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we  They provide increased communications betwueen the external groups
represenced and the agency.

« They may serve as a buffer hetween the ovganiration and groups

secking to influence its program davelopment activities or grant
awards.

o They may vesult in fewer arbitrary decisions by the agency.

»

Major disadvaitages of external review mechanisms iaclude:
« They incur custs of staff, money and time delavs.

o  They may result in reduced flexibility for the ausncy

o

o They may hevome "closed systems,” presenting only selected viewpoints

.,

to tng ageacy and supporting only certain types of projects.

» Grant revic. mechanisms may lead to approvai of unveiated individual
projects, rather than cchesive programs.

o Program dovelonment mechanisms way have Titt

agency activities, unless the mechanisms are
budgetary nvecesses.

tie vractical effect on
e Tinked to planning and

SUGGESTIONS FOR LE/A

Program Develojent

The analysis of external review mechanisms used ai saizcted governwent
agencies and privete foundations identified a number of reatures which might
improve LEAA's pyourvam develcopment process. These featuires have been
incorporated inte av idealized program development mouel For LEAA. If adoptad,
this approach would increase the breadth of expertise which assesses posswb1
program priorities before inp]ementation decisions ave made. It would al
insure that evaluat luﬂ” were conducted as programs weve being 1mp1emenbed
rather than only as {ollow-up sLudaes after the fact. A disadvantage of the

“approach is that fénxibi?itv to initiate programs imwediately could be

reduced, if the procsss were always tOT]OWVd.

The proposed vrogram development process is an anwual one having three
major phases.  Thosa are:

« developuent and choice of program priorities;
« development and choice of programs for 1mp1gmcytutxuw and
o program impiementation and review.

The advice ¢f cutside experts would be solicited duviny each phase and
incorporated into Ltn.‘ planning, implementation and monitoring activities.
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Grant Review ==

ATthough the case study analyses identified a mnaber of features which
might improve LEAA's program development process, similar findings did not
occur for the granti review mechanism. The case stuay vesuits did not indjcate
that a radically diifarent or more formal process of grant®application review
and award would fimprove the effectiveness of LEAA pvougirams.  However, it may
be useful for LEAA Lo conduct a Timited experiment. testing such approaches
to grant review as: © Fd

« a standing parel of academic exparts in the rieid;
. formal marl review by two external zdvisors: and
. internal staff review only.

#

An assessmant ceuid bo conducted in parallel with this experiment to determine
whether ona approach is superior to the others.
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during the case study anaiyses and later tasks.
Much of the study was concerned with analysis of the specific external
review nechanisns used by seven organizations:
. the National Institute of Mental Health's Center for Studies of
Crime and Lelinguancy;
National Science Foundation, particularly the Research Applied
to hational Needs {RARN) program;
. Environmental Protection Agency, especially the programs conducted
by the Office of Research and Develcpment;
. Renabilitation Services Administration;
. Police Foundation;
» -Ford Foundation's Hational Affairs Program; and
. Carnegie Corperation {foundation), particularly its Public Affairs
Frograti.
For each organization Lazar considered such areas as:
. the way 1in which programs are developed and priorities among
programs are established;
+ the administrative regulations for submission, review, approval
and award of specific grant projects;
« the use of external reviewers in the program'deveTmeent and
grant selection processes;
» the structure of the external review mechanisms used; and
.. the advantages and diﬁudvantages resulting frow the external review
maechanisms.
To analyze these topics, Lazar conducted interviews with a variety of people

having different perspectives on the external review processes. These



individuals included the directors of the organizations or knowledgeable
intermediate level officials, program officers, external advisers and
grantees. In addition, each organization designated a ITiaison who provided

detailed information on external review procedures as well as relevant

background data on the institution and its programs.

These case study analyses permitted identification of several alternative

e @

Y-
TR

models usad for external review mechanisms. In practice, a specific organiza-
tion may adopt an external review mechanism which coikines fwe or more of

+

these modals. However, consideration of the models +dn an abkstract manner

@i

helps clarify the advantages and disadvantages of varinus approaches. There-
fore, this report:
. describes alternative models for external review mechanisms in
both the program cdevelopment and grant review areas {Chapter II);

o considers several major policy issues related to aduption of any

E;;A,is;;m@&“ i

external review mechanism {Chapter III);

? . discusses possible external review mechanisms within the context of
;% LEAA activities (Chaptenllv); and

g} - presents suadestions concerning proaram development and grant review
o

@ for LEAA consideration during implementation of any revised advisory

o,

mechanisms (Chapter V).
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vities whicn an

P

rocran develoment refors to ddentification of act
srcenization shoutd support. o Proaran developrent processes pake use of

N I S P & P £y yn P ST S SR ‘-
cxtevynal advisors In g nueber of wavs.,  For eranple. thneir opinions nay

be formaily integrated into the planning orocess whion determines the

overall ellocation of funds among aifferent topic aveas., Alternatively,

- B T T P O B I S e . $ 3 L L e Wt
asternal advisors way be uzed infornally to identifv special areas which

sorye inoreased attention.  To fulfi11 their prograw development responsi-
bilitice, external adviscrs pust necessarily engaqe in some review of an
oraanication's existing activities. This, tog, may coour in different
levels o7 detall and thrauch fovual or in“ormal processes,
ne case study analysis identitied three major o torna]l veview vrechanisms
used for progran developoent:

o establishoont of o foreal comidttes witn decision power;

<ereation of a formal committee with recormendation authority: and

< inforpal or ad hoc approaches,
Lach of these mochadsms 1o discussea below, atong with dpportant features
fdentified during the aualyses of specitic oraanizations. Table 1 indicates

*

the sechanisys used by the various institutions studiad,

ce with Decision Power

A formal couittee with decision power has actnad control ovér the activi-

ate. This external review pechanisn was observed

ot
-

ties the organization can ini

only at orivate foundaticns, not at Federal agencies. At the foundations
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the "external revievwers” consist of the Board of Dirvectnrs. Consequently,
their power o conbrol the institution's programs stews from the Board's
nower o set overall pelicy for the organization, rather than from authority
specifically delegated to an external review mechanisin in and of itself.

