A comprehensive discussion of the benefits and cost-effectiveness of
the OSE Marketing Program must examine four elements: the underlying con-
cept of the Program, the process itself, an analysis of the costs incurred
in operating the Program, and vilue received by Program participants.

The purpose of the OSE Marketing Program is straightforward: to im-
prove the dissemination of products developed with OSE furds, thereby making
important educational resources available directly to handicapped learners
and their teachers. This goal is not unique. What is unique, however, is
the concept of combining the resources of the private sector with those of
the Federal Govermment to achieve the goal, thus forging a partnership be-
tween the Goverrment and commercial publishers. Program emphasis, therefore,
is on commercial distrj_k;ution of OSE-funded products. The proéess, and step-
by-step procedures, which the OSE Marketing Program uses to achieve this are
described in detail in the preceding Chapters.

OSE Marketing Program Costs

Costs associated with the Marketing Program can be assigned to two
major categories:

1) the i . =stment made by the.Federal Govermment, in both product
development an. in the Market Linkage Project; and

2) the : .. estment made by commercial publishers in refining and dis-
tributing the OSE products.

Unfortunately, there are several major information geps which preclude
a complete a.alysis of the cost—efféctiveness of the OSE Marketing Program

at this time:
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1) 1n a complete cost analysis, the ratio between development and
marketing costs of OSE-sponsored products would be examined. However,
although the cost of furding the Market Linkage Project is available, the
total Federal Covernment dollar investment in MLP products cannot be deter-
mined.

With the exception of those few grants (funded by the Division of
Educational Services) which had as their primary purpose the development of
specific products to aid in the education of handicapped learners, budget
breakdowns for product development costs are not available. The majority
of the 70 products licensed by the MIP during the first three years of Pro-
gram operation were secondary outcomes of crants made hy other Divisions in
the Office for Special Educatior.. Reporting reqiirements for grants do not
stipulate that product development costs be shown as a separate budget item,
and, as a result, the Federal Gecverrment's total investment in product
development cannot be detrmined.

2) MLP tracking and monitoriry activities are i..adequate on several
levels. The MLP has a contractual obligation to monitor publisher performance
and to collect user evaluation data for licensed products. This has not been
done. Failure by the MIP to perform vuch tasks clcces off two additional
avenues which could be used to measure the cost-effectiveness of the OSE
Marketing Program: a) comparison of projected sales uf products vs. actual
sales achieved; and b) market penetration of licensed products.

3) There is an absence of clear-cut Program goals, both in termws of
setting a specific percentage of MLP products to :be licensed during the
first three years of operation, and of dollar or unit sales to be achieved
by licensed products. This is not to suggest that setting such goals at

the outset of the ¢ -ract would have been wise. Because the new Marketing
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Program is unicue in concept, the establishment of licensing or sales goals
would have been arbitrary in nature and, therefore, not necessarily r :listic.
Nevertheless, the absence of such 'goals makes it difficult to assess prog-
ress, or lack of it, for the Program at this time. At the conclusion of

the present MLP contract (the second three-year term of the Program), per-
formance comparisons may be realistically drawn between the two pv. ~is.

Although an exact cost analysis of the Marketing Program cannct '»' COm-—
piled at this time, many of the costs associated with the operation of *iv.
MLP are known and can be examined. In addition, there are other Feder::
dissemination programs with similar goals (albeit different operating
strategies) which can be compared to the CSE Marketing Program. Witn this
data at hand, certzin preliminary judgments can be made about the relative
cost-effectiveness of the Marketing Program to date

In the first three.years of operation, the cost of funding the Market-
ing Program was $942,000. Those Federal funds financed a T'rosram which
really serves two different functions: 4) to ensure that those (7 products
which are commercially viable receive widespread :i:stribution; and, ) to
find alternative disserination channels for thosa producte which do not lend
themselves to mass distribution. Because securirg commercial distr butors
for OSE products is a primary task of the MLP, a discussion of the Program
costs must necessarily focus on those products which the Marketing Task
Force has recommended be issued in an RFP Alert.

During the initial MLP contract period (three years), there wers 210
products submitted for review; of those, 130 were eventually offered to
commercial publishers. Of the products offered, 69% were entered into, or
licenses were being negotiated for, commercial distribution by the end of

the three-year time frame. This is in striking contrast to the dissemination
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effort for OYE products prior to establishment of the MLP--wl.2n only 94 of
1,300 products (or 7%) entered commercial distribution over the muth longer
period of ten years.

Data available on 40 of the 70 licensed products shows expenditures by
crmmercial publishers of $1.9 million in capital investment end Iirst-year
marketing costs. Using an average cost of $47,260 per produtt (pased on the
above data), the total expenditures (for product refinement, manufacturing
and first-vear marketirng) of the 70 licensed products is projected o be
2.3 million. It is reasonable to assume that adding second and third-vear
marketing cos.s for the 17 products available for more than one year woul?
bring the total camercial investment to at least $3.5 million during the
first three years of the Program's operation.

With commercial dollars providing a better than 3-to-1 match of Federal
dollars, tne Government'; allocation to the MLP appears to have been a wise
investment. These Federal dollars have served as a catalyst tc successfully
obtain camercial sector resources to achieve resulté far beyond what could
e expected from the original Federal seed money.

Con: *.ison to cther Federal Dissemination Programs

As part of this Descriptive Analysis, the authors of this report had
hoped to examine probable costs and results of distributing OSE products
through two other Federal education dissemination programs--the National
Audiovisual Center (NAC) and the National Diffusion Netwbrk (NDN) .

NAC and NDN were selected because both were created to serve as
mechanisms through which Federally-produced or sponsored materials and pro-
jects are made available to the public. Both, in contrast to the Market-

ing Program, however, are exclusively Federal operations. NAC (an arm
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of the Generzl Services Administration) sells, rents or loans audiovisual
materials produced by or for Federal agencies. The Agency estimates that
40 to 45% of ite total activity involves educational materials. NDN, whose
entire activity is educational, was created in 1974 to support the dissemi-
nation of Feierally-funded education projects which are judged effective by
+he Federsl Joint Dissemination and Review Panel. 1In general, these pro-
jects consist vl complete programs or curricula, not individual products
such as ure found in the OSE Program.

MDI found that neither Agency maintains the kinds of records necessary
w perfo.:- a side-by-side cost/benefit analysis with the Marketing Program.
powever, information is available to campare the following similar program

aredS:

x. Product Refinement
1} The Nationa'tl Audiovisual Center makes no modifications to the
products it receives for distribution.
2) The National Diffusion Network makes only "a small amount" to

ensure that programs are aimed at an "average" student popula

tion and that amy geographical regionalization is removed;
this is performed by developers with Federal funds from NDN's
appropriation.

3) Under the MLP, licensed distributors of 35 products (half of
those licensed) reported an experditure of $264,777 for edi-
torial, productioﬁ, manufacturing and packaging refinements.

One can assume the publisher's expenditures to be necessary to the prod-
uct's marketability and use, as commercial organizations would not

want to unnecessarily increase their financial outlay. Therefore, the
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products distributed through the MLP have had the benefit of addi-
tional refinements, made with non-Federal dollars.

B. Product Promotion Techniques

1) Not all of the products distributed by NAC are promoted, al-
though almost all appear in reference (information) publica-
tions. Those that are promoted receive mention in direct
mail pieces (the most common method); in space advertising
(limited); at educational, trade and profussional exhibits;
and in press releases and publication reviews. l

2) NDN promotes programs or products (approved by the Joint Dis-
semination and Review Panel) through 105 facilitators in 49
states. These individuals (most states have one; seven have

.more) are responsible for making information availablé to
LEAs throuéh brochures, workshops and telephone conversations.

3) Distributors licensed under the MLP employ a variety of pro-

' motion techniques for OSE products. Of the 54 products for
which this information was reported, only 11.1% were promot=a
through a single marketing strategy; two to four strategies
were employed for over 46% and more than four techniques were
emplcyed for over 42% of the products. One important resource
not available to either NAC or NDN is a professional sales
force. Of the 54 OSE products, 44.4% w2re marketed through
sales forces making personal calls, as well as through cata-
logs ard conventions.

Based on awareness of NAC and NDN procedures, and on knowledge of

commercial educational distributors' marketing resources, it appears




that products distributed by commercial organizations receive wider
exposure and deeper market penetration than those in the NAC and

NDN systems. Not only do the cammercial organizations have more
professional marketing experience and a greater variety of resources,
but most of the nonprofit distributors are organizations with ex-
tremely close ties and access to the sector(s) of the special educa-
tion community for which their products were designed.

C. Promotion and Distribution Costs

1) NAC reports an annual budget for promotioﬁ and distribution
of Aits educational products of $250,000 to $275,000. Although
data on the actual number ~f education products was unavailable
from NAC, selected NAC educational catalogs show a total of
1,194 products in specific curriculum areas. The actual num-
ber of NAC education products is, without question, much
higher. Nevertheless, the $250,000 to $275,000 promotion/
distribution budget encompasses the 1,194 NAC products docu-
mented in catalogs.

Transferrincj the 70 products from the OSE Marketing Program
to NAC would require additional Federal dollars, although the
exact amount would vary with the product. In this regard, NAC
requires that the producer (or produ;:ing Federal agency) sup-
ply a start-up inventory--generally 25 to 50 complete units
(more if there are print components). Funds needed to produce
these inventory units are determined by unit costs.

2) In contrast, NDN with 113 programs) . spends an annual Federal

appropriation of $10 million on "promotion and distribution.”
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This funds 105 "state facilitators" who promote NDN products
and developer/demonstrators who actually help install the
product in the local educational agencies.

NDN program officials estimate that another 6 million dollars
would be required if all the OSE products licensed in the first
three years of the MLP passed the Joint Dissemination and Re-
view Panel and were entered in the Network. Competition for
available dollars under this program is tight and many projects
approved by the Joint Dissemination and Review Panel do not
receive funding.

3) The Market Linkage Project during the initial three-year
contract period spent an estimated $804,000, an average an-
nual expenditure of $268,000, on all facets of work performed
to ready p;oducts for commercial distribuiion. (The above
figures exclude the cost of technical assistance actiyities
provided to product deQelopers.) Commercial publishers then
spent $712,816 on first year marketing costs for 40 of the 70
products licensed.

Overall, not only would the transfer of OSE products *o NAC and NDN
require the infusion of additional Federal dollars, but there is no reason
to believe that such a move would enhance the dissemination of the products.
On the contrary, evidence indicates that the promotion strategies used by
OSE-licensed publishers are broader in scope and result in deeper market

penetration than those employed by NAC and NDN.

Program Benefits
As stated previously, the OSE Marketing Program is a unique approach to

a lingering problem: how to move Federally-sponsored education materials
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off the shelves and into the classroom. The Program, while still in its
infancy, has accomplished much during its first three years of operation.
Elthough there are some significant gaps in the System, these have mot
mitigated the benefits of the overall Program.

e Improved Dissemination of OSE-Funded Products

The OSE Marketing Program has unquestionably improved the dissemina-
tion of OSE-funded products which are commercially marketable. 1In the
first three years of the Market Linkage Project contract, 70 of the 130
products offered for commercial distribution had been licensed, and nego-
tintions wore underway for an additional 17. Thus 69% of the products
considered appropriate for commercial distribution had entered, or were
in the process of entering, national distribution. Although complete
market penetration data is not yet available, the fact that products on
the narket for at least a yesar averaged 88.4% of sales estimates indicates
that a high percentage of the products' potential audience is being reached.

e Improved Cuality of OSF--Funded Products

Obviously, one of the prime accomplishments of the Program is that
handicapped learners have access to OSE-sponsored products that have often
remained on the shelves in the past. Although product effectiveness and
user satisfaction have proven.difficult to document, the products dis-
tributed through the Marketing Program appear to be of better quality
than they would be without the Program, and the fact that they are general-
ly meeting sales estimates indicates thaﬁ users are receiving them well,
Moreover, the widespread dissemination being achieved applies to products
which have been refined, at private sector expense, to bring them up to
commercial standards. For 40 out of the 70 products in the system (57%)

publishers invested $1,190,090 for editorial, production, manufacturing
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and packaging processes. They spent another $717,816 to market 41 of the
70 products. In short, c:ﬁnarcial publishers spent almost $2 miilion on
approximately half of the licensed products to refine and package them,
promote their availability, and distribute them to end users. Thus, the
Federal Government benefits from the expertise of commercial publishers
as well as the additional financial support they commit to the OSE prod-
ucts.

Government-Sponsored Research Findings Put Into Practice

In addition to benefiting from broader dissemination of refined prod-
ucts, the Federal Goverrment also realizes the implementation of research
findings when products from research grants are licensed for commercial
distribution. In this case, both funds for development of the product
and for performance of the rescaiun are well-spent.

Increasad Involvement of Commercial Publishers in Special Education

A very large yap still exists between the needs of handicapped
learners and the resources available to meet those needs. ‘The Federal
(pvernment cannot fill that gap by itself and the Marketing Program, by
encouraging publisher participation, is helpirg to briigy more commercial
organizations into the field of special educauion.

Enhanced Goverrment Image

Beyond this, services of OSE are more directly visible to the public.
First, not only are OSE-sponsored products beinc used, but their effec-
tiveness is increased and, with this, the effectiveness of OSE itself
is highlighted.

Second, prior to establishment of the Marketing Projram, commercial
publishers and Federal agenciz=s were often at odds with cach other over
the proper role of the Covermment in developmer:it and distribution of
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quality educational products. The Marketing Program has successfully
encouraged the involvement of publishers in the refinement of Federally-
sponsored products and has relied on their expertise for the dissemination
of those products. In so doing, the OSE Marketing Program has created

a symbiotic relationship between the Federal Goverrment and the commercial
sector which results in improved services for handicapped learners at re-
duced costs to the Goverrnment.

Dollar Peturn to Goverrnment

Financially, there is also a henefit which accrues to the Govermment.:
75% share of royalties paid by publishers on product sales. (It must be
noted, however, that the dollar ampunt is relatively small and, under the
new EDGAR regulations, there is some %estion as to whether the Federal
Govermment will continue to receive royalty paiments.)

Benefits to Publishers

-

For the commercial publishers, the OSE Marketing Program offers many
benefits. Traditionally, publishers have been leery of entaring the
special education field vbecause of its fragmentation, with segments having
different populations and needs about which inadequate marketingy informa-
tion is avcilable. Thrbugh the Marketing Program, organizations can begin
selling special education materials with less risk because they do not
have to bear the initial product development costs. In addition, both
new and erperienced special education publishers have indicated that

their organizations have gained increased visibility in the marketplace
through distribution of their licensed products. The Program has also
provided publishers with access to products which educators may consider

more valid due to their field testing. (Product developers frequently
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have more funds to spend or product evaluation than do publishers -
especiall; smaller organizations.) Reviewing product descriptions
contained in MLP RFPs enables publishers to maintain an awareness of
current developments in special education. The MLP can also function
'as 8 resource agercy for assistance on legal questions and liaison with
developers.

e Benefits to Product Developers

Product ¢e eloperz have also gained fram the Program, although
according to may of them, the Program's accomplishments are dubious.
Of primary imxortance is that the Program, through technical assistance
activities and interaction with publishers, is designed to inform prod-
uct dJdevelopers about marketing considerations which can make future
products more conmercially viable. Financial remuneration is also pro-
vided through ro. 1lty payments, and those payments could be substantially
increased under the new EDGAR regulations. While not documented, there
are soume indications that royalty payments to product dasvelopers may be
used to augment other product development activities. |

Sumary of Findirgs

At this time, it “= yipossible to accurately measure the cost-effectiveness
of the COSE b;larketing ¥-ogram because:

1) There is inadequate financial information on product development
activities when such develomment is a secondary result of ‘jrants whose pri-
mary purpose is research or training. Without budget data on all costs for
all MLP products, the ratio between development and marketing costs, an im-

portant factor in determining cost-effectiveness, cannot ke established.
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_2)_ Although the MLP has'a. contractual obllgatron to monitor, publlsher
performance on: llcensed products, those actJ.VltleS were inadequately per-’
formed durrng the - first three years of Program operatlon....ﬂlere is o SYS‘

. tematic mechanism for measurlng llcensed publlshers market.mg performance
: .agalnst goals and pro;ecfi.lons conta_med in blds. . ‘
‘3)- There is an absence of clear—cut Progﬁam Ms, both in terms of
2 setting a sp@rflc percentage of MLP products to be lloens\ed durlng the
contract perlod and in temms. of dollar or unit sales to be acht%v v
llcensed products. Alt‘nough%t of such goals at the tset of |

the Program would have “been arbltrary (and perhaps, urwise), it is

'cult to statJ.stJ.cally meastre Program progress w1thout them. -
- _

"v. Although an exact cost analysls of the. OSE Marketmg Program' cannot: be

made at this time, avallable data can be used to draw prelmunary conclusrons
. regardmg the Program S ach:.evanents during the J.mtJ.al contract perlod L C
For the known Federal. J.rlvesiment of less than $l mlllon, the OSE Mar- |
keting Program has dramatlcally improved the dlssamnatlon of OSE-funded
'products. Prlor to the es?tabllshment of the Program, only 7% of 1, 300
OSE-suppor ted products endered ocmnerclal dlstrn.butron over a ten-year )
’ perlod of the 210 products which went through the OSE Market.u?g Program, i B
over 41% were llce.nsed or'licenses were beJ.ng negotiated, for conmerclal

; dlstrJ.butJ.on by the end of a three—year time frame. ThJ.s success is a
direct result of the J.nvolverent of octrmerc:.al publ:.shers, who have ccm:
mited the:.r marketrng expertrse and resources to the dlstrlbutlon of these
OSE products. S : - .

