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;~,o They rH'OVi(ll! ;ncreased _(:g~i11unicatiq.!l§.. bot\-flle!1 t:1(' extl~l'nal groups 
re~l~esen-:'2d ;;.nd the aGency. 

o 

.. 

They may ~Jll've as d buffer bchleen the O1~gCdd 7<1 t '((;n ~ltld groups 
se(;k i 119 tu i nil ucmce ~'rf~;l)'rogrdm d2ve 1 opmen t :IC ti v'ii.i es or grant 
a\·lill'ds • 

Najar disadvdIJt:l~leS of external review mechanisms -;,j(:lu(je: 

.. T:ley inCU1' ;:;;1.;[;5 of staff, money and ti:ne ~h:ldys . 

.. They mJ.'y i ;~:~ul t in i'educed flexibility fa\" the (Hl\;nc\', -------->"- -' 

o 

to TheY:;lCtY \'(I;ne Ilclosed systems," l)resentillq ()\~I'I Sf~~l~cted vie\l/points 
to the &9 1:.1(.'1' andSuppot'i:Tilgonly certain tj'pr:2:~ ()f Di'ujects. 

• Grant rev;c",J l1;cchanisrls mc:y le1.id to approval 01 ~jllD.:_I_dtt:d individual 
~'ojec_ts_, I't; 1:i1er th,,m cohes ive programs. 

o Pl'ogl'am de"/:..; 1~)P;T!8r.t n:echan;s:~)s r.lay have little U(i:1.ctical effect on 
af!ency llctil.'·;ties~ unless th2 l:lechanisms~t-r~f?--nlll\e;r1o-planning and 
bud~jetal'Y lJ'I';:cesses. 

SUGG[STIO~:S FOR UJ/\ 
-',,", ----.-.-----~---.-..----.. --

The analysis of external review mechanisms u~ed at s\~12cted government 
aGencies ~nd orivdio foundations identified a num~er of features which might 
improve LEAA'~ Pl'G~H'(.ln1 development process. TfleSQ fe0tu!C5 Ilave been 
incorpm'a":ed into fill idealized P}'og)'am development P1C1d~~1 for LEAA. If adopt.:c:d, 
this appruach wo~ld increase the breadth of exp2rti~e which assesses possib12 
program pdOI'itit~s ~\t'fol'e implementation decisions :11"0 I:ladf~'. It \'JOuld also 
insure th.lt evaluntilms were conducted as pt'ograois i'lel'S b~'in9 implemented, 
rather thiltl only as rOllO\'i-UP studies aftel~ the ft1d. fr. disadvantage of thl=': 
approach is thtn: C1exibility to initiate progl'ams fn1lH('diately cou1d be 
)'educed, if the pr(K'C,~; \l/m'8 al\>mys followed. 

The p roposl~d p !'\i9ri,l1ll development process is dll i111i!~lill Olil? ha vi ng three 
major ph..lscs. TI:;' ... ~ al'e: 

0 del/\; 1 opm~lnt dnd choice of progt'am priot'ities; 

Of deve 1 OPnti'llt emt! choice of pj'ograms for imp 1 ("hC;) ta t: i 0;1; and 

" progl'am 'j:l:p'i ementati on and review. 

The ldvice 0f 0~\tside experts would be solicited J0ring each phase and 
incorporated into LEi\.i\ l s planning, implementation dnd lTl('nitm'ing activities. 
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Grant Review ---'---
Although the l'i"t~,(\ study analyses identified a i1lQ,;h:1' of fl~atures which 

might improve LEAi\'S j1rogr('m. development process, s1nil[l1' fir.dings did not 
o occur for the gl'ilr;t t'!"v;ev/ mechanism. The case stli1'!Y ~t:su1ts did not indi(:at.l' 

f~hat a l~adical1y d'ii't\)l'cnt 0)' more formal process of 9\'iHltO~ipplication revie\'; 
and a\'~ard woul d ;Plj)l'OVe t'le effect; veness of LEAA i'n;~n'('t!i~'3. :ill\'itWer, it may 
he useful for LEp·i, to conduct a 1 ii;lit.::d expeY'im2nt, tes til',:; such approaches 
to grant review as: a t 

a standiny p~nel of academic ~xperts in tt~ fie~d; 

fo 1'l11a 1 ma'il ;'l:;.vi e\'J by t\;o external :'Jvi SOl'S ~ a~;d 

internal staff review only. 

/\n assessment cOllie; b.! conductGd in parallel with t:his l;AP("~'ili!i.;nt to determitlt; 
whether one approJch is superior to the others. 
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r0view of rcl~v~nt literatur~; 

Jlid 

or impll:FiE:ntat"ie:.rn of action progran:s. Thc! literatUlI' n~viE.:w did, r;0\'l0VGi' , 

assist i~ identifyin~ 
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during the case study ana~yses UGd lat~r tasks. 