The most comprahensive Board role was found at the Poulice Foundation,
where the Soard both provides an overall “framework of quidance" (through

comments on arpropriate Foundation activities) and aprvoves each project

above 55,500, thus assuring that its guidance will be hiceded. At Carnegie,
the Board of Trustess holds an annual twe-day neeting to discuss program
prioritizs.  Although the Board approves all projects above $15,000, it is
less familiar with Camegie's day-to-day operations than is the Poiice
Foundaticn Board with the Police Foundation. To sorme extent this probably

roflects differsnces in the two foundation's budgets: Carnagie spends
approximately 575 million each vear, while Police aitocates about $3 miilion
annually.  Conseguently, it would be mere difficult for the Carnegie Zoard

to he knowledgeable about each individual foundation project. In addition,

o

Carnegic's activities are more diverse than those of the Police Foundation.

Similarly, the size and diversity of the Ford Fnundation programs
preclude detailed Board involvement in all aspects of program development
Aside frem a budget review every two years, the Board usually confines its
role in progran development to assessment of whethe»r Ford should sponsor work
in én ecntirely new arca {as when it funded the Drug Abuse Council) and to
analysis of whethor a particularly risky venture should be undertaken {e.g.,
supporting Tocal economic dsve?opment corporations in ghetto areas).

A foundaticn's use o[ the Board of Directors for external review insures
that reviewers,are familiar with the organization's goals and operations.
Indeed, the Board's institutional role of providing poiicy direction requires

a. certain Tevel of understanding of foundation activities and interests. If
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decision puwer s to be provided to a qgrouwn of externa! advicors, it s
obviouslty drportant for those advisors to have a hian laved of knowledoe
about, and commitnent te, the organization. The fact that the only external
review nechanism studied whicn providad program developaent decision power

to external veviewsrs occurred vhen the review arour consisted of the

Foard of Divectors way refiect the 4i7Ficulty of obtaining sufficient external
reviewer connitioent in the absence of other, more Linding ties to the
organization. In anve-event, most of the institutions anmalyzed, and all of

In o S RN R ~des el e A o U LEp a o S e s A P
the Federal azencies studied, use external roview nechanises wheve decision

nower is retained internally.
2. Formal Compitlee witn Recomrandation Power

rpendat ion sower provides a

- LT 3
stablishing

&

aorcanization to obtain expert advice on iis prowans and

o
jo]
.-_J
U
~H
o
"5
1
3

necnani
rriorities winile retaining Final authority (and resnonzibiiity) for program

[ Y - by b b PN 4 - v o 3 . S - - Yoy w .
However, aves thougn the extarnal reviewers way have no formal

decision nower, 17 they are an intfluential aroup which oresents stronaly

worded vrecommendations and publicizes them widely, 1t wav te difficult for

the orcanization to reject the vecommendations. Consecunntly, an external
4 4

review conmittee may come to have QEAyacbo aecision powaer even if 1ts formal

role is Timited to recommencation power.

m

Two agencies which make extensive use of formal ~ommittees with recommenda-
tion power over progran deveiopment are the Nationo!l “cience Foundation (NSF)
and the Envivonmental Protection Acency (EPA).  ASE has several levels of
external review committees which provide program deveiopuent recommendations.

A National Science FPoard sets science policy for the nabion and thus provides

general policy guidance relevant to NSF's overall activities. Major parts

of NSF, such as the Research Applied to National Needs (DANN) program, also
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have esternal advisory committees which assist in develonment of program
;tratnqy. Finally, individual divisions within a pyroaran such as RARN

may have exterral review cowmitieces which recommend activities pertinent to
the division's ohjectives and prograss.

Thin structure provides Tor progran development quidance which 1s nore
and wore narvowly cefined as the comnittees are locatnd Tower in the
orcanizatioral hoirarchy. ITn all cases except the HatiénaT Science Board,
which is appointed by the President and anproved by the Senate, NSF staff
appoint the external review connittess. This, alonyg wilh the fact that the
comnittess have only rec REIENAC fation power and not denision power, helps NSF
staff retain control over program development.  In addition. a comnittesz’
ability to attract publicity for its recommendations wsuailv decreases as
the scope of its erganizationa? review responsibilicy decreases (e.g., it
would probably be nore difficuls for NEF to ignore <btrongly held views of
the Hational Scicnce Board than those of “lower Tevel” advisory comnitiees).

EPA also has different Toavels of external advisery committecs. However,
while ac OF the difterent Tevels of conmittees are appninted and to a large
pxtent function indenendently, at EPA the conmittess are be ng integrated
into one overall structure. A Science Advisory Board nas boen established
with mewbership botween 75 and 100 persons. This Board consists of several
subcoumittees which provide scientific and technical advice irn specific
functional arces. The chaivian of cach subcommitier i part. of the Executive
Comii Llew of the Science Advicory Doard, thus providing a measure of cohesive-

ness Lo advisory conaitbee activities,

3. Informal ue Ad Hoc Approaches
A ovariety oi informal or ad hoc approaches are uscd to obtain external

review in the program develupment arca. Often informil approaches supplement

piore Tormal ones which also exist.
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One particularly interesting ad hoc approach is used by the National
Science Foundation. In addition to the furmal comniitees which provide
external advice on broad aspects of program developuent, HSF may award a
grant for preparation of a research agenda in an area whore it is consider-
ing increasing its activities. The grantee who prepaces Lhe acenda may
establish a panel of external advisore to assist in tepic selection and
other aspects of rescarch design.  This permits outside advice to be obtained
on specific program areas withoul reguiring the estaldichuent and waintenance
of a forral connitice.

Althouaoh this nechanisin is a very Tlexible one, it reauives a fairly
vigh Tevel of staff espertise to be effective.  Stafy members arve instrumental
in identifying areas where research agendas should be developed, selecting
the organizations which wil: prepare tnem and taking the necessary steps to
review and Tmplenent then. More formal mechanisms for progran develapment
may reduce the burden oo staff expertise by providing & kncewn structure

which 1y always used for external review.