Prod(Jcts the OSE Marketmg Program appear to rece;.ve wrder dissemi- °
nation (at a l cOst to‘ the Federal Govermnment) than those entered in
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t:wo other Federal educat:.on dlssemJ.natlon channels, the Natlonal Aud10v1sual

' Center and the National lefusmn Network. o

Furtherm:)re, during the first three years of the MLPL beneflts have

T ®

- accrued to both Program participants and users: the Federal Govermnen‘t handl
capped 1earners and ‘teachers, conmerclal publlshers/dlstrlbutors, and OSE-- '

: . R

funded product developers .

« For the«Federal Goverrment the value -of the Market:mg Program 1m1ud2s~ _ :
- the J.mproved dlssemJ.natJ.on of OSE-supported products, N
‘ _ mlpmved plzoduct quallty, ‘at no”direct cost to the Goverrméht; )
- .jmplan\entation of GovemrEnt-furﬁed R&D activities; g |
_'anerhancedGoverm\entmage,aiﬁ ' ) -
- »use of the expertJ.se of conmerclal publlshers in reflm.ng mar- "
ket.mg and dJ.sterutJng OSE-supported products. |
'I‘he prlmary beneflt to the educatlonal user has been Jmproved access to
‘products»whlch often remained on the shelf in the past.  Handicapped 1earne.rs
and teachers have also beneflted because products dlstnbuted through ﬂue
Market Linkage Project appear to be of better quallty than they would have
been w1thout ccnmerc!hl refmanents. - Product effectlveness and user satJ.s— - '
,factlon, however, are dlfflcult to cﬁcument Although‘2 the MLP has a SR
‘ocontractual obllgatlon to complle user evaluat'Lon data on 1lcensed prcducts,
msufflclent data was collected durlng the .U’L'Ltlal contract... R ’
‘,. Comnerclal publ:.shers 11censed to dlstrgbute OSE products clte many
beneflts fran partlclpatlon in the Market.mg Program
*:’ \ ‘7' mJ_nmu.zatJ.on of risk in entermg the spec1a1 educat:.on ffarket- -

- u':creased canpany v1s1b111ty and sales in the spec1al educat:.on -

area;
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T--a helghtened awarensss of current developments :Ln thJ.s fJ.eld and o

= r

- access to MLP staff for ass:.stance on legal questlons and lJ.aJ.son" o

Wlﬂ'l product developers. :

. (

Program part::.c:.pat::.on also offers beneflts to developers, although :

to date, potent::.al has been g'reater than value rece:.ved MLP tech/nlcal
3
ass:.stance act1v1t1es are des:.gned to prov1de developers Wlth a broad spec-

trum of adv1ce and J.nformat::.on on marketab:.llty concerns_ durlng /roduct L
& develognent It was found hDWever, that durlng ﬂig 1nit.1al three—year _ h

“contract perlod developers often rece:.ved 0o - llttﬂz help, too late

'I‘h;Ls is an area Wthh could be 91gn1f1cantly J_mproved An the future. A .
benef:.t th_ch has been real:.zed developers whose products are conmerc:.ally
llcensed lS the rece:.pt of royalty payments. It should be noted that tzhe _'
fmanc:.al return has been modest, however, because developers generally re-
ceive only 25% of the royalty and royalty rates vary.

Reccmnendat::.ons

« 1. Grants or contracts awarded for purposes other. than produet developnent

should be amended as soon as products are contenplated to 1nclude a separate 1
y
budget report.mg category for product development cosm Wlth this . data, OSE

Wlll be able to nom.tor its product development uwesﬁnent

2. The MLP should establ:Lshr and employ a systemat::.c procedure for measurmg

publ:.shers marketmg performance aga:x_nst goals and projections contalned in
bJ.ds in order bo obtain sccurate. data about market penetrat::.on. , B ,-‘/_ g
Aga:Ln, to help measure benef:.ts and cost-effect:x.veness, user, - evaluat::.on |
data collectJ.on must also be improved, R .‘ ' o " ‘ . )
4.. OSE should cons@er criata.rg pmduct lJ.censmg and sales goals for the L

Market:.ng Program, based on, ach:.evenents durlng the initial contract perlod

N
-
*
L4

3 o . . o )
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~.Introduct.10n '. ]

. 11c<§nsed to dlstrlbute. Unless otherw;\.se noted, the charts‘and ﬁlgtmes_

. l." .A \ N ' . . :" . -"v " .. \' .‘ -t I .
" STATISTICAL DATA ‘ON MLP LICENSED PRODUCTS
{

-"An "OSE product" 1s the oomplete tJ.tle, prog’ram, or serles for Wthh K

<

a 11cense was negotlated between the MLP and a ooz*mercml publlsher. Prod—

ucts 1n the study have been categorlzed two ways- by the type of orgamza— cr

tlon th_ch dlstrlbutes then (proflt and nonproflt) and by the medla forma[t“ '

‘ (prn_nt fllm/v1deo, an‘d "othen") ]prlnt product is deflmd as one for

Whlch only prlnted matemal is dlsteruted under» the llcense agreanent A .

B \
fllm/wdeo pr‘oduct 1ncludes 16nm fllm(s) ’ V1deotape(s) ’ and,/or v1deo-— '

'cassette(s) Wth{’l may or may not be acoompanred by a user s gu:.de. "Other""

: products 1nc1ude, ,but are not lz_mlted to, audlo cassettes/tapes, fllmstrlps,

3 multamedla ts le.des, specral equlpnent, and prmt/med:.a .combmat::.ons. L |

‘The da shown\ in thé followmg charts and f SE.E. is based on. ,anforma- ’
tn.on supplled by 30. orgamzatlons abOut 58 OSE products Wthh they are

\

i (ad

present informatidn on a "by product" basis.. ‘

'Ihe numbers shown in parentheses follow:.ng each category (proflt prod— o

; ucts- nonproflt products- ete.) ’ihdlcate the total nurber of products ‘for

- Wthh publlshers supplled 1nformatlon,. llne percentages are based ‘on 'these

totals. L

Of the total 58. products, b 4% ‘are dlstrlbuted .by profJ.t oompames

'and 27 6% by nonproflt orgamzat:.ons. 'IWenty—m.ne, uor 50%, of the 58

products are. prJ.nt- 29: 3% are fJ.lm/v1deo products- and the remalm_ng

| .20 7% fall in the "other" product category.

See Chapter v (MLP Publlsher L:Lalson and Product LJ.censmg)\and Chapter ‘

:_ V (Publlsher Nbdlflcatlon a.nd DJ.strJ_but:Lon of osE Prbducts) for an analy51s of

the statJ.stJ.cal data’ presented in t‘rus Appe.nda.x
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IFé['HE REQUIREMENI’S DO NOT (DNFORM 0 THE COMPANY 'S. PROCEDURES, DESCRIBE 'IHE IMPACI' OF THESE
REQUIREMENTS: -

NEGLIGIBLE MODERATE: “CUMBERSOME  PROHIBITIVE TOTAL
' . N . . . m .
PrOflﬁ \Campanies (10) © e g 10.0;% ’ _3b.0%.-' ~ .50,0% 10.0% 100.0%

Nongrofit Companies (4) . ° - 50,0 50.0 s - ~-100.0%
Total Campanies (14) . 4 = = ""71%. ~ 3B.7% = 50.08 7.1%  99.9%
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CHART #2°, » ° o : L .
L - WHRT IS THE ROYALTY RATE THE'COMPANY PAYS LINC FOR THIS OSE FRODUCT? .
cos e rommvRaE S -

08 13 &% 5%t 8% Se~ 108 185 303 Other TomAL.

L Profit/Nopprofit: . ¢

Profit cts (36) - 2.8% 8.3% 5.5% 13.9% 2.8% 5.5% 30.6% 2.8% '16.7% 1l.1% 100.0%
O . Nonprofit) Products (14) . 50.0%8 -~ - 14.3, 14.3 7.1 - 14.3 - - - 100.0
Total Produ tss (50) - 14,08 2.0% . 6.0%. §.0% 14.0% 4.0% " 4.0% 26.0% 2.0 12.0% 8.0% 100.0% -
Medla- . s ' ‘ " L _ Voo T
;o Print Products (23) © 13,08 -~ " 4.4% 13.0% 30. 4% 8.7% 4.4% -26.1% - = . . = -100.0%
©- Film/Video Products (16) - - 6.28 - 6.2 - = - '25.0 6.2% 37.5% 18.8% -99.9 :
o - Other Products. (11) 0 36.3 - 18,2 -/ - .- 91 2.3 _- = . .9.1  100.0
V. Total Products (50) ; 14.0% 2.0%,6.0% 8.0% 14. 0% 4. 0% 4.0% 26.0% 2.0% 12.0% = 8.0% 100.0% -
P . B . . -~ ' A o T
NOTE: Rates for products shown in "Other" colurm .are one each: - ‘ : N AN
- "Escalatmg- Video Cassettes = 15%-17%—20% 16mn Fl.hts = 10%—13%-17%—20% Soft\Cover Books =
. 83-10%-12%";
.~ “BEscalating: Video Cassettes = 15%—17%-20%,( 16nm F11ms 10%~-13%~173-20%";
~ "25% for l6mm; 15% 'for vidéo Cassettg";
- "Soft Cover Books 8%; 16nm Films & Vldeo Cassettes 10% Audio Cassettes 15%" oG .
| ; ’ 106
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GERT B3

WHAT WAS THE COMPANY'S TOTAL CAPITAL TNVESIMENT 10 PUT THIS OSE PRODUCT INTO INVENTORY?

. -\ -
o | o momL o veRaGE
Prof1t/Nonprof1t-~ , .' ' o '\“'.f.;._,: : R
Profit Products (32, o $1,045,713 . ooy $ 32,679
. Nonprofit Products (8) .. 144,378 - L e T _ 18,047 ,
o Totaliproducts (40)__ - $1,190,091 o _' $ 29,752 J
= By Media: R Ty
' Print Products (16) _ $° 187,712 : N Lo s $11,732 - .
... . Film/Video Products (15) . . 362,113 ‘ S 24,141
' . 'Other Products (9) . : 640,266 771,141
Total ,Products (40) o _§1,190,091 o  §729,732
mI'E Flgures shown here exceed the sum of edltorlal, productlon, packagmg, and. manufacturmg costs
shown in Charts #7A and B for two reasons: -1) for five products, .organizations provided only
total capital investment flgures and, 2) some organizations included additional costs to arrive
at a total capital investment figure wh1ch is hlgher'than the sum of the products' .editorial,
productlon, packagmg, and manufacturlng oosts , x
®/
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o S : . COART §4A

- WHAT.WERE THE COMPANY'S COSTS FOR FACH OF THE FOLLOWING PROCESSES FOR THIS, OSE PRODUCT?

e

- Profit Products (28) - Nonprofit' Products (7). - Total Products [E PR

o S _' " Dollars . Percent’ - Dollars - Percent Dollars , Percent
: Profit/Nonprofit: - o T C A S R
\ X Editorial o $ 87,540 17.1%, . $ 13,734 12.0% $101,274 - 16.2% .
Production - 142,098 -~ 27,8 7,254 : " 6.3 .- 149,352 - 23.9.°
Packaging C : s 10,312 2.0 ' 3,840 3.4 14,152 2.2
Manufacturing - ©_ 271,335 53.1 ¢ .89,550 78.3 - _360,885 . 57.7 -
| . Total. L $511,285 - 100.0%° . $114,378 . 100.0% $625_,6_63 . 100.0%
.S . .f/. . . ’ &( . - . : Lt L. - .
o Profit vs. Nonprofit: Nonproflt o;:gamzaﬁﬁms spent 5% less for edltorlal phrposes, prunarlly because
I - many of them are distributing their own profucts. Nonprofit organizations spent 21.5% less on - ! -
‘ production, probably because their products yere more print, rather than film. Nonprofits spent 25. 2%
- more on manufacturing, probably because for proflt organlzatlons can take advantage of hlgh volume
dlscounts fram labs, printers, etc. _ .
. - 'Q
~ 7/'\ N -
N !
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y '.‘b._ :‘ .. N . . g . ] | ) . 7 ' | .
., WHAT WERE THE COMPANY'S L0STS FOR FACH OF, THE FOLLOWING PROCESSES FOR,THIS OSE PRODUCT?

-

' Print Products (16) Film/Vided Products (11) Other Products (8) Total Broducts(35)

KT .- Dollars. Percent = ' Dollars __Percent Dollars Percent - Dollars Percent.
‘ By Media: P - co : \ S L
“BEditorial = i $ 34,875 18.9%¢  $ 10,800 . 5.4% $ 55 599 S0 23.1% -$101,274° :16.2%

. Production . , 36,876 20,0 . _ 72,828 . = 36.3 - 39,648 16.5 149,352 - - 23,9
Packaging /- 5,610 ° 3,0 . 2,592 “1.3 - . 5,950 2.5 ' 14,152 iv2.‘2
Manufacturing = -~ 107,219 58.1 114,597 - '57.0  °_139,069° - 57.9 .~ 360,885 57.7

Total _'j’$184 580 100. 0% ' $200 817 100 0% . $240 266 100. 0% $625,663 100.0%-

* By Media: Edltorlal refmement costs (as a percentage) were hlghest for other medla at 23 1% vs.
18.9% for print and 5.4% for film/video. The low percentage for film/video has two prabable

- 50T -

be. awarded.to an entity with professional’ fllm—makmg experidnce; second, because modifications to a
film are éxpensive, the Marketing Task Force is not apt to recommend the REP procedure for those :
requiring substantial changes. -Production costs, on'the other hand,’ _are- higher. for film.' Therefore, a

- explanations: .films are Qusually a specific expected ocutcome of a product development grant, whlch would L

greater percentage is spent (36.3%) than for print (20%) or other media products. Fllm/VJ.deo ‘packaging. -

usually consists only of a film can. “Therefore, packagmg costs are least for f11m/v1deo (1.3%); print
* . and "other". medla are fa1r1y ccmparable. Percentages spent on manufacturmg are similar for all medla

w %,
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. ) '

HAS THE COMPANY ACQUIRED ALREADY DEVELOPED OR COMPLETED PROGRAMS FROM SOURCES
OTHER THAN THE MLP? -

. ’\«/ - ' . . . .
* Profit/Nonprofit: - e N — o

" Profit Products. (38) Co 97.4% . - 2.6% 100.0%

- Nonprofit Products’ (16) S 0 56.2 . 43.8 . 100.0
Total Products (54) . : 85.2% . 14.8%¢  100.0%
By Mediat o R T N Lo

Print Products (26) - 76.9%. - . 23.1%- - 100.0% .
Film/Video Products (17) : 88.2 . 11.8 - 100.0.
..Other Products (11) . , 100.0 - - 100.0
Total Products (54) ' S - 85.2% 14.8% - 100.0%
.
C-107- : '
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HAS THE COMPANY ACQUIRED AIREADY PED OR COMPLETED PROGRAMS FROM SOURGES .
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.. CHART 5B .