Much of the study was concerned with analysis of the specific external 

reViC\'l filE;?chanisr:1s used by sellen ot9anizations: 

. the ~ational Institute of Mental Health1s Center for Studies of 

Crime and ~elinquency; 

iiational Science Foundation, particulal~ly UV~ Heseat'ch J\pplied 

EI1'1; l'onrrh2nta 1 Protecti on Agency, especi ally thr; programs conducted 

by the Office of Research and Development; 

Rehabilitation Services Administration; 

Police Foundation; 

• Ford roundation l s :Jational Affairs Progran; 2i!'ri 

• Carne9ie COl'poi'ation (foundation), pCltticula r'l:.; its Public Affairs 

Fot' each organization Lazar considered such areas as: 

the way in which prosra~s are developed and ~rioi'ities among 

programs are established; 

the administrative regulations foi' 5ubmissiofl. review, approval 

and award of specific grant projects; 

the use of extemal revievJets in the program development and 

grant selection processes; 

the- s tructun"! of tlw exter'fHl. -I revi 0\'1 l1lochani SIll') used; and 

mechanisllls. 

To analyze these topics, Lazar conducted intel~views i'lith a variety of people 

havin~1 diffCl'cnt perspectives on the external revievi pl'OCesses. These 
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individuals included the directo'r's of the organization;; 01' knovdedgeable 

intemediate level officia1s, progl~am officel~::;, extenli'lJ advisors and 

grantees. In addition, each organization designated a liaison who provided 

detailed information on external review procedures as well as relevant 

background datJ on the ins tituti on and its programs. 

These case study analyses permitted identif;catl~H1 of (,everal alternative 

models uS'2d for external review mechanisms. In pract;\:I;:, 0. specific organiza-

tion may 2dopt ar. external reviel'J i71echanism which comhines t\'10 or more of 

these mod~ls. HOI-JeVel', consideration of the models in an at:stract manner 

helps clarify the advantages and disadvantages of vadous approaches. There-

fore, this report: 

describes alternative models for external revi~w mechanisms in 

both the program development and grant review areas (Chapter II); 

c0nsidcr~ several major policy issues related ~o adoption of any 

extet'na 1 revi eVI m2chani sm (Chapter" II 1); 

discusses possible external t'eview uechanis!;l'3 ,,·tjtJ1in the context of 

LEAA activities (Chapter IV); and 
.' 

pt'pst=>nts suqqestions concE!!"ni nq proqram dpvpl (ipment and grant revi eVl 

for LEPv'\ consideration during implementation of any revised advisory 

mechanisms (Chapter V). 
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;\ 1"11'1::<11 ":O;i;,nttet! v:ith decl:~iorl pm'ler has actJidl control over the activi-

ties the ut'qanization con initiate. This extet'mil n~vie\" r:ecllanisr:l vias observed 

only at ~Irivate fGunditions, not at Federal agencies. At the foundations 
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the "c;xtt:'f'llul rr:'Jir!i'ic:r:::' cons'ist of the Soard of Dir'QcLnrs. Consequently, 

thrdr PCj',';.}r' :D control th(J institutioli's prograr;ls SiYlll~ from the Board's 

sp(:cificit11y d:;lerjaLi.:d to an C!xternJl teVieVI mechanisl" in and of itse1f. 

vJhere thl: SCi de; both pt'v'l; des ail O'!t:r'd 11 li fl'atll(MOrk 'If qui dance li (through 

corw;pnts on a;J;wopr'io.:e Founccltion Jctivit;c,;s) and iW~,I'oves each project 

above SS, GOO, thus rJSSUd r~l Uwt its yui dance wi 11 li(~ fi.;eded. r~t Carnegi e, 

the Coal'd of Trust\':f~S hoLls cdl annuill trle-day r,leetir.~l tCJ di scuss prograr;l 

priorities. Although t~e Soard approves all Dtoject~ ahove $15,000, it is 

less fl',,;,iiiar .,./i~h Su.'negie:'s day-to-day opel'ations t::~0n is the Ponce 

Foundatiun l:ioat'd '.'/ith the ?olice Foundation. To son' C'xtent this probably 

refl~cts Jiff2r~~ccs in the ~~o fo~nJation's budgets: Carnegie spends 

approxiiildt r::ly $~5 !~lillion each year, i'''hile Police anocates about $3 million 

annua lly. Consequently, it 't.'Oul d be ;~;cre di ffi cul t fm the Carnegi e Soard 

to be k~8\,iledg(;ab18 at,Qu';: each individual foundation rrojec:. In addition, 

Carnogi0 J s activities are ~~re divorse than those of the Police Foundation. 