B.  GRANT APPLICATION HEVIEW

Grant application review refers to the procedures for deciding whether
to fund o specific proposal.  In scne cases tnis decision i5 made at an
earlier processing stage than o forwal applicavion. Tor exwsple, concept
papers may receive a prelinindry review which either encourages or discourages
submissicon of a formel application. A variation on Yals approach occurs when
work 15 funded in ﬂtJduz, withh continued support depondent onosatisfactory

onpleticn of cach stase.

Inwost of the orqanizations studied, the externad review mechanisns

for program:deve]opmeﬂt and grant review operate independentcly of each

other. To some extent this occurs because most grant roview mechanisms
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have boon established Lb Fandlo unsolicitod applications which are submitted
Lo an organization.  If worb iy alse solicited, perhaps in response to the
program developnent recannmendations ot external advisors, these applications
are Tikely to receive a staf? review, which at some organizations is supple-
mnntéd vith the ad hoo dsd of extornal roviewers.

Threo bypes of wechanisms for obtaining externst rvoview of grant appli-
cations have baen identified.  Those are:

«esiablishient of 4 suanding committee with avproval authority;

» creabion of a standing conmitbee with recomndabion authoritys

and

» ad hoo approaches.

Lach mechanisim 1o discussoed below, along with fmportanl observations frow

the case study analyses. Table 2 indicates the mechanisus used by the

varicus organizations studied.

roval Authority

Ly

s e

T, standing Commitiee witl

Standing external revicw cowmitiecs with approval authority exist at
foundaticens, where these comuittecs consist of the Doavd of Directors. At
the Police toundation, for examnle, the Board of Divectars provides externa?
review for both program development and individual qravt applications. The
Police Foundation also has a formal procedure for having work done and
reviowed in staves.  Tor exanple, preliminary analysis by internal staff may

indicate that «a pacbicular topic area should be oxamined in greater detail.

«
M

i su,'a concepl paper day be prepaved, perhapsiwith Lhe help of an outside
consultant (at a cost not exceeding $5,000).  If the aclivity still looks
promising alter this study, it may be pilot tested ac a funding level of
550,000 or so. 1T the pilot test rvesults are favorable, the Coundation way

proceed to full-scale dmplementation, at a level of as wuch as $250,000.
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Since the Board nust approve aI} projects above SEL,0GL their dinvolvement 1s
asshred ab oli cxeept the wost prediuinary concept develappent stages.

This approach Lo grant veview provides considerabie flexibiiity concerning
furding decisions and wininizes the Tiketineod of incurriug major Tosses. How-
ever, 1t consuinies a certain arount of statf time, bocause a project which is
fully fuplemented will have reguired throe reviews ano two formal Board
auprovals.  This iy account fov the Tact that most of the organizations studied

sed Tess citansive grant review procedures.  Most also retained internal
approval authorily ovor orofects.

2. ndire Comaities with Recomwendation futnoricy

PR it it e

The Center Yor Studics of Crime and Jelinguency provides an example of
the usze of a cianaing comitiee with recommendation attharicy for grant review.
A foreaily desicnated comnittes of external advisors reviews and rates each
grant application in terms of cverall technical merit.  Approval by a second
group, one dational Aavisory Montal Health Councily is raquired before an
apnlicaticn can be funded. However, the Council rarely witnholds approval of
grant apglications which have been favorably reviewed.

Although the review comnittees must approve an appiication before it
can be funded, such approval does not assure funding. [If ihe Center's budget
will not permit funding of all avproved applicatiors, mrojects are usually
funded in order o tne ratings cthey received from the review committee.
However, the Center's staff may recomsend changes in this order due to
programuatic considervations. 16 is primarily the existonce of this possibiliiy
which causes ihe Center's ugrant review nmechanism to be «lassified as one where
external advisors nave coranu tion authority, rather than final decision
power over proposed projects; it should be noted, however, that the externa]

review mcchun7sm does provide a "veto power" for reviewsrs: a project which
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is not approved by the external reviewers cannot be funded under any
conditions.

»3__‘._”_‘%_(1_210 Fire ’Y‘xm\, f{”"

Most of the organizations stucied used some type of ad hoc approach
to obtain external review of grant applications. These approaches vanged
from an individudl progrem officer having vivtuaily cemviete responsibility
to decide whether an application should receive extornal veview and, if so0,
by whom, to a more structured systen wnere a certain nurmber of external
reviews are requirad and procedures for selecting raviesors are specified.

At the Nationdl Science Foundetion unsclicited grant applications may
be reviewed in a nunber of ways. including by panels which meet to discuss
them, tarough site visits to the applicants to obtain morva detailed informa-
tion on the proposed work or by mail review. The number o7 reviews s usually
a functicn of the dollar anount and guality of the anpiicaticn, with larger
nrojects receiving nere extensive review and poor ones anss.  If the

¥

are

-da

reviey

f?r

¥
H

e
tﬂ

n agreenent concerning the project's woveh, Lheir funding
recomrencations are usually followed. I the reviews are mixed, NSF staff

has considerzbie discretion. Staff may, for example, suggest that the applicant
modify the preoposal to mest any criticisms raised by the reviewers, reject the
application or quietly discourage any further pursuit of the project.

The Environmental Protection Agency nas a somewhat nwre structured, but

still ad hoc, approach to grant review by external advisors. An unsolicited

¥

proposal receives x mail review by three people. Two veviewers are selected
by the EFA Taboratory working in the proposai's subject svea. The third
reviewer is chosen by the Weshington, D. C. office frown a standing Tist of

experts in environumental protection matters.
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could be considered before applications were sent out for technical review
by external advisors. A variation of this approach might require external
review only for very large projects and leave outside review of smaller ones
to the discretion of internal staff.

c. Time. External review of grant applications will probably require
additional grant processing time. However, this is not inevitable, since
the existence of external review procedures places a constraint on internal
staff. For example, if a formal review committee meets periodically, the
staff must prepare for tha* meeting. While the committee review may create
a delay if projects would have been reviewed sooner by internal staff, it
may speed up an informal process which would otherwise permit staff to ignore
applications for long periods of time.