‘ ‘IF THE CDMPANY HAS ACQUIRED PROGRAMS FROM OTHER SOURCES, WERE THE REFINEMENTS
_ MADE TO THOSE PRODUCTS SIMIDAR T0 THE REFINEMENTS MADE TO THE OSE PRODUC’J.">

*
. S . o
-Profit/Nomprofit: . - ' R
Profit Products (37) ' . -2% 21.6% - 100.0%
: Nonprofit Products (9) - - - 66.7 . -.100.0
‘Total Products (46 R - 69 6% . 30.4% ~100.0%. -
| By Media: S , ' PR S
- "Print Products (20) o 65.0%_ ©. 35,08 -~ 100.0% . -
- Film/Video Products (15) 80.0 . 20.0 ' . 100.0
Other Products (11) -, - 83.6 36.4 . 100.0-
Total Products (46) - .o 89.6% -30.4%  100.0% .
LY a
s
] “u
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 FIGURE #5B - . . e
" IF THE COMPANY HAS ACQUIRED PROGRAMS FROM OTHER SOURCES, WERE THE REFINEMENTS
. * MADE TO THOSE PRODUCTS SIMILAR TO THOSE MADE TO THE OSE PRODUCT? |
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4IF THE CDMPANY HAs ACQUIRED BR FRéM OTHER SOURCES AND THE REFINEMENTS MERE
'SIMILAR TO. THE OSE PRODUCT REFI TS, HOW DO THE REFINEMENT COSTS, FOR 'mE‘osE
Y. COMPARE TO: THQSB: FOR. THE NON-MLP PRODUCT’ | |

"~ PRODUCT G Y. COM  THOS! o

Prof1t/Nonprof1t~ JRTI R ..'}-’;. AU PO A
Caen Profit Products (29): - R e
o Editorial - - . T2.4% 0 ,10.4% . 7.2\ 100.0%-

SRR Préduction . . ST 724 002007 o 6.9 — 10020 -
Packaging.- - = - 8907 - = o 1043 0 71100L005,
, Manufacturing - ol “.:_79 3. = '.'20._7 o ]})0.0.
i ‘Nonprofit Products (3)~ Co T S '
' Editorial ' - TR -100 0% = R." 100 0%
. Production: o T 10000 0 0 = T ~100.0
Packaging R 100.0 - - '*\- i -100.0 °
) . Manufacturing .- I 100.0 . - - ¥ s ,100 Ob
PR al Products (32): . T T ' o -f"_.k SN
" Bditorial ., ooy . T5.08 9,48 15:6%,
Production : - C 75,0 00 18,7 .. 6.3
-9
8

Packaging - . - - - 906 . . - 9.4
' Manufacturing &= - SR 31 3= e

'Prmt Products (13)° e G L
- gditorial .- R - 76, 9% . 15.4% . o 7.7% - 100.0%
"~ Production - Tt e 92,3 7.7 - . = .. 100.0 -
Packaging o BT o +92.3 ' 7.7.. - 100.0°
- Manufacturing . e 7010040 e 100.¢
Fllm/Vldeo Products (12)° el = R R
. Editorial - R - - 83.38 . - -
- Production e 6607 25,08
- Packaginhg - ' T o917 0 =
. Manufacturing TR 66.7 . = 0 s
S Other Products (P): % o e e
Editorial ¢ ' 7 57.1% | 14.3% -
- Production* - - - 7 0 0 87,1 .-28.6
Packagmg : o _ Lt BT =
. Manufacturing-.. --.. .7 o 71.4 _ -
‘Tgtal Products (32):° T
| l Editorial’ S e 75,08 o 9.4%
Productlon R . . 75,0 0 18,70
 Packaging . S 90,6, =
Manufacturmg Sl s vy -

.+ 100.0%
100.0
100.0-
100 .0,

. e
of.

100 0%
'.100.0"
- 100.0 -
-100.0
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. IF THE..COMPANY HAS ACQUIRED PROGRAMS FROM OTHFR SOURCES.AND ‘T REFINEMENTS WERE.
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HOW DO~ FIRSP—RUN MANUFACTURING COSTS FOR THIS. OSE PRODUCT GENERALDY CDMPARE'BD
THOSE FOR OTHER SPECIAL EDUCATION PRODUCTS'> ' :

- L COMPARABLE __ MARE IESS  TOTAL

Proflt/Nonproflt : : ‘ g :

-Profit Products (12) I 91.7% 8.3% - 100.0%
b Nonprofit Products (35) - 77.1 14.3 .. 8.6% 100.0
Total Products (47) . 80.8% 12.8% g 6.4%. 100.0%

Medias

‘ PFint Products (23) - 82.68 . 13.0% 4.4% - 100.0%
Film/Video Products (14) - 78.6 1143 - 7.1 . 100.0
. Other Products (10).° ~ ~ 80.0° .* 10.0. . 10,0 - . 100.0
. Total Products (47). =~ . ., B80.8% . T2.8% 6.4¢ - 100.0%
' , &, L e .
% ) i .
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R e * -
: : - f é:“ i
. ' - 113 - § e
- R i . o
3 [ ! o '\t;z ' ,..'_" Lt B
% X 't.‘;n N ("'? . "_vv p




CHART #6B

HOW DO FIRST—RUN MANUFACTURING OOSTS FOR THIS OSE PRODUCT GENERALEY OOMPARE TO
THOSE FOR OTHER NON-SPECIAL EDUCATION PRODUCTS?

. COMPARABLE  MORE  LESS TOTAL,
| profit/Nomprofit: . " ‘ - .
Profit Products (24)- . 79.2% 16.6% . 4.2%8 100.0%
Nonprofit Products. (8) - ©75.0 12.5 . 12.5 »  °100.0
,Total Products (32) 78.1% 15.68 °  6.3% 100.0%
gy Media: ' | . : . ‘
Print Products (14) . 78.6% . 21.4% - ~--100.0%
Film/Video Products (13) 84.6 1.7 7.7% ~100.0 -
- Other. Products (5) ' - . 60.0 - 20.0.° 20.0 - 100.0
Total Products (32) = . 78.1%. = 15.6% 6.3% 100.0%
1}
S ;o
| - 114 -
e - .
‘ - i ‘74"f7« - *




' FIGURE ¥6
HOW DO FIRST-RUN MANUFACTURING COSTS FOR THIS OSE PRODUCT GENERALLY COMPARE 10
THOSE FOR OTHER SPECIAL’EDUCATION PRODUCTS AND TO THOSE FOR OTHER NON-SPECIAL
. EDUCATION PRODUCTS?
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. CHART #7 : -

: bOEsmEOOMPANYMRmmEOSEPRODUérANYﬁFFERMLYTHANMPRoDUCTSIN'_
" THE PRODUCT LINE? ) ; S

Profit/Nonprofit: _ , B '
"~ Profit Products (38) o 13.2% 86.8% ° 100.0%
. Nonprofit Products (15) = 100.0 © . 100.0
Total Products (53) . T 9.4% 90.6% 100.0% -
gzmdié:.' L o | / o e |
- Print Products (25) = =~ - 8.0% ‘92.0% 100.0%
Film/Video Products (17) : ' 5.9 | 94.1 100.0
Other Products (11) 18.2 -~ 81.8 . -  .100.0
- . Total Products (53) . T 9.4% 90.6% 100.0%
) g : ]
-
¥
' . R X
T \
- 116 - ]




FeEE ®

DOES THE COMPANY MARKET THE OSE PRODUCT ANY DIFFERENTLY THAN OTHER PRODUCTS IN-
‘ THE PRODUCT LINE’

.100%.
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CHERT ¥8

| HOW DOES THE COMPANY MARKET THIS OSE PRODUCT?

Prof it/Nonprofit:
' Catalog
Convention
Special Brochure

. Journal/Magazine 24,

~ Sales Force
. Telephone -
Other

7

By Medi :
Catalog
Convention

Special Brochure -
Journal/Magazine Ad

Sales Force
_Telephone -
Other :

38.5

23.5

¢ Profit . 'Nomprofit * . " Total ,.
'Products (38) . Products (16) . Products (54)
84.2% 81.3% 83.3%
* 68.4 75.0 70.4 .
63.2 - -87.5 70.4.
65.8 43.8 ‘59,3
60.5 6.3 44.4
v 42,1 -25,0 37.0
28.9 . 50.0 ~35.2
Print. Film/video Other .. . Total
Products (26) Products (17) Products (11)  Products (54|
. 69.2% 100. 0% - 90.9% - 83 3%
. 53.8 94,1 "!72;7 70.4
46.2 100.0 81.8 . "70.4
- 42,3 76.5. 72.7 59.3
- 30.8 76.5. - 27.3 44,4
15.4 . 76.5 - 27.3 37.0 .
" 45,5 35,2

NOTE: "Other" includes press releases, workshops and seminars, developer demonstratlons, prev1ews,

film festivals,.and ‘free journal ‘notices.

5

128 -



FIGURE #8 -

. HOW DOES ‘IHE QOMPANY MARKET THIS OSE PRODUGS?
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: R . <l“am#9

WHAT WERE THE ESTIMATED FIRST YEAR MRRKETING QOSTS FOR THE OSE PRODUCT (INCLUDE

EXPENSES OF JOURNAL/MAGAZINE ADS, SPECIAL BROCHURES, CATALOGS, CONVENTIONS, =
SOFTWARE DEALERS, DIRECT SALES FORCE, COMMISSIONED PGENI‘S, TELEPHONE 'SALES,
CUSTOMER SERVICE, AND ORDER FULFILIMENT)?

L4

HIGH ‘ IOW TOTAL AVERAGE

- Profit/Nonprofit: ’ ‘ ‘ - ST
) Profit.Products (30) $ 75, 000 - $ 500. . . $ 687,369 $ 22,912

7/ . Nonprofit: Products (11) 12,000 . x> 300 30,447 2,768

Total Products (41) - . $ 75,000 'S 300 $ 717,816 $.17,508 -
| Print Products (17) $ 75,000 $300 ° - $ 406,80 ©  $.23,935

\ o Film/Video Products (19) .- 30,000 -~ =~ 500 . - 53,060 . .5,896 .
: - . Other Products (15) 4 60,000 1,000 - 257,865 o 17,191
Total Products (41) - - $775,000 . $ 300 - $ 117,816 $ 17,508

(s




-~ FIGURE #9 .
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WHAT WERE THE ESTIMATED FIRST YEAR MARKETING' COSTS FOR THE OSE PRODUCT?
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'CHERT #10A

.’ HOW DO THE COMPANY'S MARKETING EXPENDITURES FOR THE OSE PRODUCT (AS A % OF GROSS
SALES) GENERALLY COMPARE WITH THOSE FOR OTHER SPECTAL EDUCATION PRODUCTS? = |
COMPARABIE  MORE - "IESS °  TOTAL. ~ F

. Profit/Nonprofit: .o ‘ R . T A
“Profit Products (37) .. 73.08 18,98  \ . 8.1% - 100.0%
. Nonprofit Products (11) = 100.0 Pt = -100.0
e Total Products (48) R 79.2% . 14.6%., '+ 6.2% - 100.0% -

EY Medias < o ; _. < . . - N
Print Products (22) ' .+ 86.4% 4.5
Film/Video Products (16) -. =~ '75.0. S ¢ 6.2 . - 100.0
Other Products (10) . ., - 70.0 - 2 . 0.0 - .100.0 -

Total Products (48) - . 79.2% . 14.6% . 6.28 - 100.0% - -
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| GERT B .. - oL J

HOW DO THE COMPANY'S MARKETING EXPENDITURES FOR THE OSE PRODUCT (AS A% OF GROSS
SALES) GENERALEY COMPARE WITH THOSE FOR‘OTHER NON—SPECIAL EDUCATION PRODUCTS’

'(

Proflt/Nonproflt. : . oo o e TR
Profit Products (32) . . 75,0800 T 21,98. - 3,18 100.0%
Nonprofit Products (7) o221 14,3 0 28.6 7 100:0 © |

.Total-Products‘(39) R ' 71.8%° .-20.5% 7 “7.7%° '+ 100.0% - -

: : §z Medla. L .:} L f.?in" T ] L j i;' o ”;
.~ ,- . Print Products (18) : : 83.3% - “16.7% = - 10008 g

Film/Video products (16) . '75.0° ~  18.8. 6.2% ' 100.0
Other Products (5) -~~~ | 20.0° = 40,0 - . 40.0 ' "I100.0
L

Total Products(39) - = & 7L.8% . 2058 -0 TR S ,.;‘;'100 0.
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S MARKETING EXPENDITURES, FOR THE OSE. PRODUCT GENERALIY'

"HOW DO THE  COMPANY'

J
1

OTHER . -

WITH THOSE FOR OTHER SPECIAL EDUCATION PRODUCTS AND WITH THOSE FOR
S -+ NON-SPECIAL EDUCATION PRODUCIS? SR

- 1008

J%

-

MR-

©

o

voovwboo

(SNSRSYSHSNSHSNS)

'NON-SPECIAL

- EDUCATION

PRODUCTS

T

4

=

‘?
B EEE s

VVODLO

VLUVVVVOD

P A

=

s

\

L MMEUMZEH Ol H

oot

Sl

SEET

N
; . 5 - o) i} . 2
8 8 R R 8 8 c o0-e.

g

94

%,
h
LA
T
-
S
I
-




H(WV D) THE COMPANY ' S CDSTS FOR QRDER FUIFILIMEINI‘, BILLING, 'AND CUSI‘OMER SERVICE'.
F(R ‘THE OSE PRODUCT GENERALLY COMPARE-WITH THOSE FOR OI'Hﬁi SPEC:IAL' EIIJCATION‘

N ’PRODUCTS" s
'Proflt/NonprofJ,t., )

- Profit Products: (38)
: Nohp}:ofit'fPreducts (12)
.--'Total Products 50) :

 Print Products (24) .
S | Film/Vided., ‘Products (16)
IR Other Prodicts (10) .
P ' Total Products (50)
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Y, vPerIt'/NODPrOflt' b

: THEEDMPANY S (DS{ES FOR (RDER FUIFILIMENT BILLING, AND (IJSI'OMER SERVICE‘ _
_- FOR THE OSE PRODUC.'I' GENERALLY COMPAREh WITH THOSE FOR UI'HER NON-SPECIAL EDUCATION; .

| COMPARABIE  MORE  IESS TOTAL

~,ewroflt Products (32) . 938 - 3.1%  3.1% " 100.0%
N Fit: T 85,7 o=~ 14,3 - 100.p .
L 92.3% 26w 7518 - 100.08

'gz Media: G0 L.

Print Products (19) ..  ° .B84.28  '5.3%° 10.5% .- 100.0%

' Film/Video Products (16) = ' -100.0 - . - =~ 100.0
Other Produgts (4). .. - . -10g.0 o - T 100.0
Total Products;(39)' * . . . -792.3% 268 51y - - 100.0%
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B HGN m THE (I)MPANY'S (DST FOR (RDER FUIFILIMENT BILLING, AND CUSTOMER SERVICE
. FOR:THE OSE PRODUCT GENERALLY COMPARE WITH THOSE FOR OTHER. SPECIAL EDUCATION
' PRODUCI‘S AND WITH THOSE 'FOR OTHER I\DN*SPECIAL EDUCATION PRODUCTS" ‘
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'mv MUCH TIME (l\l WEIEKS) FLAPSED' BETWEEN I\D‘I‘IFICATION QF . AWARD OF DIS'I'RIBUTION RIGHTS" ’ID ’IHIS OSE
PRODUCI‘ AND RECEIPI‘ OF 'IHE QOOMPLETE PRODLK?I‘ FRQ'I LIMZ (R 'I'f-lE DEVE[DPER)?

e, o co . . smip
" pTo  5-8. 9-13° 14-26 27-52° OVER DON' T
NONE 5 WKS. WKS. WKS. WKS. WKS. 52 WKS. HAVE ' TOTAL

Profit/Nonprof it:

Profit Products’ (37, 8.1%  43.3% 13.5% 8.1% 10.8% 2.7% -2.7% 10.8% 100.0%
. Nonprofit Products (12) 83.3 ©+ 16.7 - = = - - - 100.0
Total Products. (49) - -26.5% 36.7% 10.2% 6.1% - 8.2% -2.0% . 2.0%  8.2% 99.9%
By Media: ) o o 1 - N S

. Print Products. (21 - 19.0% - 33.3% 14.3% -9.5%. - . 4.8% ° - - 19.0% 99.9%

‘Film/Video Products (17) 23,5 52.9° 1.8 * - 11l.8% -~ - = -100.0" -

- Other Products (11, -  -"45.4  ~ .18.2" = '9.1 18.2:° - 9.1% - . 100.0
Total Products (49) 26 5%  36.7% 10. 2%

6.1% 8.28 2.08 2.0% ~8.2% _99.9%-

Prof1t/‘Nor;Lf1t-' Nonproflt dlstnbutors "receive" products much more qulckly, in ‘thlS case, “the
reason is that these. nonprofit organizations served as the praducts' developers before receiving OSE
distribution licenses.. Only 16.7% of the products needed to be delivered to nonprofit organizations;. '
they .were received within 4 weeks. For-profit distributors, on the other hand, received only-51.4% of
their products within 4 weeks; 21 6% of the products were dellvered fram 5—13 weeks after not1f1cat10n
-of the award; 27% took longer.