Similarly, the size and diversity of tll~ Ford f-odndation pt~ograms 

preclude: detaneJ BoardinvolveinE:nt ir: all aspects of program development. 

AsiJe f)'OrT, a budget l~l~vie~'1 evexy tviO years, the Board usually confines its 

role in progrclil di2veloplilent to assess;nent of vlhethe i ' Ford silould sponsor vvork 

'in an clIt.i t'cly 110\',' in'OJ (cs vlhen it funded the Drug i\buse Council) and to 

silpporting 10C,11 ecunomic d2velopill0nt corporations in ~jhetto a)'eas). 

A foundaticljlSUSe of the Board of Directors for external revie\'J insures 

that reviGwers are familiar with the organization1s goals and operations. 

Indeed, the Board's institutional role of providing po~icy direction requires 

a certain level of understanding of foundation activities and interests. If 
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PG~er lS retained iGternal1y. 

re difficult for 

the o('oaniz<:ttion to nl,h:;::t tnc: n;co:~;!~endl!tions. COI:;;·';" .• ,~nrl.'l, iHI external 

t'O 1 e is 1 i mited to l'ecol!:menda t i on f]O':i2 r. 

TVIO .::q~ncies vlliich make extensiVE; use of forl'~al'nli':rdtth~s with recoi1;menda-

and the: ::nvil'on:,;enLJ1 t1t'l)tl:ction j\o(;ncy (~PA). ~;sr hl" S~',\':),i11 levels of 

A National Sc:ience E~oard sets sc;e:r1c(: policy for tiJ(' Ill'llion and thus ptovides 

general ~olicy g~idance relevant to ~SF'S overall 2ctivities. Major parts 

of NSF, such as the Reseat'ch ,i\pplied to National ileeds U:r'~';in pr'onram, illso 
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a nd t!iI)'r'(~ rIC1 rrowl y c(;f-; fH:d as thr:: com:nit tr;cs are 1 oeil l;(:ri 10',','0 r in the 
" 

orljaniziJtiur:l1i hoil'or'chy. In all CilSI2S Gl.cept the ;iatio!1;:',' Science Board, 

which i.':i ar;pointr.,:.:1 1)/ the; P!'esident and approved by UIP St'.r,dte, US;:' staff 

appoint thu extr.:rr,al n::'/lel'; cC:::';;.i':.te r..::). 7his, a10ri'l \'iitf, the: fact tint the 

at; i 1 Hy tc i1 ttract pub 1 i ci ty for its t'eCO;,,[ilendati on~, w,lJa', l'l decreases as 

thr: SCUp': ()f it:.:: onji1!.iziitio1l11 t'(:'1i(.:\/ responsibili:,'/ rj,'cj'(::c~ses (e.g., it 

:.. 
i 

{ 
I 

• I (:xtwt functlon irjdr~r)t!nd(:ntlj, b.t EPA the con;;i1itV::~e<~ (iI": LC'ing integrated 

\ with H;c;:li](:rship bct';JfH..:n 75 and 100 persons. This [3r),n'cl con':ists of several 

SubcOiilfnittees which provide scientific dnd tc;chnical il'i'lice it, specif'ic 

functionc;l dt'C'<lS. ThQ chair';I;an of bieh subcollll!littop i', Pill't of the Executive 

3. Infuy'nul lIl'lid :iuc ;\l)nr(J(lchl~:; .' _ '" _ "'. ___ . ___ ._ ...... _~._.<o-~~.,~'_~_. ____ ~. ___ :1 .J- .... _~_,.._ ..... __ " •. _ 

f\ variety of in:orw.:!l 01' ad hoc appr'oachcs iH'e \1')(!d 1.0 Gbti1in external 

review in th(~ pt'ogpam develuj)Li£:nt area. Often infoJ'tn}"! upp,~oaches supplement 

mote formal ones vilrich also exist. 
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grant for prepo.ration of a re:::;0i.trch [~tJ(~nda in an at't.'il ':I'li}re it -is consider-

of a forl,al c()r:l~,;tt(~(~. 

h~Clh lr~'/>.:l of staff el.pel~tis2 to be: effectivG. Staff :i,t:!ilbol'S ttr't:; instrumental 

the organizatiotJs "Jhich vii 11 ~1('0par(; thel;] and takinq til.) nucessai'y stGpS to 

to fund 0. specific pro;J']S31. In SCi/it: cases this dc(jr,jrHl ;:; riad(! at an 

earlier }:-roc<;:ssing ~,tage thi.tt', ;:. forillal apiJlicdl.',ion. ;-{}i' (::X'lii~p1e, concept 

papers liWY rccc·ive i1 prel ir:1inJry tGVifM vlhich (:ithe~' Lnr.C)I)r·lDes 0'(' discourages 