A variety of time limitations can be placed on the processing of

grant applications. For example, some agencies require that procgséing be
completed within ninety days. Also, a minimum processing time is impliciti in
the frequency of committee meetings, when that grant review mechanism is

ysed. If more rapid review is needed, more frequent meetings can be scheduled.

-Similarly, if mail review is used, deadlines can be established for completion

of these reviews.

As in the caée of'program development, better projects are likely to be
funded if careful reviews are made. However, conducting such reviews requires
a certain amount of time, which may not always be available. The probable

increases in quality as a result of external review must be weighed against

the estimated time needed to obtain such reviews.

'B._ IMPACT ON EFFECTIVENESS

In addition to efficiency considerations related to external review

mechanisms, it is important to assess the extent to which various approaches
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are likely to increase the effectiveness of an organization's operations.

Whether the efficiency costs (e.g., staff, budget, time delays) of a mechanism
are worth incurring depends in large part upon the effectiveness impact which

would result. The following discussion considers the effectiveness fmplica-

2 g e i

tions of various external review approaches for program development and grant

review.

1. Program Development

® An organization is likely to have better programs if its plans are
subjected to review by persons having a wide range of viewpoints. Use of

external review mechanisms is one way of insuring that many perspectives are

obtained about proposed programs. Such expertise can hoth supplement and
counterbalance staff and political opinions concerning the value of varijous
program activities.

In addition to providing diverse perspectives on individual program

activities, external review can assist in developing a more cohesive set of

programs for the organization as a whole. A group responsible for overall
(4 program development review may be able to 1dehtify program gaps or overlaps
which are not obvious when programs are reviewed individué}]y.
If a formal committee is used for external review, rather than an ad
P hoc process, a cohtinuing dialogue between internal staff and external
reviewers can emerge. A prgcess of mutual education can lead to development
of increasingly more relevant comments by the extérn51;reviewérs and,

® "~ presumably, to better agency programs, if the reviewers' comments are incorporated

into agency operations. In addition, if external reviewers discuss agency .
| programs with their peers, a further communications benefit may vesult asr
3. S more people Vbecome aviare of agency activities.

The effective use of a formal externa?rreview committee depends 1arge1y

on adequate staff preparation. It is important to define the topics which
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the committee will consider in such a way that useful comments can result.
Good staff work can help insure that external reviewers assist in strategy
development, rather than merely engaging in unstructured discussions of little
value to the agency.

One approach used to insure the relevance of external reviewers' comments
is that cof the Mational Science Foundation, which commissions preparation
of research agendas in specific areas. Agenda develcopment responds to
identified agency needs and provides for careful planning of future activities,
while requiring a lTow initial investment. The flexibility of this technique
permits its use in as many or as few areas as seem appropriate at a given time.

2. Grant Review

External review of grant applications is likely to result in approval
of projects with nigh technical quality. If a standing committee reviews all
applications in terms of the same criteria, this may reduce the level of
arbitrariness in the grant selection process. ‘Under ad hoc procedures
applications may be judged in vastly different ways; depending upon the review
mechanisms favored by the particular staff persons to whom they are assigned.

Although use of formal committees for grant review minimizes the oppor-
tunity for arbitrary treatment of applicants by internal staff, it does not
necessarily insure a completely equitable review of all proposed projects.
Indeed, many analysts of committee review systems have commented on the fact
that they sometimes become "closed" systems, favoring known applicants
from prestigious institutions. Presumab]y, such discrimination would result
in less effective overall programs, since innovative projects proposed by rela-
tively unknown individuals would probably not be approved.

A velated problem limiting the effectiveness of formal committees for
grant review is that reviewers are likely to consider each application |

independently and mainly in tefms of technical merit. Consequently, the projects
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which are approved may have little relevance to agency policy cénéerns.‘ More-
over, the projects are unlikely to constitute major programs but rather are
apt to be only individually interesting, but unrelated, activities. The
impact of these jndividual projects can, however, be maximized, if utilization
of results is stressed, both by external reviewers and by internal staff.

C. ALTERNATIVE REVIEW STRUCTURES

Assessment of external review procedures requires consideration of
alternative structures for the review mechanisms. Such factors as the criteria
for selecting reviewers and the procedures for avoiding conflict of interest
problems will affect the nature and impact of the review mechanism. These
and similar factors related to the internal structure and organization of
external review mechanisms are discussed be]ow:

1. Program Development

One factor affecting the operation of formal committees for external review
of program deve]opmént is the size\of the comﬁittee. Although a large committee
can provide representation for a variety of groups,’it will probably be unable
to function effectively excep{ through smaller subcommittees. Thus, large

committees (i.e., above 20-25 members) must consider how best to organize into

- subcommittees as well as appropriate functions for the umbrella committee as a

whole. Since the use of subcommittees increases the complexity cof advisory
committee operations and may require substantial effort to coordinate subcommittee

activities, it may be advantageous to have a relatively small adyisory'committee

(e.g., 15-20 members). Such a group could function effectively as a single

committee and would be able to devote its full attention to advising the agency,
rather than requiring time to administer and review subcommittee activities.
C]osé1y related to. the issue of committeé size is determinatioh of indivi-

dual committee members. Organizations with formal external review committees .
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may try to have their membership provide broad representation across:

- the subject matter areas of concern to the organization;

. the technical disciplines required by those subject areas;

« the clientele of the agency; and

« geographic regions.

Particularly in the case of program development review committees, members are
1ikely to be well-known and highly vegarded individuals as well as technically
qualified in their field. This is because program development may be a very
public activity, which can affect the entire operation of the organization.
Consequently, external reviewers of stature are needed, so that their advice
will be influential outside the agency as well as internally.

The issue of external reviewer accountability is also an important one,
especially for formal committees. Should reviewers be accountable to the person
who appoints. them, to the organization they advise, to the ”nation”kor, in the
case of research program review, to "science"? Although there is nd obvious
answer to this question, it is important to minimize differences in perception
concerning the role of external reviewers if they are to be used effectively.