By Media: F1]m/v1deo products had the. best overall rate of delivery, with 76. 4% bemg received by
distributors within 4 weeks. ‘While only 63.6% of "other" products were recelved w1th1n that time,
45, 4% were available imredlately. :

138




FIGURE #lZA

HOW MUCH TIME ELAPSED BEIWEEN I‘UI'IFICATION OF AWARD 0.3 DISTRIBU'I‘ION RIGHTS AND.
RECEIPT OF THE COMPLETE PRODUCT?-
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s ‘CHART #1728

.“I'mMLCHTIME(INWEEKS) ELAPSEDBEIWEENREXIEIPPBYIHEDISTRIBUIOROF'HIEGMPLEIEPRODUCPFROMIINC

AR 'IHE DEVE[DPER) AND AVAILABILITY OF THE PRODUCI‘ IN THE MARKEI'PLACE? _ N
* . UP '10 5-8.. 9—13 - 14-26 27-52 OV"ERI:' o k[. »
- L ' NONE 5 WKS. WKS. WKS. - . WKS. - WKS. 52 WKS. JOTAL °
" Profit/Nonprofit: oo L R ' IR T
Profit Products™ (32) - - 3.1% 25.0% ,3.1% 6.3% - 28.1% . C31'3-% ~ 3.1% 100.0%
Nonprofit Products (12)- 8.3 . 25.0 8.3 . 1l6.7  41.7 - = 100.0
Total Products (44) : 4.5% 25.0% 4.5%° 9.1% 31.8% 22.7% 2.3% . 99.9% ...
! Print Products (17) - 17.6% ~ 5.9% 17.6% 23.58 35.3% = 99.9% -
o Film/Video Products (17) - 11.8% 41.2. - 5.9 . - 235 17.6 ~= . 100.0 -
- ° ‘Other Products (10) | - 100 -  10.0 60,0 . 10.0 - 10.0% ~ 100.0
! _Total Prgducts (44) . - 4.,5% .. 25.0% 4.5% ‘-9;.;1% 31. 8% 22’.’7%. 2.3% 99 9% -
Once products had been recelved fram the developers, 34% were: on the market w1th1n 2 months, 74. 9%
within 6 months, and over 97% within one year. Film/video products, by virtue of their needing’'the -
least modification and packagmg, were available soonest, w1th 53% the market in the space of 4
: weeks and 82.4% within six months. . :
CQ 4{\ " : . o .l : . - : - o 1'
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HOW MUCH TIME. (IN WEEKS) ELAPSED EE.'IWEEN I‘UI'IFICATION OF AWARD OF DISTRIBU'I‘ION RIGHTS 'IO ’IHIS CBE
PRODUCT AND AVAILABILITY OF THE PRODUCT DI THE MARKE'I'PLACE?

: SRS S ° . STILL -
R o . wT. 14-26  27-52 OVER  NOT ON. :
' e ' " _NONE 14 WKS. ~ WKS. WKS. 52 WKS. MARKET TOTAL
Profit/Nonprofit: oo S , SR .
Profit Products; (37) 2.7%  21.6% 18.9% 29.7% 13.5% 13. 5% 199.9%
Nonprofit Products (13) 1.7 53;8 38,5 -~ -~ 10000 -
Total Products (50) B o 4.0%_.'¥30 0%

24.0% 22.0% - 10.0% T s T00.0%

 Media: . T B
Print Products (22, . . . = 31.8% 13.6% 31.8%  4.6% _ 18.2%" 100.0%
4bF11m/V1deo Products (17) . . 11.8% . 47.1.. 17.6 17.6 5.9 ~ =  100.0°
Other Products ‘(11) .. .° ' ,'= . _ - ' 545 9.1 - 27.3 9.1  100.0°
al Products (50) Lo 'Tanos . 30,08 0 24.0% 22,08 10.0%  10.0% ‘100.0%




HOW MUCH TIME ELAPSEID BETWEEN I\D’I’IFICATION OF BWARD OF DISTRIBUTION RIGHTS AND
: [ AVAILABILITY: OF THE- PRODUCI'_ IN THE MARKEI'PLACE’ ‘
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'CHARI"#BA

, . HOW DO THE NUMBER CF UNITS SOLD OF THE OSE PRODUCT GENERALLY COMPARE WITH THE ",
. ' UNIT_SALES FOR OTHER SPECIAL EDUCATION MATERTALS (SIMILAR IN PRICE AND SIZE OF

o USER POPUIATION) IURING THE SAME TIME PERIOD?

COMPARABLE - MORE . IESS

...U.)'.

Q.

Proflt/Nonproflt- ' R T F e
Profit Products (33)° .- 51.5% . 12.1%

. Nonprofit Products (12) 66.7 .. 25.0.

Total Products 45 . 55.6% . 15.6% -

. By Med1 : o : o
: Print Products (23) R '60.9%

Film/Video Products (12) . 66.6 - 1

" oOther Products (10) o300 3

' Total Products (45) .. - . . 55.6% 1
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HOWII)’IHENJMBERQFUNITSSOLDCFTHE%EPRODUCI‘GENERAILYCDMPAREWITHTHE
., UNIT SALES FOR OTHER NON-SPECIAL EDUCATION MATERTALS. (SIMILAR IN PRICE AND'S
- OF USER POPULATION) DURING ‘THE SAME TIME PERIOD? DR :;,l ‘ :
‘ © .y COMPARABIE ___ MORE IESS  ToranL
Proflt/Nonproflt- R L N
" Profit products (27) ™ - 44.4% 7.4%. - 48.2% _-gloo.O% S
Nonprofit Products (5). 80.0 = 20.0  4100.0 L
(Tot'al prqducts-(32) 50.0% 6.3% 43.7% - 100.0%
gz Media:, o . -
Print Products (17) ; 70.6% - . 29.4%. . ' 100.0% : .
Film/Video Products (12) -25.0 16.7% 58.3  °100.0
, _Other Products (3) 33.3 - 66.7 - 100.0-.
Total Products.(32)" 50.0% 6.3% 43.7%  100.0%
T
- ®
0 l‘
s ) - 135 - '
o ’ 148 4.
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HGN DO THE (IDMPANY S (RIGI!\IAL.SAI.ES-ESTIMES”(B\T UNITS) FOR 'I'HE OSE PRODUCT CDMPARE ’IO TE*IE PC‘IUAL
» SALE‘S’ACHIEVED (IN UNITS)? S :

SAI.ESASAPERCENTOFESI‘IMTE ;
%- b=, 7e- I0I- oW
508 -+75% " 11008 150¥ 1508 TomAL -

Proflt/Nonproflt- Sl W
Profit:Products (22)

Pefy Product Average- 83, 0%

- Nonprofit” Products (11,)" o

800 468 - 31.8% 2278 '._-_}‘;_,,13;.'6%_ ~4.5% - 100,08 .

B .27,.-37‘".5' 100.0

-T:.»'-i‘.z_.'li%"’.' . oéé\v

18,28, 18

‘_-y Med1a° :

' Print Products (14)
- Per Product- Average° 6. 5% -
- Film/Video Products. (10)

.. Ber Product Average: 92. 2%
" Other Products (9) - R

. Per Product Average- 102 8%
g Total Products (_33) ‘

88...4_% L
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. "’

Prof 1t/Ncsnprof it
Profit Products (20/ 20)

- {

Nonprofit Products .(11/4)

fi‘otal Proaucts (31/24)

K By M‘edia:' -

. Print Products (12/9) .
' Film/Video Products (8/8)
Other Products (11/7)

Total Products (31/24)

ROYAETY PAYMENTS - 'lgff"

NEE I

AVERAGE PER PRODUCT

EfﬂﬂL WITH 0% RATE
PRODUCTS o

- WITHOUT 0%

RATE PRODUCTS

$ 60,598 ;..
4,049+ %
-$.64,647

$ 2,386

30,432

31,829 ..
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) _‘HGNII)ESTHEREIURN-ONINVESI‘MENTEORTHISOSEPRODUCTGENERAILYCDMPAREWITHTHE
'ROI FOR OI‘HEIR SPECIAL .EDUCATION MATERIAIS" _
Profit/Nonprofif::l N ' ' _ ‘ L -

* Profit Products (33) 57.6% 9.1% ,33.3% 4 -100.0%
, Nonprofjit Products «o) 70.9 . 10.0 20.0 -~ . 100.0
Total Pr'foducts (43) - i 1 60.5% 9.3% :30.2% . 100.0%
. . 4 . . . - .
EY D@dla. ' }"”-.".." . ' ‘ :
Print ‘Products (21) . - T1.4% 4.8% 23.8% -100.0%
 Film/Video Products (13) - 38.5 15.4 46.1 100.0 -
Other Products (9) ' 66.7 C11.1 - 22.2 -+ 100.0
" Totdll Products (43) . . 60.5% - 9.3% 30.28 .~ 100.0% -
v".‘i.f“ 4
- ° » . * 1
A ) %
v.:f_;'_ . »
y ‘ 'j i “T ..
' . Co A . ,"
' - '\1‘ * }:‘»,
. \ o . ’ g ;. A » J .
- T .11 SR
. : - : e @




CHART $16B
. <
 HOW DOES THE REIURN-ON—]I\IVESTMENT FOR THIS OSE PRODUCT GENERAILY COMPARE WITH THE
'ROI FOR OTHER NON-SPECIAL EDUCATION MATERIALS? .
" . COMPARABLE ° MORE . . LESS TOTAL
Profit/Nonprofit: . . B L | | |
Profit Products (27) 44:4% 11.1% 144.4% .. 99.9% -
Nonprofit Products (6) K 16.7 16.7 66.6 100.0
Total products (33) ) 39.4% - 12,1 ~ 48.5% ~ 100.0%
By Med1a°'-' R | o R
Print Products (17») 64.7% . 5.9% 29.4% 1100.0%
- Film/Video Products (13) 7.7. 15.4 76.9 100.0
.- Other Products (3) S 33.3 33.3 33.3 99.9
* Total Proditts (33) 4 . 39.4% ¥2.1s . - 48.5%  100.0%
» . L '“ 2
_., . .
( -
. ’ ‘. '
\
] .

.‘- 142 -

L 153




FIGURE #16

HOW DOES THE RETURN-ON-INVESTMENT FOR THE OSE PRODUCT GENERALLYHCOMPARE WITH THE

MATERTALS?

ROI FOR OTHER, SPECIAL EDUCATION MATERIALS AND FOR OTHER NON-SPECIAL EDUCATION
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BY PRODUCT

Profit/Nonprofit: =
- Profit Products (42 -
Nonprofit -Products (16)

Total Products (58)

gz‘Media:'

. Print P ucts (29, o
" Film/Videb Products’ (17)

- Other pr&ducts {12)
Total Products (58)

BY COMPANY '

' Profit Campanies (18)°
- Nonprofit Campanies (12)
Total Campanies (30,

L

- CHART #17

E

PRODUCTS DOES THE COMPANY CURRENTLY  DISTRIBUTE?

m“ﬁ‘l‘.

?
I :
£
a . : i
. . ]
" . (
s . Lo .
it .

RTRb

NUMBER OF OSE -PRODUCTS

[

19.0% 19.0%
£ 62.5 Z

Z 6 7 8 TOTAL,

16.7%

31.08  13.8% .

2947 -
41,7 +33.3

27.6%° 13.8%

11.8

16.7 =

17.2%

“12.1%

41.2%

31.08 '13.8%

44.4%  22.2%
83.3 Z

15.5%

12.1%

11.18  5.6% 5.6%8  5.6% 100.1%
- - . = 100.0

- 60.0% - 13.3%

6.7% 3.3%  3.3% . 3.3% . 99.9%



. L TR s
IS THIS CSE PRODUCT THE COMPANY'S FIRST FOR THE SPECIAL EDUCATION MARKET? |
Profit/Nonprofit: . R - .
.. Profit Products (42, - Co . 4.8% 95.28 | 100.0%
Nonprofit Products (16) - - - 37.5 62.5 - 100.0
Total Products (58) C 13.8% ~ 86.2% - 100.0%
By Media:

Print Products (29,

Film/Video Products (17)

Other; Products (12)
Total Progicts (58)
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a ® ) . '
LIST OF LICENSED PUBLISHERS AND PRODUCTS
Licensed Publisher . L Product Tltle(s)

*American Foundation for the Bllnd " Good Start' A Multunedla Approach
New York, New York ,. R - o Meetlng the Needs of Vlsually
. T ' Hand:.capped -Students '

*Pmerlcan Prn_ntlng House for the BlJ_nd Patterns ‘A Prmary Brallle Read.mg
Iouisville, Kentucky : : " Program

S o ’Ihe Preparatory Reading ngram for::

. Visually Handlcapped Gu.ldren T e

L S | . (PREP) . .
, L S o ' . A Program to Develop Eff1c1ency in
L ' o . . 'Visual Functioning =~
B S , B “The World Book Encyclopaedia, .
: . . S o ' Recorded Edlt:Lon : :
T *Amerlca.n Umvers:.tg Rose School Teacher 'I‘ralnlng Series -

Was’hington, ,D C.

Comm.lmty-Home Ass ssment or Iqw
o mnctlonlrxg"Persons. et
L Northwesterti Unlver51ty Chlldren s .
- Perceptlon of Speech Test (NU—CHIPS)
" Parsons Visual Aculty Test for the
Severely and Profoundly Hand:.capped
- The Fortunate Few S
e et 0150 -
V:Ldeo TraJ.n.mg Packages n_n Ch:le
Varlance
Canprehenswe Assessment and Servme .

. Evaluation’
Help:mg the Handlcapped through
. Parent/Professional Partnershlps

tion used in this Descriptive Ana'lys'is‘.‘

ERIC .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



: Llcensed Publlsher : o . Product Title(s) g
- Bducational- Resources Center N /" Career Education for the Harﬁi@ppedﬁ.
Boothwyn Pennsylvama o . Current Perspectives for Teachers

The Map, tgqge Mission and. the Mandate .-

~*Encyclopaedia Brltamuca Educatmnal - Mainstreaming in Action

Corporation’', = . : People You'd Like: to' Know
Chicago,’ Illll’DlS . . o People You'd lee,to Know Bdods :
*Flln‘s Incorporated L L . Martha ' ,
‘Wilmette, Illinois®** A : ST .;
*Foreworks Publishing ' } o Audltory SKills Instruct:.onai
. ' North Hollywood, Caljifornia ' «Planning System
TR Sy Pa.rent Teacher Oonferences
*Hubbard . % The cood Life :
.- Northbrook,#I1linois . ., I'Am, ICan, I Will :
el L e : v €8 Purple Adventures ©of Lady Ela.me
- Fairchilde '
. ‘ e T So You're Going to Hear:.ng
S, T e Strategies for Training Regular E
T Educators to Teach Children with .
[ --" ) : ,. ’ . o o"_. ) . Harldlcaps (STRE.‘IG'I) 3

*Ind:.v:.dual and Famly Development -
. Serviges, Inc. i )
' York Pennsylvanla A

: Preparatlorr Programs: Ihsernee :
' Programming and Public Law 94-142 :
AOonsumerandetoPersonnel

Projects/A Oonspectus Ty
A Consumer's Guide to Personnel
e o AT L SR ) Preparation Programs: The - o
G e s . - . Training of Paraprofeksionals :Ln
R ' o T Tt B T {,‘\” .. Special _Edl;catlon and Related ST

B Fields
ER : ‘ _ & - A Consumer's Guide to Personnel
dwlo S > “"{- Preparation Programs: - The Training -

of Professionals for ‘the Education

. i of Low-Incidence Populations of.