, 
wurk 'is fUlHll'rI il, ';1..)(1(;'" '.-lith Ci)fli:iiiiH!d ';UPP,)}'t. r;t,;p'li·I'·r;L IHi cidti',Llctor'y 

for pror.lram devc 1 optnen t a nd grant revi eVI operate ; ndl'l!flncien:~ 1 y of each 

other. To son:e ex tent t11i s OCcUi~S bec(}use most grail t, r('vi C'/ mt:chJni srns 
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con',tlltatlt (ilL (t cu:;t not i'xwedinq ~,5,OOO). If thr; clr:tivity still lc)oks 

proll1isin~f afLe!' Uris !:;tllc1y, it llli.ly be pilot tested ae a funuing level of 

SS(J,OOO Or' so. If till! pilot U!st t'Lsult5 are favot'tlhlr 1 , the Foundation !tIily 

pl'llce\~d to full-sl:ale illlplcm(mtation, at a level of dS Iltuch as $250,000. 
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(:v(:r, it conSlue5 a c8r'tuin ::';~,C;~i;lt o· staff ti::1e, b"C;lWf~ il ;Jroj8ct v,'hich is 

Zlp;H'ovals. Thi:; hdj iJ.ccount 'f01' tile fact that most pf j.ht~ orgar.izations studied 

2. v,ith L'e:::'/i'i:endation ;'.utnO(l L; 
...,---~-~--------~~- , 

grant a;JI"'lication in tern;s of overal1 technica1 r::eri+ .. t:PP"oval by a second 

applicat1cn can te funced. t-:c\·:evcr, t1C Council ra(cly \'litnholds approval of 

'drallt a~t:lications v:hic!l ha\/e been favorably reviel·!I:-;d. 

!\lthouljI1 the r2viG\,; CO:::lrlittees r.lust approve an app i 'icat;ion before it 

can be funded, such approval does no: assure funding. If the Centerls budget 

..,lill not permit fll/iding of all i1;Jpi'oved applicatior:'), !"!l"Jje:..:ts ay'e usually 

funded in Jl'der 0;' tne ratings 'chey received from ttlP. re'Jie'.! committee. 

l'lhid causf'S the CC:l1L0t"S ~ir(\nt n::view !l1i.:chanism to h' classified as one I'Jhere 

external advisors have recQl:;i'lcndation authority, rath(~t' thcl:l final decision 

power over proposed projects. It should be noted, however. that the external 

reViC\'i mc:chtlnism does provlt:~~ a "veto power l1 for re'lie\~2t's: a project which 
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is not JPpl~o'J(.;G by the c:xternal rev; 0',1I3r5 cannot be funrlc,d lmciCt' any 

conditions. 

to 0bta i n externJ 1 r'[:vi O'tl of ']:"c:nt appl i cati ons. Th"~sC' a;-Ifll'oaches ~anged 

to decide vlr.cth(:!(' tin dp[::licution should t'f.:ceive ext.'r'pill )'(~iiew nnd, if so, 

by v/hon:, to d mort? sttuctl.i:"e;J sjster; \·her2 a certai 11 n:JP':)f~l' of external 

reViE:'.'IS art..:! re:quir8i an.:: proc~c!'Jces for selecting n~J;U:i:t~ are specified. 

fl.: th2 ;;at"lonu; Scier.cE! rOundE:.ti;:H; unsolicited ~Ji'iH,t cl::.plications may 

be t'evil2 .. (;d in a nu:nbe:" of ':Jays, incliJding by panels ':i~lich !'leet to discuss 

them, t:lroJgh site visi".:;::; to -:.:h2 cDplicants to obtain ~':Oi'? detailed inforr.la-

a functicn cf the Jon2lt aLQ!..;nt and quality of the r1(1,~!ic]~icn, i'lith larger 

reCOH'i:Grlcations at0 lls~ally follo\'Je:d. If the revie,-::;; an:: mixed, NSF staff 

has consider3.ble ciiscretio;~. Staff n,ay, for examplt':, $~I~F]C~t that the applicant 

n:odify the Pl'oposJ,l to i':2e:: any cl~iticisms i'aised bv t!lI' i'p':;eivers, l~eject til,; 

applic~tion or quietly discourJge any further pursuit uf the project. 

The EnvifonI,;(~nta 1 Pi~otection Age:tcy has a sorne\'iha t. f.lUr'£; structured, but 

still ad hoc. approach to grant review ~y external advislJfS. An unsolicited 

proposal I'eceives ~ mail teViei'l by thl'ee people. T'.":) 10viedel's Jre selected 

by the EPt-'\ labol~atofY viorking in the proposal IS sub.i(;ct :)['e.:t. The third 

reviewer is chosen by the vJashington, 8. C. office f:'Q\; a standing list of 

experts in environ:!lenta 1 pt'otecti on r::atters. 
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fields, they t~(::iL.~"e a staff liaison \';110 can deal wittl ti~,:;;" intelligently, 

di~lomJtical1y 3n~ as eq~als. 