Thé length of time that external reviewers should serve on formal committees

must also be considered. Although a group reviewing program development probably

- needs to maintain contact with an organization over a reasonable period of time

(e.g., several years), it is also important to introduce "new blood" into the

review system. One way to balance the needs for committee continuity and new

- sources of ideas is to stagger the membership terms, so that,‘for example, one-

third of the members are replaced each year. However, if replacements are chosen

from a retatively small group Ofkpersons, the committee may still be a somewhat

“closed" system, no matter how often new members are added.
~ Conflict of interest problems may arise if the external reviéwers also

have grants from the organization. The reviewers may recommend expanded

program activities in areas where they are personaT]y most knoW]edgéab]e
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or in fields where their own institutions specialize. Although individuals
could be excluded from the external review processrif they had a grant from
the organization, or could be considered ineligible to obtain_ grants while
they served as external reviewers, this might not be a good solution to
the problem. Since almost any field has a shortage of high level expertise,
the people who are the best qualified to serve as external reviewers may also
be the individuals who are best equipped to conduct the work sponsored by the
organization. Precluding such persons from participating in both processes
could reduce the effectiveness of the process they rejected. However, per-
mitting participation in both provides for the possib11fty of conflict of
interest to arise. Again, there is no one obvious solution to this problem.
The problems discussed above may be less troublesome for ad hoc program
development approaches than for mechanisms using formal committees, since ad
hoc approaches permit great variety and flexibility of response. However,
ad hoc approaches must also consider such factors as the desired size of

the committee, the representation wanted on it, to whom it should be account-

“abTe and how to minimize conflict of interest problems.

2. Grant Review

Many of the structural-considerations concerning external review of grant
applications are similar to those for program development. For example, the
size of a formal committee will affect whether it can function best as-one

body or needs to be divided into subcommittees. Since grant review is usually

a more straightforward process than program development, committees may

sometimes assign special review responsibility for subsets of éppiications to
individual members. Their comﬁents méykform the basis for review and discussion
by the full committee. ' | | |

| A]though program deve1opment requires face-to-face meetings of external

advisors, grant réView is sometimes done by mail. 'In this case the opportunity
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for exchange of ideas among reviewers is Tost, but the logistical problems
of scheduling a meeting are not faced. In addition, in some cases

mail reviews have been obtained without paying the reviewers. This savings
is usually not possible when reviewers are required to attend meetings.

The accountability of external advisors may be an issue for grant
review as well as program development. Usually, external advisors are asked
to review applications in terms of technical merit. Sometimes specific
criteria are provided to guide the review. However, opinions may differ on
the definition of technical merit, depending upon the reviewers' perspec-
tives of their own and the agency's mission. External advisors trying to
"advance science" may rate projects very differently from reviewers trying
to help a specific program manager implement a balanced program.

Members of formal grant review committees are often selected to provide
representation of relevant subject matter areas and academic disciplines.

A problem which sometimes arises is that the committee may become a -“closed
system" which largely approves only the applications of certain types of
individuals or from prestigious institutions. There may also be a tendency
for reviewers to approve the applications submitted by colleagues from their
own institutions or by othef persons known to the reviewers. Consequent1y,
possible ways to minimize the influence of the "old boy school” on the
grant review process may need to be considered as committee members are nomi-
nated,

 Conflict of interest problems may also arise during the grant review
process.  Formal rules are often established to préc1ude an external
advisok's presence during tﬁe review of an application which directly affects
the advisor. However, to some extent the integrity of individua?'reviewers

must be relied‘upon to supplement any formal rules. The influence of
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friendship patterns which might interfere with objective judgements of an

application's merit can never be completely controlled through formal rules alone.

D. BUFFER EFFECTS

A major advantage sometimes associated with the use of external review
mechanisms is that these mechanisms can provide a buffer against various
pressures to implement certain programs or fund specific projects. It may
be difficult for staff alone tc withstand pressure from politicians or
strong lobby groups, even if the proposed activities appear to have little
merit. If the proposals receive a negativé review by a group of objective,
influential external advisors, it may be easier to convince the proponents
that the activities should not be supported. Even if they are not dissuaded,
they may be somewhat more subdued in their criticism of the agency for failure
to implement the proposed éctivities.

External review groups may also sometimes serve as "lobbyists" for an
organization's activities. If the organization, or part of it, comes under
attack, it may be he]bfu1 to have a prestigious group of external advisors
available to help defend the activities they reviewed and supported.

An- organization may be‘more able to use external reviewers as a buffer
if formal review cdmmittees are established, particularly for program develop-
ment. However, even ad hoc reView procedures for individual grant applications
will provide some degree of protection for internal staff against allegations
gf arbitrary or incompetent treatment. Consequently, organizatijons making
decisioné which’are likely to be controvefsﬁa]ymay wish to establish external

review mechanisms as one way to help develop public support for their activities.

E. SUMMARY QOF ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES

The major advantages of external review mechanisms include:

. They expand thekexpertise of the organiiation's staff and permit_a
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wide variety of viewpoints to be obtained.

» They provide increased communications between the external groups

represented and the agency.
» They may serve as a buffer between the organization and groups
seeking to influence its program development activities or grant

awards.

.+ They may result in fewer arbitrary decisions by the agency.
Major disadvantages of external review mechanisms include:
» They incur costs of staff, money and time delays.

« They may result in reduced flexibility for the agemsy.

~ They may become "closed systems", presenting only selected viewpoints

to the agency and supporting only certain types of projects.

+ Grant review mechanisms may lead to approval of unrelated individual

projects, rather than cohesive programs.

» Program deVeTopment mechanisms may have little practical effect on

agency activities, unless the mechanisms are linked to planning and
budgetary processes.

Effective use of external review mechanisms probably requires a substantial

degree of participation by internal staff. Otherwise, external reviewers are
® unlikely to become sufficiently familiar with agency operations to provide
relevant comments. Moreover, the lack of adequate staff participation

may result in external review mechanisms which operate in a vacuum, rather

ﬁl “than as an integral part of agency activities. Consequent1y, one way of

maximizing the advantages and minimizing the disadvantages of external review

approaches may be to insure appropriate levels of staff participation in

whatever mechanisms are adopted.
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CHAPTER IV
POSSIBLE EXTERNAL REVIEW
MECHANISMS FOR LEAA

In additi&n to analysis of external review mechanisms uséd at selected
organizations and consideration of associated policy issues, Lazar assessed
the potential usefulness of these mechanisms to LEARA. Since an approach
which works well for one organization may be ineffective at another, it is
important to consider the specific environment within which an external
review mechanism would cperate. This chapter presents the results of
Lazar's assessment of various mechanisms within the LEAA context.