' 4. Handicapped Children -

' AConstmersGuldetoPersonnel
Preparation Programs: . The Training -
-of Professionals in Physical '
Education and Recreatlon of the

Handlcapped
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Licensed Publisher . ‘ ' Product T:Ltle(s)

' . Dt
. .

St AConsmnersthdetoPersonnel N
' Preparation Programs The Tralmr;gg.

: - of Professionals in Vocata.onal
TE L e Educat:.on for the Handlcapped

*Journal Jms' Inc. T C‘ho:.ces . '
SR Evanston, IllM‘DlS : T - . Learning- to I.a.ve on Your Own
ELIRT . B X * .'.\ * s . We Are One N o . e e ' .

2

‘ *Joyce Medla, Inc. . .
. Northrldge, Callforma

~

Educat.mg Handlcapped ChiIdrerr dn .
the Regular Classroom i X

s Humanlsm'andv'the Arts J.n Spec1al
: Educatlon ;‘ SRR

o -

‘Educationa’.l Products for the
’ Exceptlonal Child: Catalog of - : =
Products Funded by the Bureau of .

: Educata.on for the Hand:.capped

x ‘*Pleasantv:Llle Educat:.onal Supply S Electrom.c Assetbly Program for ; SR
*...:Corporation - , ' the Deaf ’ BRI
Pleasantv:Llle, New York - R : ‘ : : e :

s

*Research for Better Schools, Inc. L Behav:Lor Management ‘Strategies T
' Phlladelphla, Pennsylvam.a - CLe 'Clarlflcatlon of P. L. 94-142 for g
oL E . o Explorlng Issues .in the Implenen—

Y : - - : T .- tation of P.L. 94-142 T

'*Scholastlc Test.mg Serv:Lce, Inc.. .‘ Rockford Infant Developmental
Bensenv:.lle, Ill:.no:.s _ e '_ ' Evaluatlon Scales (RIDES)

E [’*Select:.ve Educatlonal thupment, Inc.. What If You Oouldn't....._. ‘
Newton, Massachusetts o L _ L 1..,_ o -

_ *Skye.P:Lctures,-.‘Inc,.' co o L L . Museum Access Plann:.ng Sourcels Q
. ‘Washington, D.C. = - . (MAPS) R -




Licensed Publi’sher : o ' . “Product Title(s)
< *Social Scre.nce Educatlon Oonsortlum . Project MAVIS Sourcebooks
. Boulder Oolorado ‘ L

*Southern Educatlonal Commmlcatlons L Martha's Story |

.. ..Association (SECR), ' : - L ‘

" E Oolumbla, South Carollna _
. *SPeClal Press’ ' ' -Q..;;-. Managlng and Teachlng the Severely
Oolwnbus, Olno :‘: . Distirbed and Retarded o

(hJ.cago, Illupls

thctlonal VlSlOI‘l Screen Inventory
. Mathematics for Learm.ng Dlsabled ,_jj;f-&;.,
“Youth 8 . o
Model Vision :Project o s
T R Peabody Mob:n.l:.ty Kit: A‘Program Che
S s Tin Mobility for Multiply. Impalred
) .~ . . Blind Children : '

Peabody Nbblllty Kit:. A Program T
.. inMobility for Multiply Impalred "
*. . Low=Vision Children v

R . - % "Ratusnik MeasurEnent of)Lang'uage S
= »  Development _ L
L - Student Act:.v:.ty Gulde° A Plagetlaﬁ' R
. S t Perspect:n.ve e ¥
*Telesensory Systems, 'Inc. o Autocom ’ : '
, Palo‘ A;Lto, Califormfa : SRR - -Optacon Instructlonal Materlals for -

“”.‘ s

. *Um.versrty of South Florlda F:le A Prn.nc1ples of Playground Desrgn
C Tampa Florida : E

[

A S ' o e
‘ *W%.'lker Educatlonal Book Gorporatlon/dnldren's ‘Early "Edu(:atlon I
New York, New York = .. : Developmental Inventory L

il

*WGBH-'IV 'I‘he Captlon Oente.r Captlon:Lng Reference Manual
~ Boston, Massachusetts : TR , . N
© NOTE: ThlS 11st shows 71 t:Ltles because several 1lcensed publlshers ccmblned
Co a.nd/or spllt products covered by 11censes negotlated w1th the
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.’deveLo i ;zéfg .ﬁtermewed ov\er the telephone. %,r ch product devel‘oper was :j

e wu”‘%:'-

?'_ G asked up to a,ﬁtotal -of. 43,quest:.ons, dependlng upor;’ the need for follow-—up

4

to.spec1f1c i )
' o:'"' : o : : }

. ,How many producEs ;f)ave y::u deve}oped under BEH g'rants'> T L
e g

RN 28 How many Products ﬁave y0u developed Wlth funds £rom other sources'> ~';.‘ L

C A

o ; o How*many products have you marketed through the Market L:Lnkage Propect" | A

’%"{’\-6; B2l

" What was the or1g1n of the 1dea for your product now marketed through MLP;} v

yo o_‘tvhatwas theproductformat” ST e A
| ( How much money was spent to develop the product (J_ncludlng research and
| development but excludJ.ng manufacmrmg costs) was the fund.mg totally

from .BEH- if o to the above, what was the amount of your organlzatlon S..
. oontrmutlon° e e
. e How were the product developnent funds spe.nt" A R :a::a-‘

- o »- If possmle, please prov:Lde a cost breakdown by product component (e g., '

a

o ‘z'funds Spent for teacher's gulde, for f:le for sb.xdent act1V1ty sheets,

——-~——~——°“—s"‘—‘

etC) lﬂ‘s"- it . . : o
o What was the ba515 of your select::.on of product format" (e.g., Why cfrbose‘
S print, olm:lltlnedla, etc..)- P
- e '_Was there any formal or mformal market research done before product

. developn‘ent began, 1f so, what type of market resear "t h . ;
° 7Has your orgam.éata.on developed prograns for teachers or students in K |
b l_ the past- 1f yes, how many programs'> Fb; teachers, for students'> What
o types Of pmgrmg (Prmt’ A—V, y‘_‘lMa, cte) . _!ml‘ _4 L

el
T e

=150 -




- ® If MLP lnltlated the ass:Lstance, who was the oonta_ _’>
o If BEH was the 1n1t1ator of ass:Lstance, who was the :contact'>
‘ ;0 When d1d you plan product dlstrlbutlon‘? FSEcs
. ., . What :I:ype of technlcal ass:.stance was prov:Lded by.the MLP

@

c why not- if yes, how would you rate the conference(s)?

¢ How would you rate the publlcatlons the MLP makes avallable to you" »

‘o Do you ha*fe a. permanent staff of produ' tdevelopers"‘

.. Have you personally had e.xper:.ence n_n develop:.ng products before"- Eor» B

o Who J.mtlated the techmcal assmtance‘? "

Have you ever dJ.steruted your programs/products before:" f
3 T

Have you ever attended an MLP technlcal assmtance conference, 1f not )

-

Y

Have you ever: attended a publlshers oonferenoe to ma(ke a presentatlon SR R
on your product- 1f so, at whose expense, what was the nature of the

expenses (1nclud1ng marmfacb:re of sample prgdudts and sh:.pment, your : B
travel etc )9 o e ‘_*“v.._._.,: B .‘ ; .. : . ,




0 D1d you talk W1t.‘r1 any oomnerc1al publlshers about your product whlle

i't was in the developmental stages, 1f so, what was the nature\ of the

T conversatlon (adV1ce you recelved, etc y2 o .':-.-' ;f .
EE e ‘Was your product f1eld tested" If yes, was the f1eld test fomal

(questlonnan_res, pre- and& ’post—test, etc )'or J.nformal (teacherigf o e

dov -

s Ce . o -

product and oannénti'? o S o v '.;‘"-_'_ o

: . *was the fleld testmg formatlve (occurred durmg product develognent) 'i e

S (3 ."' —

- : " or smrmatlve (product was 1n fJ.nal form before test.mg)"

K

S _Was the product HDd.'l.fled as a result of fleld test:mg 1f yes,, l'nw

'." ."»' . - - ; ) .' Lo .1 . ) 7.-
: _..1-1rn1ch modlflcatlon was made. R A oL A
f ) PR vn ' : . ) . Lo . ..

o
'

0 Who oonducted the f1e1d testmg" o L o : '_-.7
;'. 'How 1ong aia fleld test:mg take'> F . : ‘. -f . 2 .

ERI
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® Do you have any conments, statements or suggest.lons to ‘*make about the

BEH Marketlng P;:ogram or the Market LJ.nkage Pm;ect" ¢
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. . i:‘ |
__ March 11-I2, 1981 - +. e e
_ . . .. The Ramada O'Hare Inn ‘
> , : " -Des#Plaines, Illinois . ' s 7
* * ' — CONFERENCE AGENDA — ?
'WEDNESDAY, MARCH 11 * . % " ‘a | P
: « R . ) ‘ .
“en - 1:30 pum. Conference Welcome - : : '
. ’ ' Dr. James S Johnson, OSE Marketmg Dlrector e

-

1:45 p.m. Conﬁerence Orlentatlcn '
-z Joan E.. Dannenbaum & Daphne A. Phl.los Market Dlmensmns, Inc.

2;30 p.m. CONF]DENCE OF EUBLISHEIRS TN BEH/OSE MARKEI‘]I\'G SYSTEM

:u' Small Group Work/Dlscussmn S&ssmns )
. ‘) 4:00 p.m. Refreshment Break
-~ . ' o . : ' o
4:30 p.m. CONFIDENCE OF PUBLISHERS ]N BEH/$E MARKEI‘ING SYSTI:M :
- General Sessun. Reports on Small Grcup Fmdmgs '
. " . . . a8 ‘
# 5:40 p.m. Adjo,urmnent for Day
"THURSI?AY,-MARCH 12 . e e ) T
- 8:30 a.m. Coff Service . ‘ L e s o
o . . % E e - |
. 9:00 a.m.. IMPACT OF MATERIAIS N LEARNERS AND TEACHERS
' ; ' Small Group Work/Dlscussmn §essmn§ . e .
' S v _ R -',}A.._ L IR 2
, 10:‘30_'a.m. ‘&*"Coffee Break ”; ! e e g o L
11:00 a.m;. IMPACT OF MATERIALS ON LEARNERS AND TEACHERS - ® ,
- ' : General Session: Repor_tﬁ on Small Group Findings:® - . . ',
B v o ‘ . i ‘ S e . n,‘“ - s ",'
o 00 noon _Luncheon BreZk  <F. -, a0 T
. 7w ‘
R B 1 00 p; BENEE‘ITS OF BEH/ MARKETING SYSTEM '10 PUBLISI-IEIRS & GOVERNMENT
L , ’Small Gr%p Wo /Dlscussmn Sessions 4 .
. 2:30 p.m. Refreshment Break * S " 3
- iy d T » w . .
“8, .
~, 350_0 p.m. - BENEFITSc'bF BEH/OSE MARKE&[I‘E SYSTEM TO PUBLISHERS & GOVERNMENT v
B ” 4 " General Sessmn- -Reports on Srfall Group: Flndmgs - <
(. f v : ] .
4:00 p.m, WRAP;g AND REVI& OF CONFERENCE FINDINGS - *
v~ ' & Generalggession - v e o . )
™ T P - ) : . »:.' ) - ’ » R
5:00 p.m. ‘Conferen"&e Clgse % w o )
' g ﬂ" : a e L K] - ' P ) "3 ’
\ : s & v155 - ' . 4, ‘“ .
¥} o ‘ ’
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| 6.What is your assessment of the quality and quantlty of data .available on RF.P:

' OSE PUBLISHERS CONFERENCE .
March. 11-12, 1981 |
The Ramada O'Hare Inn_ ,
Des Plaines) Illinois S

1

1 —_ CDNFERENCE DISCUSSION 'IOPIC -

*

CDNFIDENCE OF PUBLI‘SHERS IN THE BEH/OSE* MARKEI‘ING SYSTEM | ®

1.

2.

3.
4.

.5,

To how many Linc RFPs has your company responded”
What is your opinion of the general quality of the OSE products offered”
What kinds of research are normally employed to determine the market for

-other prdducts distributed by your company? Is the mformatmn sought

camparable to that prov1ded by Linc Resources?

Are technlques for assessing the special education market different from
those used to assess other education markets? _

Had your organization had prior experlence in dlstrlbutmg products

' ~developed with Federal funds?

products (prov1ded by both the developer and me Resources' edltorlal and
technical appraisals)? )

~Was the marketing data prov1ded by . me Resources on the product(s) your o
company acquired verified through dlstrlbutlon exper1ence’> If more data ‘was

réquired, what kmd(s)” . ¢

' Is the RFP .procedure eq1i1tab1e’> Are the RFPs themselves oomprehens:.ble?

Who .in y, organlzatlon (by title) recelves the RFP Alerts’> Is ‘this the .
rlght pe
What is; your orgamzatlon s opinion of the terms of your 1lcense (mcludmg

‘ oopyrlght and royalty provisions)?

11,
12,

.'14.

"

13L

In general, were the product refinements you made to the OSE ,product(s) _
oontent, format, packaging: Extensive? Moderate? Minimal? What kinds.of
revisions were required to ready the product(s) for mventory’> E
will® your organization bid on. future RFPs if the product is appropriate?
Would. your organization participate -in similar marketing prograns for
distribution of other. Federally-sponsored educatlon materials?: '.
What  are the greatest problems encountered in sellmg spec1a1 educatlon :

- matgrials?
"How Aong has your organlzatlon been dlstrlbutmg the OSE product for whlch
.,you were awarded the license?.

* OSE (Offlce for Spec1a1 Edumtlon) is the name of the- former Bureau of

~ Bducation for the Handicapped (BEH),, the’ sgency in- ex:.stence when most of e

the current llcenses were awarded

;..’i L ..’,1516‘_—_;
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OSE‘PUBl.ISHERS CONFERENCE
March 11-12, 1981

The Ramada O'Hare Inn
Des Plames, Illmoz.s _

,-— CDNFERENCE DISCUSSION ’IOPIC -

IMPACT OF MATERIALS ON LEARNERS AND 'I'EACHERS PR
A L L
l.""Does your company dlstnbute evaluatlon forms with the OSE* product’ s
. If so, in what manner are they dlstrlbuted'> How many or what percentage are
- returned? ‘ . o
-7 2. a. Is evaldation data collected in’ other ways'> S
‘ b. - If so, how? ' :
3. In general what are the results of the evaluat10n'> Excellent’ Good'> Fair?
Poor? Are recommendations for product mprovement made? -
4. Ple prov1de any data collected by your ‘company in the followmg areas'> '
at is the "use rate" of the BEH product(s) distributed? -
.b. Is the product generally effective w1th learners'> What, if any, .
measurable gains have been made? - ¥

x

F, ' c. Can the product be used with a variety of types of learners'> 5

+

How do educational users compare the BEH product with other spec1al
education materials?_
‘€. On a scale‘of 1 to 5 (l—excellent- -poor), how .do teachers rate your
BEH product for?
‘@ content (accuracy, sequence, spec1f1c1ty of objectlves, mterest
‘level, etc.) N

o

e technical quallty ‘
- @ packaging (convenience, durablllty)
e teacher's guide (if applicable)
° ancillary materials (if applicable)
.o adaptability to existing curriculum ‘
e adaptability to available c¢lassroom’ tlme S ' ' ‘
5. Is evaluation data ,collected for. your organization's: non-BEH products'> If
so, is the collection process the same? Is the response rate the same?
6. How does your organization use evaluatlon data - (product modlflcatlon, '
' development of supplementary materlals, etc. )? .

* OSE (Oﬁ%l& for Spec1al qucatlon) is the nane of the former Bureau of o
Edu@tlen };or the Handlcapped (BEH) , - “the’ agency in exlstence when most of;' o
the current llbenses were awarded. L D
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. » OSE PUBLISHERS CONFERENCE S
, " March 11-12, 1981 4, _

' Thé Ramada O'Hare Inn e
Des Plaines, Illinois SRR

ke

. N ;;.—- CONFERENCE DISCUSSION TOPIC —

BENEFITS OF THE BEH/OSE" MARKEI‘ING SYSTEM . TO PUBLISHERS AND GOVERNMENT

1 In your opmlon, has your organlzatlon”' partlclpatlon in the Marketing
% ' * Program resulted in: -
a. increased sales volume”
b. increased’ product depth’ in spec1a1 educatlon markets”

S c. enhanced public image of the organization? ' |
- =% 4. -ocost-effective product acquisition (spec1f1ca11y OSE products)"

’ €. 'diversification of markets?