T ~~ . , 
the reviewers! 

9ui dunce and eX});::;l ci se of the external feV"} ev;ei~S :::ay 1;.:1':-2 1 ittl e impact on 

agency activities. 

Un 1; ke fGl'ii:a I externJ 1 tevi ew mechani sms, \,lhi ell can be structured so 
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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 revie\v 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 revie'tl committee 1l1-2ets periodical1y, the 

staff must prepare for tha+ meeting. While the committee review may create 

a delay if projects would have been revievJed soonel~ by intetnal 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 proc~ssing be 

completed within ninety days. Also, a minimum processing time is implicit. in 

the frequency of committee meetings, when that grant review mechanism is 

used. 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 case of program development, better projects are likely to be 

funded if careful reviews afe made. However, conducting such reviews requires 

a certain amount of time, which may not always be available. The probable 

increases in qual"ity as a result of extel~nal review must be vJei9hed against 

the estimated time needed to obtain such reviews. 

B. H1PACT 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 implica­

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 wiele l~ange of vievlpoints. Use of 

external review mechanisms is one I-JaY of insuring that many perspectives are 

obtained about proposed programs. Such expertise can both supplement and 

counterbalance staff and political opinions concerning the value of varjous 

program activities. 

In addition to providing diverse perspectives on individual program 

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

programs for the organization as a whole. A group responsible for overall 

program development revievi may be able to identify program gaps or overlaps 

which are not obvious when programs are reviewed individually. 

If a formal committee is used for external review, rather than an ad 

hoc process, a continuing dialogue between internal staff and external 

reviewers can emerge. A process of mutual education can lead to development 

of increasingly more relevant comments by the external review~rs and, 

presumably, to better agency programs, if the revi e~."el"S I cOlllments are i ncol"porated 

into agency operations. In addition, if external l"eviev;ers discuss agency 

programs with their peers, a further co~nunications benefit may result as 

more peopl e become aware of agency act; vities. 

The effective use of a formal external review committee depends largely 

on adequate staff preparation. It is important to define the topics which 
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the cOfllnrittee will consider in such a way that useful COllll1lents 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 I comments 

is that cf the National Science Foundation, which commissions preparation 

of research agendas in specific areas. Agenda development l'esponds to 

identified agency needs and provides for careful planning of future activities, 

while requiring a low 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 high technical quality. If a standing committee reviews all 

applications in terms of the same criteria, this may )'educe the level of 

arbi trari ness in the grant se 1 ecti on process. Under ad hoc procedur,es 

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 appl i cants 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 IIclosed li systems, favol"inq knol,l/n appl icants 

from prestigious institutions. Presumably, such discrimination would result 

in less effective overall programs, since innovative projects proposed by rela-

tively unknown individuals would probably not be approved. 

A related problem limiting the effectiveness of formal committees for 

grant review is that reviewers are likely to consider each application 

independently and mainly in terms of technical merit. Consequently, the projects 
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which are approved may have little relevance to agency policy concerns. 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 individual 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 below. 

1. Program Development 

One factor affecting the operation of formal committees for external review 

of program development is the size of the committee. Although a large committee 

can provide representation for a variety of groups, it will probably be unable 

to function effectively except 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 fo~ the umbrella committee as a 

whole. Since the use of subcommittees increases the complexity of advisory 

committee operations and may require substantial effort to coordinate subcommittee 

activities, it 'may be advantageous to have a relatively small advisory'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 . 

Closely related to the issue of committee size ;s determination of indivi­

dual committee members. Organizations with formal external review committees 
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may try to have the'j r membershi p provi de broad representati on across: 

the subject matter are.as 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 

likely to be well-known and highly ~egarded 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 exter'nal 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 ll or, in the 

case of research program review, to IIscience ll ? Although there is no 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. 

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

Inust 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., severa.l yealns), it is also important to introduce II new blood ll into the 

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

. sources of ideas is to stagger the membershi p terms, so that) for example, one­

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

from a relatively small group of persons, the committee may still be a somewhat 

Jlclosed" system, no matter how often nevi members are added . 

Conflict of interest problems may arise if the external reviewers also 

have grants from the organization. The reviewers may recommend expanded 

program activities in areas where they are personally most knowledgeable 
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or in fields where their own institutions specialize. Although individuals 

could be excluded from the external review process if they had a grant from 

the organization, or could be considered ineliqible to obtaiQ.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. Hmvever, per­

mitting participation in both provides for the possibil;'ty 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 pro9ram 

development approaches than for mechanisms using formal committees, since ad 

hoc approaches permit great vari ety and fl exi bil i ty of response. However, 

ad hoc approaches must also consider such factors as the desired size of 

the committee, the representation vlanted on it, to vlhom it should be account­

'able 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 }~evievi is usually 

a more straightforward ptocess than program development, committees may 

sometimes ass i gn speci a 1 rev; ew responsibil ity for subsets of appl ications to 

individual membe'cs. Their comments may form the basis for review and discussion 

by the full committee . 