A.  CONSIDERATIONS AFFECTING MECHANISM SELECTION

An important constraint affecting LEAA's use of external review
mechanisms consists of the various provisions'of the Federal Advisory
Committee Act (Public Law 92-463). For example, this Act stipulates that
the function of advisory committees should be advisory only, and that all
matters under their consideration should be_détermined bj the agency involved.
Consequently, providing decision power to external reviewers, as occurs at
some foundations, cannot be done at LEAA. |

The Act also sets forth certain structural and proceduré1 requirements
“for advisory committées.-These requirements include:

. preparation of a written charter, prior to the first committee

meeting; | '

. designation of an agency official of employee as a commitfee member,

responsible for attending each meeting;

. provision of adequate advance notice of committee meetings, which

must be open to the public; and
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. provision of the minutes of committee meetings, as well as any
documents made available to the committee, for public inspection

and copying.

- Besides the limitations on external review mechanisms imposed by the
Federal Advisory Committee‘Act, certain limitations stem from the nature of
LEAA's mission. For example, the agency is oriented toward strengthening
and improving law enforcement and criminal justice, rather than toward
supporting individual research projects which have high technical merit
but may lack policy relevance. Consequently, elaborate external review
mechanisms, such as the one used by the Center for Studies of Crime and
Delinquency, to select grant applications on the basis of high fechnica]
merit alone would be inappropriate for LEAA.

Since the agency must deal with many difficult problems, often in
areas relatively unexplored, it would be desirable to plan and implement
new initiatives in stages. This approach to program development is used
at the Police Foundation, where small feasibility studies and pilot tests
precede full-scale implementation of new Foundation-supported activities, and
the National Science Foundation, where detailed state of knowledge reviews
and agendas for further work are developed prior to Targe-scale support of
new areas. e

Such phased program development processes require somewhat more time
and effort but result in better designed programs at the point of implemen-
tation. These proéesses also reduce an agehcy‘svfinancia1 risk, since

program flaws are more likely to be identified and remedied during the

planning stages. The advice of external reviewers could be solicited

throughout the various p]anning stages to insure that proposed programs

were analyzed from a variety of expert perspectives at several points in time.
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An additional consideration of importance to LEAA is the changing
nature of the problems it was established to handle. As a result, external
review mechanisms must permit a flexible response to new areas of concern
as they arise. This probably means that ad hoc review mechanisms will
be needed to some extent. However, these mechanisms could be Tinked to a
more formal one, so that the agency obtained the advantages of flexibility
without sacrificing the benefits of an integrated review.

Reserve constraints must also be considered during analysis of possible
external review mechanisms. Limitations on staff and time preclude use
of overly elaborate review mechanisms at LEAA. For example, a group similar
to EPA's Science Advisory Board, with 75-100 members and several subcommittees,
would be too cumbersome for providing expert advice to LEAA.

B. PROPOSED EXTERNAL REVIEW MECHANISMS

These various considerations have been incorporated into the external
review mechanisms proposed for LEAA use. An important corponent of these
mechanisms is the LEAA Public Advisory Committee on Law Enforcement and
Criminal Justice. This Committee would have between fifteen and twenty
members., with varying backgrounds. It could represent the public at large,
academic specialists, and practitioners in the courts, corrections and police
program areas as well as provide representatives who specialize in management.
The Committee would also have one member who was an LEAA employee. A
possible division of representatioh on the Public Advisofy Committee. is
presented in Figure 1.

Committee members would be appointed by the Attorney General. Initially,
all members could be appointed for two years. If the Committee were
continued at the end of that time, some of the initial members (perhaps one-

third to one-half of the total) should probably be reappointed, so that
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FIGURE 1

POSSIBLE LEAA ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPRESENTATION

(Note: The Committee would also have one member

who was an LEAA employee).

Characterization*

Number of Representatives

Police (academic)

Courts (academic)
Corrections (academic)
Management (academic)
Police (practitioner)
Courts (practitioner)
Corrections (practitioner)
Legislative (practitioner)
Management {practitioner)
Federal Government Official
State Government Official
Loca1 Government Official
Business

Prob]ems of women

Probtems of minorities

TOTAL

18

*Either past or present experience.
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there would be continuity of Committee perspective as well as the fresh
insight provided by new members.

The Committee could meet three times a year, with members paid a
stipend for their participation. Absence from more than one meeting per
year might be considered equivalent to resignation with a replacement auto-
matically appointed. At each meeting the Committee would offer comments
on a wide range of program issues, including:

. Which topics should receive greater attention for program develop-

ment? For program implementation?

. What is the implication of evaluation results?

. What can be done to increase the effectiveness of LEAA's

activities?

Although the Public Advisory Committee will provide a systematic
way of obtaining expert opinions on various program development activities,
it will not meet all of LEAA's needs for external advice. The views of
other experts must still be obtained on a variety of specialized topics,
if programs are to be planned and implemented as effecti?ely as possible.
To meet these diverse needs, LEAA will require a variety of ad hoc mechanisms
for obtaining external review as well as the abijlity to assimilate the
1nfofmation provided. Assistance with these tasks could be obtained from
a knowledge review and synthesis grantee or contractor, which could analyze
topics recommended for further study and, if necessary, convene panels
of experts to advise on thekproposed activities in a specialized area.
The Advisory Committee could both suggest topics for a knowledge review and
analyze the results of completed studies, so that the knowledge review
activities were incorporated into the program development review mechanism.

