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', PREFACE

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration has be§n>review-
ing its procedures for program development and grant rév{ew to assess
whether changes might increase the overall effectiveness of'égency
programs. One area of particular interest has been whethér revised
external feview mechanisms would be of value. To increase its knéw—
ledge of these méchahisms, LEAA commissioned The Lézar Institute to
study the use of external advisors»by selected Federal agenciég anq
private foundations.

The specific objectives of the study were:

e to ascertain how external review mechanisms are used by
selected institutions; :

e to describe alternative models for using external advisors
in both program development and grant review, along with
the advantages and disadvantages of these models;

e to assess the potential utility of these various external
review mechanisms to LEAA; and

e L0 provide suggestions to LEAA concerning possible revi-
sions in present program development and grant review
mechanisms.

The study has led to the development of two documents, a final
report and this compilation of case studies. The final report, enti-
tled "External Review Mechanisms: A Study of Their Role in Program

V‘DeVe]opment and Grant Review,':

e describes alternative models for external ?evieW'mecha—
nisms in both the program development and grant review
areas; , ' - , -

e considers several major policy issues related to adoption
of any external review mechanism;
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e discusses possible external review mechanisms within
the context of LEAA activities; and
e presents suggest1ons concerning program deve]opment
and grant review for LEAA consideration during imple-
mentation of any revised advisory mechanisms.
These case studies analyzed the specific external review mechanisms

used by seven organizations:

e the National Institute of Mental Health's Center for
Studies of Crime and-Delinquency;

e National Science Foundation, particularly the Research
-~ AppTied to National Needs (RANN) program;

e Environmental Protection Agency, especially the programs
conducted by the Office of Research and Development;

‘e Rehabilitation Services Administration;
e Police Foundation;
e Ford Foundation's National Affairs Program; and ?

e Carnegie Corporation (foundation), particularly its Public
Affairs Program.

For each organization Lazar considered such areas as:

e the way in which programs are developed and priorities
among programs are established;

e the administrative regulations for submission, review,
approval and award of specific grant projects;

e the use of external reviewers in the program develop-
ment and grant selection processes;

e the structure of the external review mechanisms used; and

e the advantages and d1sadvantages resulting from the externa1
review mechanisms.

To ana1yze these topics, Lazar conducted interviews with a variety oF'k
people hav1ng different perspectives on the external review processes.
~ These individuals included the directofs of the organizations or'kndw¥
Tedgeable intermediate 1eve1 officials, program offiéeré,kextefnal adi
visors énd gfantees In add1t1on, each organization des1gnated a 11al-‘

son who prov1ded deta11ed 1nformat1on on externa1 review procedures as
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well as relevant background data on the institution andiits program.
The authors would 1ike to thank all those who tried to help us

develop accurate, useful case studies. If we‘succeeded, it 1is 1arge1y

due to their efforts. Any rema%n%ng errors of fact or judgment~are

solely our responsibility.
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CENTER FOR STUBIES OF CRIME AND DELINQUENCY
| NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF MENTAL HELATH

INSTITUTIONAL SETTING

The National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH) is part of the
Alchohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Administration of HEW's Pub]ic‘
Health Service. The mission of NIMH is to deve]bp scientific knowledge |
of factors which affect mental health and apply this knowledge in treatment
and preventive services. To carry out this‘mission, NIMH plans and adminis;
ters a national program which includes a wide range of biomedical and
behavioral science fields.

NIMH's Center for Studies of Crime and Delinquency was created in
October 1968 to unify and focus the research on crime and delinquency wh%ch
had been supported by various agency divisions for nearly twenty years.

The Center supports efforts to understand and deal with mental health
problems refTectéd in deviant, maladaptive, aggressive and violent behaviors
that frequently result in criminal and juvenile offenses. CUrrent Centek
priorities include:

o development of treatment models in a variety df

community settings for children who persistently
engage in delinquent and related problem behaviors; -
® éupport of studies leading to development of impkoved
criteria for decision-making related to difficult law
and mental health issues, such’as determination of
compétency td stand trial, hénd1ing of~menta11y i1l or
defective juvenile and criminal offenders, and invo]—

untary civil commitment of the mentally i11;
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e support of basic research contributing to understanding
individual violent behavior; and

e support of Tongitudinal studies to explore thé relation-
ship between delinquent behaviors and adjudicated
delinquency, to determine points of intervention which

could avert progress toward serious crimes.

The Center has six professibna] staff members, .and awarded $3.6
million in research grants and $1.6 million in training grants in fiscal
year 1975. It awards grants to educational institutions, public and private
non-profit agencies, mental health facilities, and hospitals. Individuals
enrolled in graduate programs 1in crime and delinquency are eligible for

the Center's research training fellowships.