- f. expanded product line? -
2 Are there other benefits of your company S partlclpatlon in the System” :
3. In your oplnlon, has “th& Marketing Program proven of benefit to the Federal

“Government in any or all of the following ways?

a. improvement of OSE products by publlshers w1thout addltlonal cost to the

Federal Government? .

b. : improved dissemination of OSE products, reachmg more teachers and -
, - .students? |
s ;. c. return’ on funds 1nvested in preduct development and the Market Llnkage
. - Project (through grantees/contractors and me Resources) .in the form of
~«/" 7 royalties and corporate taxes? '
VR d. harnessing of the marketing expertlse of the private sector to- ass15t in "
VA the ‘accomplishment of the OSE mission? : e Co
. 4. Are there other benefits to the Federal Government” e ‘_.'_’i .-':_";';5.'_‘ :

* OSE (Offlce for Special Bducation) is. the ‘name of the former Bureau of L
. Education for the Handicapped (BEH), the agency in ex15tenoe when most of ‘
7_the current lloenses were awarded. . . . . R

‘l

R 7N -—a-"—'-‘-————-—_—---_-——_'__—.&————-i_—'-é'——“-a——-'—‘———-—’ ........
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2 PR e SURVEY'QUESTIONS FOR - "‘ B Lo

S . LICENSED PUBLISHERS‘ PROPRIErAm{ DATA o L

i - '5

fu\ .

zatlons wer ‘ asked ‘to submit- relevant

How much tune q(lm,weeks) elapsed ‘bebneen,' the ;not:.flcatlon of the awa:.:dlnga

.A.
pt

n‘eda. r format,
o Whether changes were I



“‘% ‘ ‘&Rose products

:

1f 'S0y hcw the reflnement costs for the OSE product generally

¥ ‘ ; se for' other spec;Lal educatlon products-

ru.n manufacturlng costs for thls OSE product generally

g ‘a ; : . v . ‘
b e est.:.mated flrst X marketa.ng costs for the OSE product (J.nclud.mg

L B LR sk
P

H/‘ g



&

' o _'How costs for order fulflllment, blllmg, and customer serV1ce for the

e How. costs for order fulfJ.llment, bllllng, and custcmer service for theu
- OSE product generally ccmpare* w:.th those for other non—spec:.al educa— .

B r

o tionprodwts; e
e Of the total pr1mary market for the OSE product, the percent of the
- potentlal users* who have access to the product, SRR '

o The. percent of the est:mated target audience* . reached through marketa.ng/
O promotlon efforts for the OSE product, . . ' ' ‘
' o The sales prJ.ce of: the OSE product, / . I
o ° 'The nmrber of um.ts sold s;mce dlstrJ.hutJ.on of the OSE product began
E o How the n‘umber of umts sold of the OSE" product generally compares* "5.--_
o w1th unit sales for’ other spe01a1 educatlon materlals (smular 1n pr1ce .

| and s:.ze" of user populatlon) durn.ng the same t:nme perlod- ' : |
' e How the number of umts sold of the OSE product generallx compares* |
p w1th unlt sales for other non—spec:.al educatlon materlals (szmllar in"
:prlce and SlZe of user' populat:.on) durmg the saane t:me perlod, : " - R
o How orlgmal sales estunates (:m umts) for the OSE product* compare
R to actual sales achleved (:Ln um.ts) S
fe ‘*_.-. "Royalty rate pa.'l.d to me for the OSE product, total royalty paymnts "
’ : | made to date, S ‘. ; . f‘:'_- ‘_ ‘,5 2 ;'H.' L -

»
k

i

o o -How the Retum—on-Inves‘anent for the OSE product genetrally compares*

i Wlth the ROI for other spec1al educatlon products, = A

'.»x’.‘

gt

L T 1




e - HOw t-he Rcturn-on—Invesunent for t-he OSE product generally campares*
" w:.t-h t-he ROI for ot-her non-speclal educatlon products.- o
o Whether the admlm.stratlve and flnanmal report:.ng reqm_remants (for .:‘: 1

market.mg expend:.tures, product n'odlflcatlons, and royalty payn‘ents)

i of me SerV1ces and/or t-he Federal Government conform to t-he "com— .

pany 's establlshed procedures and 1f not, w___t the m'pact of these o
' ..requlrements J.S. ' ' | ' '

DEFINITIONS :

AN OSE PRODUCI‘ is. the complete tJ.tle, program, or. serles for Wthh the

organlzatlon negotlated a chstrlbutlon 11cense W1th LJ.nc SerV1ces. .-‘E‘or, .
1nstance, 1f the orgamzatlon negOtJ.ated one 11cense to dlstrlbute f1ve :
16mm fllmS " each fllm would be con51dered a component of the one product
thlS product thgefore would have 5 components ' On the othe.r hand 1f

the orgamzatlon negotlated f1ve separate 1lcenses for t-he f1ve 16nm fllms

‘.:'j,n o 4",'. each f11m would be con51dered a separate product ccmposed of one oomponent

each ,
(EDI'IORIAL CDS'I'S J.nclude t-he followmg r@nuscnpt edltlng teacher s

gu.lde edltmg new: ccmponent development adwsor fe%, as well as all

e other costs regularly a551gned to‘ "edJ.torlal costs" o f' | | :

PRODUCI'ION CDSTS u1c1ude the follow:.ng processes~ productlon of the

J_nter-negatlve, sound track masterlng, vlsual ccmponent eda.t.lng sound R
track edJ.t:Lng sound track re-recordlng preparatlon ‘of mechamcals, o -
well as all other costs regularly a551gned to "productlon costs" :

PACKAGING mS'IS 1nc1ude the costs of box demgn, cover de51gn, 1abel

- ST R USSR OA SRR v .




ﬂ{\"" .

MANUFACIURING COSTS mclude all costs of manufacturlng the 1mt1al run of
the product — ‘. R ? :

Ly CDMPARABIE 1s' calculated to be as much as 10% more or less, us:.ng the ' ’v
-‘4’-,- ( . ¢ 'j' .

OSE_: product J_nformatlon as the base factor. ‘:.:-'; ‘_ ‘. 5 ": B

USERS are those 1nd1v1f_'_: Q} s who beneflt from the use of the product, 1 e.,
R - N

learners — whether they a.re sb.ldents, _teachers, parents, etc., _' 3

-

‘ TARGET AUDIENCE is ﬂxat group of 1nd1V1duals enpowered to make demsmns

ccncerrung purchase of materlals. 5

|
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[ .
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FEASIBILI’I'Y SU'RVEY ON ADAPTATION OF EXISTING GJRRICIJIUM

MATERIAI.S 'ro MEIE'I‘ NEEDS OF HANDICAPPED LEARNERS e

In rev1ewmg t-he prel.um.na.ry results of the report on th\‘_DSE Marketlng

Program, the questlon arose as to whet-her exlstmg general currlculum materlals '
could be adapted for use in. spec1al educatlon. : ThlS process oould supplement |
'fnzn product developn‘ent and expa.nd the use of resources already avallable 1n :
_‘ local school dlStrlCtS. 'Iherefore, the scope of the Descrlptlve Analy51s of
the osa Marketlng Progra.m was deepened sllghtly to examine t-he feaS:Lblllty of i
-. = -.rev1s1ng W1dely-used currlculum materlals to make them sultable for teachlng
" hot only t-he handlcapped, but ot-her students w1th spec1a1 and remedlal needs
_. : '.The exanunatlon :anluded an. ana1y51s of the current econo’m:.cs of educat:.onal
, e .“:.-publlshmg, and mterv:.ews mth 1eadJ.ng publlshers concerm_ng theJ.r 1ntent
| 0. compete for Federal funds to part1c1pate 1n a cooperat:.ve pro:]ect wn-h OG%
; 'i"?"i_"(and the. c:chumstances under whlch they would do s0). v
: ‘jv‘-.‘-__Current State of Text‘ Publlshlng AL ' E

S quk sales thus far in 198€L have generally been stronge.r than mst pub-

up 16 O% oollege texts up 14 6% And elementary and secondary books are

,up 5 5% _ Most of thJ.s 1ncrease, though, 1s hlgher prlces, when mfla

: tlon 1s taken 1nto oons1deratlon, the mar robably flat or even decllmng;'-l"

Wn.th Federal’ budget cuts uncertaln Jmpact of bloc grants

\i ._,'.:.,.to state and local ,governrﬁents, and decllm.ng enrollments, the fumre of text :

a j:’ ' -_“"publlsh.rng is clouded Yet, there w1ll cont:mue to be 3 Qserlis produced

and sold, 1ndustry sales were $1 983 m:.lllon 1n 1980, up ﬂ‘om $1 755 mllllon

.....
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a . . R, e : ) o . T e T




. ',J

g M '._ The blg questlon is: What w:.ll elementary—seoo publlsh.mg be llke

34 "g\-

_;l.csystems coupled w1th the tremendous cost of produc:.ng and dlstrlbutlng all

learx;,mg materlals -
to seri?usw exanu.ne the ecommlcs of thlS tYPe 05 PUthhlng and o 1°°k for

.;v

and certaJ_nly basal texts _.'( _.Wlll cause many publlshers o

i
addltlonal ways to amortlze the cost of thea_r ventures;over

DY

—~~——n'ore—markets.__ : ] S

Sy T e
4 v

” Basal text serles, as such do not ex15t anynore.~, 'Ihey are more approprl- o
R ately Called text §X In adchtlon to ﬂ)e textbooks themselves, most sys-j'
tems oW 1nclude a varlety of other learr%)g materlals — workshOps, man1pulat.1ve=

K

, ' teachlng _ "tlons, pre— and post-evaluat.lons, aud.lonsual oomponents - and are

{i &t

o | lnvolVlng hundr‘eds Of peqple. A odnp}ex management challenge, .1t has bécome

such a ‘hlgh rlsk venture that moi:e

text’ systens ,l.nvolvn.ng :Ln—house publlshlng teams (rather than on: the former

\

; meﬂlodof '=9ﬁ31i.sﬁﬂ$f raccet (ol ‘aeveloped by, people vho vere. full-tine cofle]

© et

: 4-Pr9f@35~5°f5' ,,,Cr; t‘%édﬁer s and’ parﬁ-tnmeauthors) B

R 2p1a:m§fg . o ;f "6 to 9 fonths. e

s "" *3:’ 6 to l2 months

47 s, Design Yy .
T T ‘Manufacturlng




Investment in’ Developlng
Sy.stan and Plates DR

Edltorlal Costs
i, ‘Bample Costs . ..
.' Sales Expense L '
- Advertising and~Pro?rmtlon,,. S
OVerheaa and Cost of Money
Dlstrlbutlon el

PRE-TAX PK)FIT




Ly
: audience, or . its ‘marketing plan. The high risk and comparatively low prof-
it have caused many companles to shy away from this type of publ:.shmg
e
Those Wthh do get 1nvc!ved are very careful about‘ 1nvolv1ng out51de groups
-in the process for fear of . upsett.mg the balance and. holdlng up. the sched-

ule. 'Ihose which might be 1nterested in oo—wentures (such as with a Federal

' agency), probably would 1ns:.st on early ol ‘\'h‘)O mvolvement through-
out the entire’ publlsh}_ng,,-cycle - and s

-proprie{_-‘:ary trade information to t:.tdr "tod far ‘in advance of publlca-

. tion. _-- '

: ’:w N :

Ad'dlng* to t-he rlsk 1n text publlshlng 1s t'he whole phen'.memn of adoptions.
Be’cween u@aty and ‘cdenty—seven states, ostly in the Sout-h and West, still
have scme sort of adoption process. 'I‘hese include such large and J_mportant
states as Callfornla, Te.xas and Florlda. These states usua]lly adopt texts
"J.n cycles based on subject areas and grade 1eve1s. The materials are normally
' .‘. adopted for flve years., ' . ' ] | “ ‘Q

~ For many years t-here was only one' text adopted in each subject for each :
grade 1eve1 AdOpthl’lS represented such big buslness that states like . .

Callfornla 1ns:.sted on buying prlnt.mg plates rather than -bound books 1n “

: order to manufacture their own texts It was not unusual for the states to

3

. edlt texts to flt thelr own currlculum or pollt;.cal needs

Over the 1ast ten yea°.rs, the adoth.on process has- changed Now itis

\

not unusual’ that: . ‘ .- ‘
1.' 'I'hree to-five systans are adopted for each subject area or grade ‘
'level. . . ] ) & o ..”

2; The adoth.on process is used for audloVJ.sual materlals as” well as
. texts. . i Lo *».c-" “ﬁ.,av -7 -~

.. 3. States have abandoned" the prlnt.mg and deposlte@ bus:.ness. .,

N
N
~
. 12
- 0 b
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A RO "Local sch'ool districts have scme discretion in purchasmg texts a

o, “w (adopted or non-adopted) w1th their state textbook money )

‘{v . I ) f"' ”

o - 5. Mang minority groups are J.nvolved in the revlew, evaluatlon and
. decision about whg.‘g;h texts are placed on the approved—for—purchase
L 1st
= : T Basal publlshlhg is mt a busmess for the faln‘a—of—heart It is

N mult:.—grade System%ubhshlng for®a requlred 'oourse, calls for high risk .
"7

for a very 1ong investment perlod and generally‘ falls out51de of the normal
' 1mage of genteel publlshlng As one veteppn . of basal publlshlng put: flt‘ "It's

o

o _
a oompetltlve, ha.rd—sell gamem. Recently tha&ame has been further oompll- '

L cated by the- hlgh cost of.money, lphantom purchasi% bycles", and delays in’ i
. , 5‘;, . . 4!‘ e

purchases due to” local budget squeezes. _ ,
. Because of the nature of the busmess and 1ts current state of a.ffan.rs,
publlshers may or may :gt welc«.me the chance to enlarge their mafrket by
publlshlng special programs for students with speC1al educatlonal needs to
acoompany thelr regula.r text systems. If they do beocme mvolved 1t Wlll
" have to be worth their while and they will probably reqmre- . R S

L

S rurﬁlrxg support for developnent and perl&ps even market:.ng

: 2._ Olose oooperatlon W1th the funding source, but the retentlon
o of! fn.nal editorial and marketlng control.