Although p}~ogi"am development requires face-to-face meetings of external 

advisors, grant review is sometimes done by mail. Tn this case the oPP9rtunity 
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for exchange of ideas among reviewers is lost, 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 O\'m and the agency's mission. External advisors trying to 

"advance science" may rate projects very differently from revieYJers trying 

to help a specific program manager implement a balanced program. 

Members of formal grant \~evie"J committees are often sel ected 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 frOI)l prestigious institutions. Thel'e may also be a tendency 

for reviewers to approve the applications submitted by colleagues from their 

own institutions or by other persons known to the reviewers. Consequently, 

possible ways to minimize the influence of the "old boy school" on the 

grant revi elf! process may need to be cons i dered as committee members are nomi-

nated. 

Conflict of interest problems may also arise during the grant review 

process. Formal rules are often established to preclude an external 

advisor's presence during the review of an application which directly affects 

the advisor. However, to some extent the integrity of individual 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 to withstand pressure from politicians or 

strong lobby groups, even if the proposed activities appear to have little 

merit. If the proposals receive a negative 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 somevlhat more subdued in their criticism of the agency for failure 

to implement the proposed activities. 

External review groups may also sometimes serve as "lobbyists" for an 

organization1s activities. If the organization, or part of it, comes under 

attack, it may be helpful to have a prestigious group of external advisors 

available to help defend the activities they reviewed and supported. 

A~ organization may be more able to use external re~iewers as a buffer 

if formal reVie\'i committees 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 

of arbitrary or incompetent treatment. Consequently, organi zati ons maki n9 

decisions \vhich al~e likely to be controversial may \1ish to establish external 

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

E. SUW~ARY OF ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES 

The major advantages of external review mechanisms include: 

• They expand the expertise of the organization's staff and permit a 
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\'Jic:1~ variety of viewpoints to be obtained. 

p 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 

avtards. 

• 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 agelilcy . 

.. They may become IIclosed systems ll
, presenting only selected viewpoints 

to the agency and supporting only certain types of projects. 

• Grant revievl mechanisms may lead to approval of unrelated individual 

projects, rather than cohesive programs. 

• Program development mechanisms may have little p\~actical 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.:, exte)~nal reviewers are 

unlikely to become sufficiently familiar with agency operations to provide 

relevant comments. Moreover, the lack of adequate staff participation 

may resul tin external rev; e\>/ mechani sms which operate -j n a vacuum, rather 

than as an i ntegl'a"! part of agency acti viti es. Consequently, 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 addition to analysis of external review mechanisms used at selected 

organizations and consideration of associated policy issues, Lazar assessed 

the potential usefulness of these mechanisms to LEAA. Since an approach 

which works well for one organization may be ineffective at another, it is 

important to co~sider the specific environment within which an external 

review mechanism would operate. This chapter presents the results of 

Lazar's assessment of various mechanisms within the LEAAcontext. 

A. CONSIDERATIONS AFFECTING ~1ECHANIS~1 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 advisoty only, and that all 

matters under their consideration should be determined by the agency involved. . " 

Consequently, providing decision power to exteinal reviewers, as occurs at 

some foundations, cannot be done at LEAA. 

The Act also sets forth ceftain structural and procedural requirements 

fOl~ advi SOl~y cOlnm; ttees.· These l'equi rements ; ncl ude: 

• preparat'jC'1l of a written charter, prior to the first committee 

meeting; 

• designation of an agency official or employee as a committee member, 

responsible for attending each m~eting; 

~ provision of adequate adva~ce notice of committee meetings, which 

must be open to the public; and 
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• provision of the minutes of comm5ttee meet"ings, as well as any 

documents made available to the committee, for public inspection 

and copy; ng. 

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 reviel·J 

mechanisms, such as the one used by the Center for Studies of Crime and 

Delinquency, to select grant applications on the basis of high technical 

merit alone would be inappropriate for LEAA. 

Since the agency must deal v/ith 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, I'lhere 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 large-scale support of 

nevi areas. 

Such phased program development processes require somewhat more time 

and effort but result in better designed programs at the point of implemen-

tation. These processes also reduce an agency's financial risk, since 

program flaws al~e 1110re likely to be identified and remedied during the 

planning stages. The advice of external reviewers could be solicited 

throughout the various planning 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 n8\-/ 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 linked 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 EPAls Science Advisory Board, v/ith 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 

revie,·/ mechanisms proposed for LEAA use. An important cOJl'ponent of these 

mechanisms is the LEAA Public Advisory Committee on La\'! Enforcement and 

Criminal Justice. This Committee would have between fifteen and twenty 

members., with varyin~ 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 representation on the Public Advisory Committee is 

presented in Figure 1. 