In addition to analysis of external review mechanisms by themselves,

it s jmportant to consider the way that such mechanisms can be integrated |
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into agency activities. Consequently, the next chapter discusses external
review in the context of an overall program development framework. It
also suggests an experiment designed to assess the effectiveness of different

external review approaches in the grant review area.
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CHAPTER V
SUGGESTICNS FOR LEAA
USE OF EXTERNAL REVIEW MECHANISMS

A.  PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

The analysis of external review mechanisms used at selected
government agencies and private foundations identified a number of features
which might improve LEAA's program development process. These features
have been incorporated into an idealized program development model for LEAA.
If adopted, this approach would increase the breadth of expertise which
assesses possible program priorities before implementation decisions are
made. It would also insure that eyaluations were conducted as programs were
being implemented, rather than only as follow-up studies after the fact.

A disadvantage of the approach is that fiexibility to initiate programs
immediately could be reduced, if the process were always followed.

Three aspects of the proposed program development approach are discussed
in the following sections."These are:.

. major stages of the process;

.. Management requirements; and

« description of the specific steps éf the proposed program development

process.

1. Stages

The proposed program development process is an annual one having three
major phases. These are:

. development and choice of program priorities;

» development and choice of prdgrams for implementation; and

. program implementation and review.
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Each stage is discussed below.

a. Development and Choice of Program Priorities. In this stage topics

for new or revised programs are briefly analyzed, and decisions are made
about whether to develop plans for their possible impiementation. Topics
might include "Crime in the Schools", "Alternatives to Incarceration”, or
"Employment of Ex-Offenders”. 'A short (five pages or less) issue paper
would be prepared for each topic, describing the nature of the problem under
consideration and briefly reviewing the state of knowledge about it. Analysis
of these issue papers should permit development of a list of program areas
which merit further consideration. Such a Tist would probably not exceed
fifteen topics per year. These topics would ultimately be selected by the
LEAA Administrator with the assistance of top staff, but substantial advice
would be solicited from external experts during the decision process.

b. Development and Choice of Programs for Implementation. This stage

réquires priority program areas to be carefully analyzed, so that decisions
with regard to implementation can be reached. Detailed state of knowledge
reviews are conducted and program agenda Optioné are developed, with accompany-
ing evaluation designs. Substantial commentary is obtained from outside
advisors during this phase of program development. At the end of this stage
choices fof program implementation are made.

c. Program Implementation and Review. In this stage detailed program

impTementation and evaluation guidelines are structured for each program
selected for implementation. Programs are initiated with accompanying
evaluations and formal feedback. Reports on program progress and evaluation
are periodically provided to top LEAA staff as well as to outside advisors,

and any necessary program modifications are made.
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2. Management

The proposed program development approach requires a management struc-
ture which would provide careful monitoring of the development, implementation
and evaluation of programs. Such a structure is shown in Figure 2. It provides
major program development roles for:

« LEAA Administration;

Public Advisory Committee on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice;

o

» Office ¢of Planning and Management;

a "knowledge review and synthesis" grantee or contractor;

« LEAA's program offices; and
. grantees and contractors who participate in proaram implementation.
The specific program development activities of each group are discussed

below.

a. LEAA Administration. LEAA Administration consists of top staff,

including the Administrator, Deputy Administrators and Assistant Administrators.
This Qroup would have final decision authority on all program development
matters. It wouid receive formal presentations describing staff work to
develop program priority options, program implementation plans, and evaluation
results. The group would be action oriented, and its meetings would result
in program deve]opmént decisions, Examples of decisions include:
« YWhich of numerous cdndidates for "priority program" status should
be subjected to a detailed staté—of-know]edge review and to program
agenda development?
~ Which programs should be implemented and with what modifications?
. What modifﬁcations should be made iﬁ programs, based on evaluation

results?

b. LEAA Public Advisory Committee on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice.

As discussed in Chapter IV, the Public Advisory Committee would provide advice

on a wide range of topics, including:
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o MWhich candidates for "priority program" status shouid be further
developed, and later, which should be implemented?

o What is the implication of evaluation results?

o What generally can be done to strengthen the effectiveness of the
LEAA program?

c. Office of Planning and Management. LEAA's Office of Planning and

Management (OPM) would coordinate and monitor the program development process.
This should probably be accomplished through establishment of a program
development and advisory committee management function within OPM. This
function would include: |

o veview of priority options developed by program offices;

« ~presentation of options to the LEAA Administration and the
Public Advisory Committee;

o coordination of Public Advisory Committee activities;

o Selection and monitoring of a grantée or contractor to conduct
brief state of knowledge reviews of initial program priority
options, detailed state of knowledge studies, program agenda
option reviews, and.evaluation designs;

s review and coordination of program implementation options
developed by LEAA program offices;

e presentation of implementation options'to the LEAA Administration
and Public Advisory Committee;

s collaboration with program offices oﬁ development of implementation
guide]ines,for‘new‘program initiatives; and

o - preparation of program implementation asseésments for presentation

to the LEAA Administration and Public Advisory Committee.
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The diversity of the activities in this area may make it difficult to
select an appropriate director for it. The director should have the keen

sensitivity needed to coordinate a public advisory committee as well as

g the capability of reviewing and assessing program development efforts.
The function would require a budget for the preparation of state of
knowledge reviews, program agenda options and evg]uation designs. It is
;‘ estimated that each program selected for development would require
approximately $125,000 for a detailed state of knowledge study, agenda
option development and evaluation design. In addition, approximately
®

$250,000 would probably be needed to provide for synthesis of the findings
from the individual studies. Therefore, if ten programs were developed as
candidates for implementation, a budget of approximately $1,500,000 would

. 3 . - « N "A/
be required to support these activities (ten studies at $é§6,000 each plus

$250,000 for overall knowledge synthesis). It should be noted that this

is a relatively small amount in comparison with certain other agencies.