) Ianlvement of the. fund.mg source very early in the cycle, w1th
some guarantee that the source will be able to.commit people
and funds for the full cycle, ot on a year—to—year baS1s.

o 4 \A s:unpllfled proposal and reportlng system ‘that protects pro-
PP - prietary information, and doesn't require publishers to speid
. o ‘,, more time and generate more paper than they do on the text sys-
\: tem.or than they requ:.re of themselves. - -

3 e
Publlshen Survey ' :

Publlshers of the most widely ubed basal systems in readlng, math

: b
sclence and socml studJ.es are: -
%

. o - 168 -
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| (one ‘with an elementary math systen, and one w1th an elemen

‘said they were actlvely looklng ‘for asslstance for thls klnd

| edltorlal oontrol over rev1slons to. ex:.sta.ng materials and deve¥opment of

 Reading -. ' . Math

3

- AddlmmWeskey (K—3) - : Addison-Wesley (7-9) .
. Economy Company (Elementary) . Esquire, Inc.-
» Esquire; InCi~ : Allyn-Bacon (7-9) -
_Allyn-Bacon (1-6) - ~ MacMillan (Elementary)
Harper & Row (Elementary) . = = Open Court (Elementary) !
Holt (K-8) . . Scott~Foresman (Elerentary) AN
Houghton-Mi fflin (Elementary) .. SRA (Elementary) S
' laidlow (Eleméntary) :
MacMillan (Elementary) ° Science
Soott—Ebresman (K—8) o ST ‘
o _ Addlson-Wesley (K—6)
-Soc1al Stuches o A Harcourt, Brace Jovanovich (K—9)
o : Harper' & Fow (K=9)
. American Book (K-l2) - . D.C. Heath (9-12) -
Follett (K-12) - ~ Holt (1-6)
Ginn (Secondary) ' 5 : -Houghton-Mifflin (9-12)
. Hought'on—leflln (K~8) '~ Laidlow. (K-9) .
Rand McNally (Elementary) . Prentice-Hall" (7-9) -

SRA ' (Elementary) . S Scott~Foresman (Elementary)
Webster (Elementary) o _

- The leadlng compames were surveyed to obta:x.n theJ.r op:.n.lons about com-

'pet.mg for Federal funds to partlclpate 1n a cooperat.lve progect W1th OSE.

i The survey ;mdlcated d’lat these companies are w1lllng to explore such a ven—

ture; results of t-he survey follow. ,
\ ’I'he authors of this report talked with senior edltors of elght publlsh.mg

oompam.es w1th leading basal systans 1n readlng, soc1al sb.ldles, math and

. .science. In all cases ’ these 1nd1v1duals were receptlve to, t-he concept of a

_ oooperatlve effort with OSE to revise ex;\.stmg materlals or deVelop sUpple-

mentary materlals for students w:Lt-h spec1al needs.. In fact, »_two oompames

o4 science system)

proj ect

Wlthout except.xon, all publlshers would reun.re maJ.ntal

9.0

oomplete s

o

| supplanentary materlals. Five of the oanpam_es would want thls."s}:o be pe.rformed

g 4

o

N 2P



3

on an :m—house ba51s, one company would requlre that revisions or ﬂ'OdJ.fl—

catlons be made m—house, but indicated that supp]:ementary materlals could -

be developed by an OSE contractor , as long as the publlsher retalned editorial

control and the rema:.mng two companies would consider havmg all-work done *

» by an OSE contractor ’ w1th the provision that they retalned edltorlal control

Regardlng Federal flnancual support, the publ:Lshers expressed flex:.—

v‘billty and a w1lllngness to negot.xate. . Spegifically; two companies said

" that they would probably prefe.r that OSE underwrlte all costs of revisions
azpd/or supplementary materlals development, W1th royalt:.as paid back to the
Go_ve.rrment. Two other companies thought sharing costs with OSE, with no
royalty Obligation'was a possible altehmtlye. And‘ another campany -said

| that 1t would cons:.der underwrltn.ng the costs- 1tself if OSE could supply
_'enough hard data to- 1nd.1cate that the market was large enough to warrant ’

the mveshnent. Agau.n, there was a szlllngness on the part of all publ:Lshers ".
' )

.

to dlSCUSS various flnanc1al alternatlves. :
The surveyed publishers agreed that the best t:une to make rewsmns gr o .

develop supplanentary materials is at the beglnnlng of the canpam.es' re—
visiop cycles, which generally occur every 4 to 5 years. One coméany mdlcatcd »
that 1t could undertake changes at any tnme, by worklng around the revision |
cycle i another stated__,that 00pyrlght updates also prov1de opportunltles for .
‘_'sane revision. ‘I't should be noted haﬂever, that plann.mg for revisions.can

~ start as much as three years before the ex.1.st1ng cycle erds; any canpet.xt:.ve

.- bidding process must prov1de adequate lead t:une ‘In the case of supplanentary

materlals, timing is not quite as- crltlcal but all publ:Lshers agreed "The ,

e

A

earlier,in. the cycle, the better "




‘ ' ! . T
e * b -1 . . v y )
: Dn the: 1ssi1e of copyrlght, publlshers were unanimous that all rights - v
..»gnmst%{etamedbyﬂaecmpagy . _ ‘ _
RN ¥ the exceptlon of oner company , publlshers all stated that they
would be9wa_111ng to undertake promOtlon, sales, and fulflllment for. rev1sed
) _or supplementa;s} materlqls at thelr compa.mes expense. One publlsher saJ.d
‘ that scine ass1stance in this a:aea mlght be qecessary if the market .'LS "too \
' B i
| 8 e & ’ co 3 - o 5, |
S, Oanpanles part1c1patmg in the telephone survey were: T
. £ . . . g] - ) L . o ~ : n.
o ' - ~ Addison es1ey - _ : T
e .. ® Egquire, Inc, (Allyn-Bacon) . Co R
) ) N f@ Follett S P
, P e ; ’ Harcourt, Brace Jovanovich e s
‘» . o : Houghton-Mifflin . . : s
» : @ ﬁ,gf" ‘ .OpenCourt -
o, ' ; - Prentice-Hall ~  ° : , .
- o : Scott-Foresman : . _ o
[ ] . : . - ' ) . .
& Conclusion. . L . _ :
Q . . . v . . )
& - . The Market Llnkage Project for Spec1a1 Educatlon seems to show that the
R

publlc and prlvate sector can work together eff1c1e.ntly and economlcally o

o E | brmg already-developed gnaterlals to spec1a1 audle.nces It probably also '

B * makes sense for the publlc .and prlvate sector to work togefher to develop and
market 1earm_ng materlals to accompany programs a]_ready in the hands of 1ocal |

g schools and the students they are serv:mg. ‘However, thJ.s klnd of ve.nture

L]
. will requu.re exten51ve and careful planning, followed by three to flve years :
L | *
- ) oo of serlous oooperatlve effort
B
v R~
W
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‘and opinions, therefore, ‘do ot necessarlly represent offlcz.al Educatlon "
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) " 'I‘he OSE* Marketmg Program was establlshed in 1977 to foster the w:.de- 3
spread d.xssemmatlon of spec1a,1 educatlon matenals developed w1th I-‘ederal S
funds Prlor o the creatlon of the Marketmg ngram, Federally—funded |

"

spec:.al educatlon materlals were dJ.ssemJ.nated on a sporad:.c ba515. In 1976 L
. . ca study group was formed by what was then the Bureau of Educatzon for the.
— Handlcapped (BEH* oW the Offlce of Spec1al£ Educatlon) to develop plans for

. n
"9

-

4

.a coordlnated aggre551ve Bureau-w:.de marke%mg effort._ The current Market-' ;

J.ng Program was off1c1a11y launched in the fall of 19&7 to fac111tate nat;onal
‘, dlssemrnatlon of products resultmg fran OSE—funﬁed projects w1th partlcular |
% L
' enphasm on comnerc1al dlstr.lbutlon to take advantage of prlvate sector ad—

| ~vert:.smg and sales capablllt.les. o '_ ,' « '
| - The Market.mg Program Operates mamly through the Mar,ket Llnkage PrOJect
| (MLP*) ,a contracted serv1ce Wh.lch prov1des tecfhmcal ass:.;tancew& product o
.- develoPers*- gathers and, evaluates products* for oomnercral d.].strnbutlon. po-

t1t.1ve bldd:.ng process, and(p'Iaces "thm" (lnmlted market) products m\7 \

- al : "'t.1ve dlstrnbutlon channels. ;-{09\.‘ T L
The pm:pose of thl.S report :LS to present a corx:rse descrlptlon of the .
- OSE Market:mg Program and to prov1de documented mformatlon about the develop—

Y A ment and’ dlssemmatlon of OSE—supported produc"k&, the:.r effect ‘on oonsunets

‘See Append:.x (Glossary of Terms) for defm:.ta.ons of asterlsked te.rms

Terms are marked once, or the f:.rst tnme they appear J.n thls Sumnary 4.

. i '..- , &P ) . . . -

: , S R ,




on us:.ng ccmnerc1a1 publ:shers ;;g unigue _ there 1s no relevant departure | |
poJ.nt for mak.mg canparat.lve Judgments about Program effect.weness.» There— |
o fore, tl'us report 1s largely process-orlented, rather than outcane-orlented.
= Data used J.n the sb.xdy was obtamed frtm e@st:mg reports on; dlss‘?u.natlon "

L

of Federa}ly—furxied materlals, reports of the M[.P oontractor, personal
s, v_ 1nterv1ews w:.th OSE and MLP staff and Marketmg ’I‘ask Eorce members, product
‘ developers and publlshers. B "-' | |

Smmary of Fmdmgs e - o

L . In general the Marketmg Program operates effectlvely and wst-eff;.-'. o

c

- c1ently. 'Ihe major area needmg mprovement is techmcal assn.stance to

developers, »other weaknesses can be categorn.ﬁed as 1oglst.1ca1 and mechamcai)
and though they have an 1mpact on. the operatlons of the Program, they should

not be dlfflcult oorrect. - _f -

» | Dur:.ng the first three years of the Market:mg Program, 210 products
' g@ were sul:nutted to the Market Ia.nkage Project by OSE Of these products, 130 |
* were" Judged approprlate for é:cmnerc1al dJ.strJ.but:Lon, by oontract close, 87
.' . é ’ prodlfct 11censes* were awarded or were m the pcrocess of negotlatlon. 'I‘hJ.s

o means that ialnost 70% of the products approved for carmerc1al dlstrlbuta.on
"1‘4';( entered the marketplace and based on. publlshe.rs'rsales mfgﬁnatlon, seem 'v
A T tobereachmg a. s:Lgmflcant percentage of theu' target audlence. 'I‘hJ.s was

A .' achleved through a docmrented n.rwesiment of aJmost $2 m:.ll:.on by ccnmerc:Lal

; 2 publlshers forxionly 40 of the llcensed products..‘ An exammatlon of each of |
\ = the phases eretmg Progrém" ot Ylelded the fol,meg lnme\atl°“~- o o
; ‘ E ‘- Géfnceptuailzatron and Ee‘velopment of OSE Products _:'“ : |

| i‘ 4 product§ resultmg Ifrom grants or bontracts*w:.th OSE’s D1v151on of




: of larger research or tranm.ng grants. ) They usually do not orlglnate w1th

ment 1ts total product':mvestnent and an exén.matlon of develop:nent/ "’]’(@t J:ng‘

o@osts ,for llcensed IVILP products can: therefore not be performed

oo kS "'_ 'I‘he prunary serv1ce pro\rldedby the“m‘P‘ 11) product developers ,ls_

techm.cal ass:Lstance All part1c1pants. '1ﬁthe Program have agreed. on the S '

: 7_ need for, and Jmportanoe of early a551stance to product developers. How- -

. ever, 1nvest3.gata.on of the natmre and tunellness of the assmtance prov1ded'-'"' 3
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The initial oOhtact between MLP staff and product developers :of'tenﬂ
ocaurs too late to impact on the product or, when 1t is t1me1y, the aSSlSt-
. ance may be J_nadequate. Three spe01f1c problens have been found:

A " OSE project officers are not sufflclently aware of t‘i'xe Marketmg | ) |
Program to mform product developers of the type of ass1sta.nce |
favallable. ' '_ ' s ‘,‘"{

b. Grantees contemplating product development activities a;r:e not \»

: 1dent.1f1ed early enough in the pmcess to take full advantage S’;&\

_ of avajlable ass1stance I . _ S
yo s.'. c. MLP technical asslstance activities are, in some ways, insuffi- %‘
.. clent. 'I‘here are madequate funds to perm:.t MI.P staff to conduct
enough workshops or to make s1te v1s1ts to product developers, _
ard MLP technical asslstance publlcats.ons to date are too general
__A'ltobeofrealvalueu:themvmedevelope.r |

MLP Product Intake, Review. and Dlssenmata.on Recommendations ‘
- 1

MLP procedures for recelvmg and rev1ewn.ng OSE p:oducts appear to

functlon well. Produ:t J.ntake tasks a.nd preparata.on of product proflles
Care perfonned eff1c1ently. The ‘quantity and quality, of data collected by
MLP staff on the OSE products is considered satisfactory by the members of -
. ‘the Marketmg Task Force, who review products for commeércial v1ab111ty
| | As-re,gards the MIF J.tself,»there is ample ev1dence that this gmtp
f.u\nctlons well in carry:.ng out its rev1ew of OSE products.. 'l‘he MTF manbers
believe that the group possesses the necessary knowledge to judge the llkely
conmercml success ofﬂleproducts,andthem..?staff concurs:.ntlus _
analysxs. Personal observatlon of an MI'F meet.mg by th:n.s report's authors | A.

. conf:.rms the cx:mpetency of that group.
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. - . . . H
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However, oorrmerc:.al publ:.shers belleve that the M'IF approves for
llcensuxg some products whrch are Stlll in the deVelognental stage‘ arﬂ‘ I
wmch should therefone, 'be labeled as” such or/ w1thhe1d fmm lJ.censug

\

untJ.l the product is oompleted

MLP Publlsher LlalSDn and Product Llcensmg L i..'

¢ -

t" 3 Although the MLP mainta.ms a’ malllng llSt of 550 :|.nd1v1duals frcm 450.

educatlonal publlshmg oompames, as well as 200 spec1al:.zed publlshers
(such as test pubJ.J.shers), there is ev:.dence to suggest that thJ.s llst
! is J_noomplete. ' Som‘e‘y pubhshers report :;'eoelvmg RF'P anmuncements only
' sporadlcally and’ others mdlcate that they never receive RFPs at all
but are only oontactec't after m other publlsher b1d on a pmduct durmg
, cdnpetltlon. Eurther, several publlshers who. are mt OSE-llcensed d,lS‘U‘J.—
butors have indicated that they have never heard of the MLP but are mterested
' } "in entermg the special educatlon market. : 'lb date, there has been relat;we— -’_'
v ,

ly 11ttle Jnvolvement of general educatlon pubhshers in the (BE Market.mg

b .
< l:\

CProgram. e
Publlshers who do reoelve RFPs have J.ndlcated dlssatlsfacta.on w:.th the
"market perspect:.ve" secta.on. 'Ihey feel t_hat the market mformatlon has
been more on the order of edltorlal oonmentary ‘and that the MLP's"herket
size stat.lst.lcs, when glven, are inflated or maccurate. v
. “Also of concern to publlshers is the amount of time avallable to pre- _*
view the lz.mlted mmber of copies of pn:ducts offered fer bid and to prepare X
proposals. ; 'nus 51tuat10n can be Jmproved by extenda.ng the time perlod or '
_ securmg addltlonal 00p1es of the pa:oducts. R . )

Lack of inult.1p1e copies not only creates dlfflClllt.J.eS in product

rev1ew, but also m terms of alternata.ve dlssenmatlon routes One such

»

a
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. route is the Natlonal AL‘lleVlS\Jal Center (NAC) ’ wh::.ch requ:.res 25 ooples
for mvent’ory before it w:.ll chstmbute a-product, The ppthl’l of usn;g T /

pe . .
'NAC as an aiternate distnbutlon channel J.S cut.off unless funds are \ /
- avallable to secure the. additional copies. - | P / :
Pubhsher Modlflcatlorj and ‘Dlstr:butlon of OSE Products . | /

' Accord:.ng to publlshers of products llcensed in the first three years, /

<

: the products delivered to them through the MLP were of good qeneral
quallty / The major type of’ modlflcatlon was format or medlun,v;ﬂth relati g

'4 ',1y fevyédltorlal chan_:;es requ:.red The total capltal mvestnen‘t required -

._' to put product into mventory was ‘obtained for 40 of the 70 licensed products—
) ’1t arrounted to §1,190, 091 'mese costs were generally ocmparable* to those
‘ ’_,J.ncurred by publishers for their other products S ' o .
" Publlshers' first-year marketlng costs for 41 of the 70 products
amounted to $717 816._- Agan_n, these oosts were generally ocnpa.rable to ‘ |
| X 'those incurred for other spec1al education products. ] '
Publlshers have had vary:.ng degrees of suocess w1th .sales of OSE .y
- products, th.ch can be atteruted to factors such as the size'of a product'
target.audlenoe, the ava:.lablllty of funds to purchase the product,

quallty of ‘the publlsher s marketing effort, and the length of time on the
market. The latte.r has been affected hy‘the tune lag whlch often oocurred
| betveen'award of the dlstrlbutlon llcense and recelpt of the ocmpleted -
- product from the deve10per by the publlsher

Approx.mately 75% of the OSE products licensed in the fu'st three

years of the Marketmg Program had been in dJ.strJ.butmn one year or less
as of October 1, 1980. The oom&ual Subllshmg industry allovs 12-24,,

months to- n_nb:oduce and Judge the success of a product because of schooL

-6~
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buymg cycles Therefore, it is too early to make judgments cbnoernmg

“‘ the number Of sales or the peroehtage of target audlenoe reached ‘bo date,
¢ .
\ but prelnmmary data is encouragnnga- Publlsherslompared sales of 33

\products to the::.r orlgmal sales est:unates, the average sales of these

4
A |

: 33 reached 88 4% of prOJectJ.on. " Because sales est.unates were approved -
»

by the MLP before award of 1censes, it can be assumed that a 51gn1ﬁ1cant
N - 1

percentage of the target audJ.ence was reached w1th actual sales reachmg
aﬂ:rost 90% of pro_']ectlons. Publlshers' p051t1ve reactJ.ons to the Marketmg

' Program, mcludlng the des:.re to oonta.nue pa.rtlmpatlon, -indicate therr

o
S

bellef that the products' sales curves wills rise in their third and suc- .

ceed.mg years on the market. "

- . . ’

l'Consumer React:.ontoOSE Products ST ': .