Committee members woul d be appoi nted by the Attorney General. Initi ally, 

a 11 members coul d be appoi nted 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 COMt~ITTEE REPRESEnTATION 

(Note: The Committee would also have one member 
who was an LEAA employee). . 

Characterization* 

(POlice (academic) 
I 

lCourts (academic) 

Corrections (academic) 

Management (academic) 

Police (practitioner) 

Courts (practitioner) 

Corrections (practitioner) 

Legislative (practitioner) 

IManagement (practitioner) 

Federal Government Official 
I 
lstate Government Official 

iLocal Government Official 

Business 

Prob 1 el11s of v.,IOmen 

Problems of minorities 

TOTAL 
I 

!*Either past or p~~sent experience. 
I 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

18 
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there would be cO'1tinuity of Committee perspective as \~'ell 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 conments 

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 I'lill 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 effectively as possible. 

To meet these diverse needs, LEAA vlill require a variety of ad hoc mechanisms 

for obtaining external review as well as the ability to assimilate the 

information provided. Assistance with these tasks could be obtained from 

a knowledge review and synthesis grantee or contractor, which could analyze 

top; cs recommended for further' study and, if necessal'Y, convene panel s 

of experts to advise on the proposed 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 is important 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 

SIJGGESTIO~!S FOR LEAA 

USE OF EXTERNAL REVIE\~ 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 evaluations were conducted as programs were 

being implemented. rather th~n only as follow-up studies after the fact. 

A disadvantage of the approach is that flexibility 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 followlng sections. These are:. 

• major stages of the process; 

_.management requirements; and 

• description of the specific steps of 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 pr6grams 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 implementation. Topics 

might include "Crime in the Schools lJ
, "Alternatives to Incarceration", or 

II Employment of Ex-Offenders If. A short (fi ve pages ot 1 ess) 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 list 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. Develo~ment and Choice of Programs for Implementation. This stage 

requires priority program areas to be carefully analyzed, so that decisions 

~vi th regard to implementation can be reached. Detailed state of knowledge 

reviews are conducted and program agenda options 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 for ptogram implementation are made. 

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

implementation 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. t-1anagement_ 

The proposed program development approach requires a manaqement struc-

t~re 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; 

o Public Advisory Committee on La\'/ Enforcement and Criminal Justice; 

~ Office of Planning and Management; 

• a "knowledge revievi and synthesis" grantee or contr'actor; 

LEAA's program offices; and 

• grantees and contractors who participate in pr09ra~ implementation. 

The specific program development activities of each group are discussea 

below. 

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

including the Administrator, Deputy Administrators and Assistant Administrators. 

This group would have final decision authority on all prog)~am development 

matters. It would 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 development decisions. Examples of decisions include: 

e Hhich of numerous candidates for "priority program" status should 

be subjected to a detailed state-of-knowledge review and to program 

agenda development? 

~ Which programs should be implemented and with what modifications? 

• What modifications sh0uld be made in programs, based on evaluation 

results? 

b. LEAA Public Advisory Committee on Law En.fOl~cement and Criminal Justice. 

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

on a wide ranqe of topics~ including: 
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FIGURE 2 

POSSIBLE MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE 

FOR LEAA PROGRAM 

DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

-----1 LEAA Administration 

I Office of Planning and Management I I and Crimi nal 
I Justice 

I 
1- _ --' __ . 

I I 

I 
I L __ ~ 
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./'" 
LEAA Program V 
Offices 

Program Participant 
Grantees and Contractors --- --

-1 

- - - - Information exchange and/or coordination 

• , tvlanagement flow 

Knowl edge 
RevievJ and 
Synthesis 
Grantee or 
Contractor 
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• Whi.ch candidates for "priority program ll status should be further 

developed, and later, which should be implemented? 

• 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: 

• revi ew of pri ori ty opti ons developed by progl"am off; ces; 

• . presentation of options to the LEAA Administration and the 

Public Advisory Committee; 

• coordination of Public Advisory Committee activities; 

o selection and monitoring of a grantee or contractor to conduct 

brief state of knO\</ledge reviews of initial program priority 

options, detailed state of knowledge studie~) program agenda 

option reviews, and evaluation designs; 

o review and coordination of program implementation options 

developed by LEAA program offices; 

e presentation of implementation options to the LEAA Administra~ion 

and Public Advisory Committee; 

o co 11 aborati on with program offi ces on deve 1 oplOent of imp 1 ementati on 

guidelines for new program initiatives; and 

• preparation of program implementation assessments 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 \'/e11 as 

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 evaluation 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 
").0:(' 

be required to support these activities (ten studies at $4&6,000 each plus 

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

is a relatively small amount in compal~ison with certain other agencies. 