ADVISORY COMMITTEES

There are two advisory committees which are formally charged with
participation in grant application review:
e the Crime and Delinquency Review Committee; and

e the National Advisory Mental Health Council.

While program development at the Cente} is a staff function, the
review committee, as noted below, has some input into that process. The
Crime and Delinquency Review Committee meets three times a yeér to per%orm
the key role of conducting a scientific and qualitative review of grant
proposals. The’Committe usually cohsists of ten members who serve
over1apping'terms of up to four years. A 11$t of current memberskis
1nc1uded‘1n Appendix C. Since the Center receives proposals from a
wide range of academic disciplines, including Jaw, psychiatry; sociology,
psycho1ogy,‘crimino1ogy, education, and othefs, the Committeekinc1udes

\YEXperts'frOm'severa1 fields.



.Committee members are formally nomfnated by the Executive Secretary,

a professional staff person at the Center whg assumes responsibilit

for the operation of the Committee in addftion to other duties. The
Executive Secretary receives suggestions for nominees from a variety

of sources, including other Center and NIMH staff, professional pub-
Tications, and professional contactsS While factors contributing to

a diverse membership are important at the Center, all nominees MUst meet
higﬂ étandards of scientific and professional competence.

Nomination packages are submitted for each nominee. These inc1ﬁde

the expert's resume and other documentation which justify the nomination.
The Center's nominees must be approved by a committee of NIMH deputy:
directors and are formally appointed by the Secretary of Health, Educatxon,
and Welfare. Nominees who are members of another NIMH standing committee,
or who have served in that capacity within the past year, are ineligible
- for appointment to the Center's review committee.

The Center seeks to avoid control of the Committee by any group by
including qualified men and women from a variety of universities, geographic
areas, and minority groups. In the past the Crime and Delinquency Review
‘,Committee members were }he most prestigious and best-established people
in the crime and delinquency fields. More recently, the Center has moved
away from that bias to include very rompetent peop]é in the early and middle
~years of their careers who may be more sympathetic to unknown researchers
and innovative proposals. |

For the past three years,~peop1e holding Center grants ha}e nqt been
appointed to serve on the Committee, although people who received Erants in
the past have been eligible. Few Committee members have’submittedkgraht |

: épp1ications during their tenure. When applications have beenrsubmitted by
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members, the Executive Secretary has formed a special committee to review
them.  Committee members may not participate in review of applications from
their own universities. When other conflicts of interest arise, members
are expected to inform the Executive Secretary of the problem and exclude
themselves from the proceedings.

The National Advisory Mental Health Council advises the Director of'NIMH,
the Administrator of the Alchohol, Drug Abuse and Mental Health Administra-
tion (ADAMHA) and the Secretary of the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare regarding the policies and programs of the’Department in the field
of mental health. A1l projects approved for funding by the various: NIMH
review committees, including the Crime and Delinquency Review Commit‘ee,
must also be approved by the Council before they are eligible for fundiqg.
The Council rarely reverses a Review Committee decision. However, the |
Counci] members may give special attention to proposals on which the
Committee's vote represents a strong split, or which raise important policy
issues or which may be of special interest to them.

The Council consists of the Director of NIMH, the Chief Medical
Officer of the Veterans' Administration or his representative, and a medical
officer selected by the Secretary of Defense, as ex officio members; six
outstanding medical or scientific experts on the study, diagnosis, or treat-
ment of psychiatric disorders, and six other Teaders in fundamental sciences,

- medical sciences, or public affairs. Current members are listed in Appendix
D.- Members are appointed for over]apping‘four-year terms, and are ineligible

for»reappointment within one year after completing a term.

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

Determination and periodic review of the Center's research priorities

are staff functions, with considerable input from research producers and
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users. Although no formal process guarantees that opinions of experts out-
side the Center will be solicited during program development at the Center,
several means are emrioyed to secure these opinions. For example, part of
the agenda of each Crime and Delinquency Review Committee meeting is set
aside for discussion of the Center's research priorities. Consideration of
individual grant applications may lead to a discussion of the "state of the
Art" and areas where research efforts should be pursued.

Committee members may also notice gaps among the proposals the Center
has received where existing research is inadequate or where there fs a lack
of interest. In these instances a member may encourage submission of needed -
proposals, or suggest the names of researchers who may be interested in
these areas to the Center's staff so that they may encourage applications.
In addition, opinions of experts who are not Committee members are sojiéited‘b

on an ad hoc basis in letters sent out periodically by the Center's Director.

GRANT SELECTION PROCESS

At the Center for Studies of Crime and Delinquency, prospective
applicants are encouraged to consult with Center staff, and to submit
- outlines or draft proposals, before submitting formal gr&nt applications.
During this pre-application phase professional staff members discourage
proposals of poo?‘qua]ity or outside the Center's areas of interest, and
encourage and assist in developing promisingyproposa1$.