* At the National Science Foundation, for example, as much as 25% of program
doTlars may be expended on program development and utilization p]énning.
, d. Knowledge Review and Synthesis Grantee or Contractor. The knowledge
* review and synthesis grantee or contractor would support the activities of
OPM by performing the following functions:
. conduct brief state of knowledge reviews of candidate topics for
f‘ | program development;
+ synthesize thé wbrk carried out by subgrantees or subcontractors

who develop state of knowledge studies, program implementation

option reviews and evaluation designs; and
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« synthesize results of LEAA evaluation studies related to program
development initiatives and activities.
The grantee or contractor would necessarily make broad use of expert
~izultant panels as it performed these functions.
In addition, subgrantees or subcontractors would be engaged to
conduct analyses of the program development areas selected by the LEAA
Administration as possible candidates for impTementation‘ Such analysis
would include:
. a detailed state of knowledge review;
» development of alternative program implementation approaches, based
on the state of knowledge review;
. design of a general evaluation framework which could be used in
parallel with program implementation; and
. for programs selected for implementation, preparation of ‘a detailed
evaluation methodology.
To 'perform these tasks would necessarily réquire broad use of expert consultant
panels in various topic areas of interest. |

e. LEAA's Program Offices. LEAA's program offices would be invo]véd

in the initial program development efforts through:
. deveTopmen% of program priority options;
review of brief state Qf knoW]edge papers;
. identification of areas for which detailed program development
action plans are needed;
. development df program implementation options; and
. collaboration in the development of program designs and

evaluation designs.
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When a program area veached the point of being selected for implementation,

the appropriate program office would assume complete responsibility for it.
This would include:

. development of a detailed implementation plan;

. selection and monitoring of program grantees or contractors;

monitoring of program evaluation; and

. preparation of periodic program assessment reports.
These functions are currently part of the existing responsibilities of all
LEAA program offices. However, the proposed emphasis on continuous formal
evaluation might represent a change from the current program jmplementation

approach used by some offices.

f. Program Participant Grantees and Contractors. Once a program has
been selected for jmplementation, a variety of granﬁees and contractors
might be chosen to conduct the actual program operations. The only
recommended change in this aspect of program implementation is the require-
ment that specified evaluation data be collected, starting at program
inception.

3. Process

As discussed previously, the proposed program development process has
three stages. The first two stages invoive the determination of program
priorities and the development of optimal program agendas. The third stage
consists of the implementation of those programs chosen as final agency

priorities. The specific steps of this program development process are

shown in Figure 3, along with the groups responsible for individual activities.

A brief discussion of these program development steps follows.
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a.

Development and Choice of Program Priorities (Staae I).

Develop Program Priority Options: This would be accomplished by the

LEAA program offices, and options would be reviewed by the Office of
Planning and Management (OPM). External advice could be obtained
from a variety of experts, including those associated with the know-
ledge review and synthesis grantee or contractor.

Conduct Brief State of Knowledge Reviews for Program Priority Options:

These reviews would be prepared by the knowledge review and synthesis
grantee or contractor, re1ying‘heavily onfthe use of expert advisor
consultants. The reviews would be brief (five pages or 1ess)'and
would focus on providing information relevant for determining whether
the particular program area could and should be developed further.

Determine Pclicy Priorities: Using the state of knowledge reviews as

well as other information, OPM and the LEAA program offices would
develop recommended policy priorities and present them to the LEAA
Admini;tration for discussion. After making any necessafy changes,

OPM would present the recommended priority aréas td the PubTic Advisory
Committee. That presentation would focus on areas where the value of
further program development seemad most unbehtaih and, thereforé,
outside advice could be most useful. The comments of the Publie
Advisory Committee would be reviewed at the next program dévelopment

meeting of the LEAA Administration. At that time a fina?léet'of‘

-program priority options would be chosen.

Development and Choice of Programs for‘Imp1ementatioh (Stage II).

Formulate Program Development Action Plan: The_LEAA,program offices
would prepare plans for developing specific programs for the priority

areas identified in Stage I. If necessary, the knowledge review
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and synthesis group would provide short papers describing knowledge
gaps in each program area. Such papers might provide information
helpful in structuring research initiativeskas well as valuable

for immediate program planning. OPM would use the information from
the program offices and the knowledge review and synthesis group to
analyze the relationship of proposed program priorities to the
management by objectives process as well as to review and modify the
action plan for program development. This plan would be reviewed
with appropriate LEAA program offices before it was finalized.

Conduct Detailed State of Knowledge Reviews and Develop Program

Options and Evaluation Approaches: The knowledge review and synthesis
grantee or contractor wou1d,\in cooperation with OP¥ and program
offices, choose expert consultant panels and subcontractors to assist
in the development of program areas. These panels and contractors
would be responsible for the preparation of detailed state of knowledge
reviews as well as the development of program design options and
evaluation approaches. Their work would be conducted over approximately
a seven-month period and would culminate with program analysis reports.
A synthesis of all work done 1in various program areas would also be
prepared for distributioh to the LEAA Administration and Public
Advisory Committee.

Develop Prouram ImpTementation Options: Using the analysis provided

by the knowledge review and synthesis grantee ar contractor, LEAA

- program offices would develop & set of options for program implemen-

tation. These options would be reviewed by the Office of Planning

and Management before presentation to the LEAA Administration for review.
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to provide periodic program assessment reports to OPM, which would
synthesize this information and report on program progress to both
the LEAA Administration and the Public Advisory Committee.

B. GRAMNT REVIEW

The results of the case study analyses did not indicate that a radically
different or more farmal process of grant application review and award would
improve the effectiveness of LEAA programs. As discussed previously, numerous
approaches to grant review are used by other government agencies and founda-
tions. However, the available evidence does not indicate that an alternative
process would be clearly superior to LEAA's current approach. This is
particularly true in view of the fact that LEAA is a mission-oriented agency
and must, therefore, have a directed program of discretionary grants. In a
directed program an agency's concepts and designs would have been reviewed
by the numerous experts involved in program development.

However, it may be useful for LEAA to conduct a Timited experiment with
various formal approaches to grant application review and simultaneously
attempt to assess the efficacy of the approaches used. The National Institute
of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice is a logical place to try such an
experiment. Consequently, it is suggested that one portion of the Institute's
program (e.g., police research) be structured so that its grant applications
are reviewed through different mechanisms such as:

. a standing panel of academic experts in the field;

., formal mail review by two external advisors; and

. internal staff review only.

An assessment could be conducted in parallel with this experiment to determine
whether one approach is superior to the others. Prior to the implementation

of such an experiment, it should be subjected to a "program development" review.
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by LEAA staff and appropriate external advisors, as described in the preceding

section of this report.
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by LEAA staff and appropriate external advisors, as described in the preceding

section of this report.
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