‘I'eachers are the target aud:.ence for approxmatelyy,sl% of the f:.rst
70 products llcensed by the Market Lmkage Project. Another 36% are de~

51gned for student use, th.le the rena.m:.ng 3% are. J.ntended for gene.ral

audlenoes

_ Because o formal evaluat:r.on data on the effectrvenss of MLP—lloensed
- -products 1s ava::.lable, this report relled on reactlons rece:.ved by pub—

lishers and telephone :mterv1ews W1th purchasers whose names were prov1ded

~

'~_‘4 .

bypubllshers. ' e '4 e
Based on thls J.nfonnal data, J.nclud.mg the fact that publlshers measure.‘.
a product's suocess by 1ts sales volume, the consumer reactlon can be /
.' judged favorable. However, much more data is reqmred to be able to make

a valid evaluation.




EX 3

‘ " 1s an. area of weaJmess of the Market LJ.nkage Project 'l'rackmg

.’ tor:.ng act.w1t1es are reqt.ured by the MLP conh:act to ensure ﬂ _1‘

leen the srgnlflcant amount of money J.nvested by OSE in both L
'p developnent, and market.mg act1v1t.1es, 1t J.S esse.ntlal that accurate '
data ‘be compJ.led on the results of’ these efforts.

Marketlng Program BenefJ.ts apkOost—Eﬂfectlveness

-

| A stat.lstlcal ana1y515 of the Program s cost-effectlveness durmg the
1mt1al contract perlod cannot be- perfonred at this ;ne Two of the '
three reasons for thls have been ment.mned earller- 1) the unavallablllty '
of fa.nanc1al data reveal:.ng the Federal Gaverrment's total mvestment in
produtff‘d'evelopnent, and-2) the absence of complete evaluata.on data on
publlsher market:.ng and sales performance/‘ for llcensed products The th.l.rd

factor is the lack of clear-cut Program goals, both in settmg a spec1f:.c

o percentage of MLP. products to be 1lcensed durlng the contract perlod and

' :.ntermsofdollarorumtsales tobeachlevedbyllcensedproducts
though establlshmen,t of such llcensmg a.nd sales goals at the Prcg'ram ou{-Eét

A

. | would have been arb:.trary (and, perhaps, umuse) ’ the1r absence closes ofﬁ

.‘ .

amther way.of statlstlcally measurlrg Program progress :
Data whlch 1s avallable on Program ope.ratmg costs shows that:
- The kncwn Federal allocation of less than $§1 mllllon to the OSE :
: Marketmg Program has stumlated ccmnerclal dlstrlbutnrs to in-
vest a docmnentedadudltlonai _$l.9_ million in mod:.ﬁcatrons, manu-' _
facturing andeirstéyear marketing-for only 40 of the 70 hcensed _

"\ .’ !;B— " o . "
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| ‘ ) [ -
prb'ducts Statlstlcal progectw.on of. the per product average,
. 7 and additibn of a- factor for 17 of the licensed products' second
and thlrd/ yea.r market.mg costs, brlngs the total. carmermal in- -

N .. vestment to an &st:mated $3. 5 mlllon. . Commercial dolla.rs,
B (O
therefore, provided a better than 3—to—l match of Federal funds. o
- The Marfc'etmg Pxogram has dramat).cally J.mproved the dlssemmatlon -

of OSE-funded products Durn.ng a ten—year perlod prlor to the /

]

est,abhslm‘ent of the M{.P, 9nly 7% of 1 300 OSE—supported prod-/

ucts entered comnercml dlstrllhtlon. In the. fJ.rst three years

of:- Program operatlon, over 41% of the total 210 products suhrutted
: to the MLP we.re hcensed or llcenses were be:.ng negotlated for

comnerc:Lal distribution.

¢ . )
_ _‘- Ocmpanson of certaan aspects of “the MLP to two other Federal
ds\\emlnatlon programs whlcﬁ also d::.strlbute educatw.onal prograns, =

the Natlonal Audlmsuael Center (NAC) and the Natw.onal lefusz.on

-

Network (NDN), reveals that MLP products a;pear to reoe:.ve vqlder :

d:n.ssem_nat.lon, at a lower’ oost to the Goverrment than elther NDN -

orNACproducts _' B f’ . f T

et

Furthennore, durlng the fJ_rst three . years of the MEP, beneflts have o
accrued to: both Program part1c1pants and users. the Feﬁeral Goverrment, .
_ handlcapped learners and teachers, ) c1a1 quhshers/d:.str:.butors,land . '

o

OSE-funded product developers
- For the. Federal Goverrment, the value of the Marketmg Program J.nclude& .

? . LY

- the mproved d;Lssenuhatlon of "OSE-supported products-

o
.

1 .
. ' ~
Y .

~ improved product quality, at no direct co j\to the Goverrment,




-, Jmplanentatlon of Goverm\ent-funded R&D act.w:.t.les,

-: an enhanced Gove.mment Jmage, a.nd.

use of the expertrse of oomnerc1al publlshers ‘31 reflm.hg
" °% _, ,marketmr; Jand dJ.strJ.butu.ng OSE-suppqrted products.
'me pr;unary beneflt to the educat.lonal user has been Jmproved acoess
' to products wh:.ch often rema:med on the shelf in the past. . Ha:dlcapped .
. _learners and teachers have also beneflted because products dlstrlbuted |
'through the Market L:.nkage Project appear to be of better quallty than |
they would have been: w1tf':out cormercial reflnements Product effect.lveness .
and user sat::.sfact.lon, howeve.r, are difficult todot:mnent».- - ugh the '
MLP has a contractual obllgatlon to (xl'nplle user evaluat.lon data on llcensed
| products, J_nsuff1c1ent data was oollected dur:mg the :Lmtlal contract. |
Commercial publlshers 1n.censed 1o dlsterute OSE products c1te many’

bene?f:.ts fran part1c1pat.ron in the Markefing Program: - S
- mmmu.zatlon of risk in entermg the spec1a1 educatwn market,
- ,J,ncreas‘ed company Vl.Slblllty and sales in t_he spec:.al educat_;on

' ..‘- | a helghtened awareness of current develo;ments in: thJ.s f:.eld- and

- - access to MLP staff for assrstance on legal quest.lons and laalson

| . w1th product developers. | | _ ' 4

o Program part:.mpat:.on also offers beneflts to developers, although to

date, potentlal has been greater thanvalue reoe:.ved ‘MIP techmcal as-
51stance act.wltles are de519ned to prov:.de developers W1th a bmad spectrum

R kof advice and m.t'omatlon on marketablllty concerns durmg product develop—

ment. It as found, l’mvever , that durmg the :Lm.tlal\three—year contract
perlod develOpers often recelved too 1:|.tt1e help, -too Jate,, Tl- 15 an e

f S T .
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‘area which eould be. 51gn1f1cantly 1mproved in the future. a benefit
wh:.ch has been realized by developers whose products are cctrmerc1al]fy
llcens:ed is the recélpt of royalty payments. It should:be noted that
_ the- flnanc1al return has been modest, hcwever, because developers gene.raliy
| reﬁlve only 25 of the’ royalty and‘royalty rates vary. - 3
. Reccnme.rxiatlons ' ' ‘ o

1. Earller 1dent.1f1cat:on of grantees who w111 have products as secondary
- outcomes is essent.lal both for tech.mcal assmtance purposes and to permlt
OSE to mom:tor 1ts product developnent 1nvestments. Grants (or contracts) _
| 1ssued for purposes other, ﬂaan product develcpment should be amended at
such t:une as products are contarplated to 1nclude product developnent bud-~
'getsanddlssenunatlonplans S o /

’ 2. . OSE product developers must be made aware of market:.ng con51de.ratlons
,@51; to product development. Since grantees are 11ke1y to be more respon-—.
s:Lve to thelr (BE pro:;ect offlcers (as the fundmg source) ’ :Ln-serv:Lce
tra:Lnlng of OSE program personnel on market:.ng requusenents is reccnmended. B
3~,‘ , Technlcal assmtarwe act1v1t1es need to be greatly expanded. v o
follcwmg act:.v:.tles are recarmended a) pronote awareness of the Mp by
tra.lm_ng OSE pro;;ect officers about its servwes, b) notlfy grantees/con— }
tractors earlle.r about the ex.Lstence of the MP -~ perhaps through a- descnp-
tlon of the Marketmg Program in all 'OSE'RFPs and grant announcements, c) all
mE grantees and contractors (regardless of the purpose of the award) should
be given J.nformatlon, prepared by the MLP, on product speciflcatlons at the
tlmeoftheaward Develcpers stnuldbereqnnredtosuhmtthelrownpmd-—

uct spec1f1catlons to the;r progect offlcers as scon as product develcgnent '

is contemplated ’I‘hese should be forwarded to theMLP, and the MLP staff

e s




should contact the developer immediately; Q) the MI..P should mltlate .
earller contact w1th all OSE grantees/contractors to determine if the ‘ .
project will result in product developnent, e) the MLP should provide |
earlier technical a551stance to ‘product developers, nclud:mg On-site
visits to the prcject f) OSE should allocate funds to the MLP for these
on-s1te V1s1ts and to product developers to attend techmcal assistance
workshops, g) the MIP tefhnical ass:.stance booklet, ,"'Ibward Successful
Distribution", needs to expanded to prov:.de developers with g’ore detaJ.l
about marketlng con51derat10ns, h) a glossary of techmcal terms fc:; prod-
uct developers should be prepared by the MLP 1) the MLP should prepare a
b:.bllography of techruCal reference books for use by developers, 3) the
MLP should prepare a ]_1st of nat:.onal and regn.onal prmt, laboratory, ard -
sound studio experts with whom developers could work K) the MLP. should
canpile from publlshers, and send to product developers, data on pre- : |
production procedures to better mform developers of market.mg con51derat10ns»
mvolved in product dlssemmatlon. ‘Such data should mclude manuscrlpt
__ evaluatlon forms, manufacturlng sp'ec sheetsksamole marketmg plan outlines;
sample contract forms and clauses, race/sex blas guldelmes a dlgest of
copyrlght law and procedures, talent release and work-for-h:.re forms, and
author relatlon forms, and 1) the Marketmg Program contractor should J_m- o
prove promotion of the MLP to product developers to convince them’ that :
part1c1patlon is to the1r beneflt. o ' .
4, MP maJ.lJ.ng 1lStS must be J.mproved, both by addmg more mn—spec:.al
| education publlshers (to encourage theJ_r part1c1pat.10n) and by develop:.ng
a means to ensure that those on the hst systanatlcally recelve RFP anmmwe- |

L ~12 -
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. 5. More and better market data should be pmvlded to publlshers, the
market perspectwe" conta:,ned in the RFP Alert is not adequate. . When
avarlable, hard data on market s:.zej should be provided,
6." Products should not be avaz,lable for b1d until they are ccmpleted -
unless they are awarded under a developnental RFP. Addltlonally, all
legal requlrenents should be met before a product is sul:tnltted for bld

\l’l‘lns will minimize any delay in dellve.ry of cempleted products’ to licensed
publlshers ' Ly )

L3

7. The length of time permltted for response to RFPs should be increased
(to 3 months) to permlt dlstrnbutors more tJme to preview the pmducts and .
prepare their proposals. Add:.tJ.onal funds should be made avallable to .
pe.rmlt reproductlon of add:.tlonal copies of products SO they can be made

_ avallable\ to bldde.rs J_n more canplete form.and for longer time perlods
Additional 00p1es are also needed for submlsslon to the Natlonal Audio~ b'
vz.sual Center for this to be an alternata.ve dlssemmata.on route for products

‘8._ 'Ihe MLP "llcense-based" deflmtmn of a product sh)uld be exanuned to
determine whether it can be refmed to el:mmate reporta.ng and track:mg '
difficulties. . . | |

9.'“ Early technlcal asslstance to product developers, espec1a11y in”the
area of product design and format, should be pmv:.ded in order to reduce
_ the amount of publlsher mvestment requ.u'ed for product modi fication.
10. -Current J.nformat.mn on trends ard SpelelC developnents in the speca.al
- education marketplace should be gathered and drssem:mated on a frequent
basis o Jicensed publlshers. They feel that a.dd.‘LtJ.O)ﬁl updated mfoma—
‘. tion will be valuable in J.mprovmg their marketing efforts. : { -
o . :




11 Oollectlon of user evaluatlon data must be mproved. The MLP should

| oons;der requiring inclusion of standard ev'aluatlon forms with all products

B 'Ihese postag&pald forms should be neturned dlrectly to the MLP or to an-
independent contractor who c’an tr'ansmit the data on a systanatic baSis to
OSE. This will assist in measur:.ng Pnogram cost—effectlveness and beneflts. ) :
12. A systa’natlc and eff:.c:.ent mechanism, should be estabhshed and enployed C
to monitor the course of products once they are licensed. Publ:.shers mar-
ket.mg and sales perfonnance must be measured agamst goals and progectlons
loontalned in thelr bJ.ds. When such a system is operatlonal 1t will not {
only trac:k compllance of publlshers mtkg terms of the:Lr agreanent, but will
prov:.de MLP and OSE ‘staff w:Lth emplrlcal data about the factors necessa.ry

to ach.leve mescimum dlssem_natlon of dlfferent kinds of products. These

 factors :anlude characterlstlcs of both the licensed dlstrlbutors and the
market for th.ch the product is 1nterxied o -7

‘_13. Grants or contracts awarded for purposes other than product developnent

- .should be amendeduas soon as’ products are contenplated to include a separate
budget report.mg category for product deve]opment costs. ’ Wlth thJ.s data, _
will be able to nomtor 1ts product developnent :mvestment. k

o l4.f'. OSE should con51der creatmg product llbensmg and sales goals for the

Market.ug Program, based on ach:.evements during the 1n1t1al contract perlod

.,

wI'E: More detalled mformatlon is avallable m the report, "Descrlptlve

Analysm of the OSE MarketJ.ng Progr \ "o
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-’ . 7 RN

o4 -




To - LR o X e PN

A \ . L . ‘
. ‘7; : . ) N “ o . o , 'y .
. . .v L 4 o . . . ,
. - Lo GIOSSARYOFTERMS SR o ;.'.._ V.
;J.f i w —_— Bureau of Educat.lon for the Handlcapped U S. Offlce of Educat:brr :

Th.’LS des:Lgnatlon was changed upon creatlon of the Departn(ent of ’E‘duaatlon

. to Offlce for Spec1al Educatmn, U S. Departnent of. Educat:.on (OSE, ED) .on
s
CIXVMEKZIAL PUBLISHERS/DIS’I’RIBU‘IORS - Non-Federal orgamzatlons ’ both‘nonproflt :

and for—prof:.t, wmth the professmnal capablllty tb ref:me, anfaCture, -
. ’ : ‘. .. “ | ’ /
v package and m’arket OSE products on a natlonal ba51s.- ; \_' : ,a 7

DEVEIOPER An OSE- g'raﬁeeor contractor who creates products for the spec:Lal o

. - P . . . P’ . ) i . p\.\”
educatlonfleld AR, BRI e "_) RN

LICE:NSE -— An agreement wmth the Market Lmkage Pm:ject under th.ch a com- - ( o
o merc1al publlsher dlstnbutes OSE products for a spec:.ﬁ‘éd ta.me penod. '
'Ihe hcense may or may noi grant exclus:we dmtrz.butlon ngh‘ts ’ and-may |

or may not requ.l_re payment of a royalty by the pubhsher. v

. MLP — Market Llnkage Project for Spec:.al Educat:ron, U S. Depa.rtment of Educa-—-

tJ.on, the major ocmponent of the Fede.rally—funded OSE Market_mg Brogram. o

v

OSE ED - Offlce for Spec1al Educatlon, u. S Department of Educat:.on.

A}

PRODUC:I‘ Cbmplete tltle, pmgram or senes for wh.u:h a dlstrz.buhon 11cense

1svawarded, may cons:Lst of a smgle canponent or mult:.ple components.; S
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