At the National Science Foundation. for example, as much as 25% of program 

dollars may be expended on program development and utilization planning. 

d. Knowledqe 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 

program development; 

• synthesize the work carried out by subgrantees or subcontractol"s 

who develop state of knowledge studies, program implementation 

option reviews and evaluation designs; and 



L 
I 

• 
1 
l~ 
j 
1 
~ 

I 
• 

t 

- 42 -

• synthesize results of LEAA evaluation studies related to program 

development initiatives and activities. 

The grantee or contractor would necessarily make broad use of expert 

7ultant panels as it performed these functions. 

In additi on,) subgtantees or subcontractors woul d be engaged to 

conduct analyses of the progtam development areas selected by the LEAA 

Administration as possible candidates for implementation. Such analysis 

would inc'Jude: 

• 

a detai1ed 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, pteparation of'a detailed 

evaluation methodology . 

To perfonn these tasks would necessarily require broad use of expert consultant 

panels in various topic areas of interest. 

e. LEAA's Program Offices. LEAA's program offices would be involved 

in the initial progtam development efforts through: 

developmen~ of program priority options; 

review of brief state of knowledge papers; 

identification of areas for which detailed program development 

action plans are needed; 

development of program implementation options; and 

collaboration in the development of progtam designs and 

evaluation designs. 
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When a program area reached 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 implementation 

approach used by some offices. 

f. Program Participant Grantees and Contractors. Once a program has 

been selected for implementation} a variety of grantees 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 previous1y, the proposed program development process has 

three stages. The first two stages involve 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 pl~ocess 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 Cl10ice of Proqram Prioritic:s (Sta!1(~.11.. 

b. 

Develop Program Priority Options: This vlould be accomplished by the 

LEAA program offi ces, and opti ons \'Ioul d be revi e'lJed by the Offi ce of 

Planning and Management (OPM). External advice could be obtained 

from a val"iety of experts, including those associated 'Ilith the knm'l­

ledge review and synthesis grantee or contractor. 

Conduct Bri ef State of Know' edge Revi e'lIS for Pr'ogram Pri ori ty Opti ons : 

These rev; e\'1S waul d be prepared by the kno'l,l edge rev; ew and synthes is 

grantee or contractor, relying heavily on .the use of expert advisor 

consultants. The reviews would be brief (five pages or less) and 

would focus on providing information relevant for determining whether 

the particular program area could and should be developed further. 

Determine Policy Priorities: Using the state of knoy{\edge reviews as 

well as other information, OPM and the LEAA program offices would 

develop recommended policy pri~rities and present them to the LEAA 

Administration for discussion. After making any necessary changes, 

aPM would present the recommended priority areas to the Public Advisory 

Committee. That presentation would focus on areas where the value of 

further program development seemed most unce~tain and, therefore, 

outside advice c0uld be most useful. The comments of the Public 

Advi sory Commi ttee \oJoul d be revi ewed at the next program development 
" 

meeting of the LEAP, Administration. At that time a final set of 

program pri ori ty optj ons. \,joul d be chosen. 

Development and Choice of Progl'ams for Implenl§l.1..tation (Stage II). 

Formul ate Pl"ogram Development Act; on Pl an: The LEAA program off; ces 

\'1ould prepare plans for developing specific prog\'ams for the priority 

al'eas i dentifi ed in Stage 1. If necessary, the knowl edge revi ew 
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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 initiatives as 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 obj ecti ves process as vlell as to rev; evi and modi fy the 

action plan for program development. This plan would be reviewed 

with appropriate LEAA program offices before it was finalized. 

Conduct Detailed State of Knowleage Reviews and Develop Program 

Options and Evaluation Approaches: The knowledge review and synthesis 

grantee or contractor would, in cooperation with aPM 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 culnlinate with program analysiS reports. 

A synthesis of all work done in various program areas would also be 

prepared for distribution to the LEAA Administration and Public 

Advi sory Committee. 

Develop Program Implementation Options: Usinq the analysis provided 

by the kno\:Jledge review and synthesis grantee or contractor, LEAA 

program offices would develop a set of options fo)' 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 Adv'isory Committee. 

B. GRANT REVIEH 

The results of the case study analyses did not indicate that a radically 

different or more formal process of grant application 'c"evieN and award would 

improve the effectiveness of LEAA programs. As discussed previously, numerous 

approaches to grc:nt 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 

parti cul arly true 'j n vi ew of the fact that LEAA is a mi ssi on-Of"i ented 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 limited 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 "prog'ram 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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~ LEAA staff and appropriate external advisors, as described in the preceding 

section of this report. 



'. 