A1l formal proposa]k are received by NIMI's Division oF‘Rosoarch
Grants.  This office‘refers grant appWicétians concerning crime and’
de]ihquency, law and mental health, and individual violent behavior to -
the Center. There, the professional staff review the applications for;

~completeness and form. ' The Executive Secretary assigns primary and

secondary reviewers from among interested and qualified Review Committee
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members to prepare detailed critiques of the proposed project. When the
subject area of an application is outside the expertise of any committee
member, consultants may be hired to act as primary and secondary reviewers.
Approximately one month before the Committee meeting, each member receives
copies of all applications to be considered.

At the meeting each proposal is considered in detail by the Committee
members, with the primary and secondary reviewers leading the discussion.
Center staff may answer questions from Committee members about proposals,
but st?ff memberé do not act as advocates for proposals and have ho formal
role af the Committee meetings. However, staff does provide guidelines
to be gsgq by the reviewers in considering proposals (see Appendix A).

thﬁ;én application has been discussed sufficiently to provide a
basis for consensus, a member moves for a recommendation for approval,
disapproval, or deferral of the proposal. Members vote on the motion.
Applications approved by the majority receive a numerical rating by the
Committee members, according to their own ideal scales of merit and overall
quality, not in comparison with the other applications.

A Vote to defer the application occurs when the available information
provides an inadequate basis for decision. In these cases, further informa-
tion or clarification is obtained from the applicant or.through a site visit,
and the application is considered at the next meeting. If the Committee
believes that the required inform;tion can be obtained in time to make a
recomuendation for the next National Ainsory Mental Health Council meeting,
they may defer the application for a mail ballot.

The Center's professional staff prepares summaries of the app]icat{ons
considered by the Review Committee and Committee members' criticisms.
Summaries of applications receiving split votes must include strengths and

weaknesses pointed out by majority and minority reviewers. These summaries
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are sent to the National Advisory Mental Health Council, whose approval
is a statutory requirement for funding of a project. After the Council
vote, applicants whose proposals .have been rejected are notified of that
outcome and of the reasons for the decision. Reviewers' suggestions for
improving an approved project are provided to successful applicants.
Approved projects are usually funded in order of the Review Committee's
numerical scores. However, the staff'mayﬂ%ééommend changes in this order, -
due to programmatic considerations. Such changes musf be approved by the
Director of Nlﬂgfs Division of Special Mental Health Programs, of which
the Center is a part. A project may be approved but not funded, as a
result of Center Budgetary constraints. - Such a project remains eligible

for funding during the next three review cycles {about one year).

PROCESS ASSESSMENT

There are a number of advantages and disadvantages to the mechanisms
used by the Center for Studies of Crime and Delinquency to solicit advice
from outside experts concerning program development and grant review. Major
advantages include: |

e The interdisciptinary nature of the Crime and Delinquency

Review Committee permits each proposal to be considered
from a wide breadth of perspectives.

e All applications receive an outside review by a committee
with diversé membership, reducing the oppcrﬁunity for
arbitrary treatment of potential grantees.

e The use of a committee format provides opportunities

‘for experts to educate each other and resolve disagree-
ments about the worth of specific studies to’an extent not
possible if onTy individual reviews are made, with no

opportunity for exchange ofkideas.
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Qutside advisors often have greaterktechnical expertise than
in~house staff.

Collaboration among expert reviewers during the review process
and site-visits frequent]y results in suggestions for improving
an abproved project.

The use of a committee filter provides a buffer against attempts
by members of Congress and other part1§ans to apply political

pressure in the grant selection process.

Major disadvantages include:

The process is a lengthy one, about eight to ten months from |
submission of formal application to receipt of first check.
Therefore, it is difficult to support any Projecf which must
be initiated quickly in order to be completed successfully.
The experts who are best qualified to evaluate proposals

as Review Committee members are often also the best researchers.
As a result, advisoks and grantees are usually well-known to
each other, and are sometimes the same people. Therefore
"cTubbiness" and possible conflicts of interest cou]dkresu]t.
It is difficult to 1mp1emeht program priorities, since the
funding process is oriented toward selecting the best of

the'grant applications which are received. Cohsequently, a

proposal of crucial substance may not be funded. if its
quality score is not a high one.

'kAcademically rigorous types of research are more 1iké1y to

be funded than less rigorous projects.



CRIME AND DELINQUENCY REVIEW COMMITTEE
REVIEWER'S GUIDE

Reserach Grant

. DESCRIPTION (Prepared by the Primary Reviewer)

The description should provide a clear and concise summary of the proposal,
as presented by the applicant. This would usually include a summary of

the rationale, specific aims and objectives, sampling procedures, research
design and methods, data analysis plan, and purported relevance and signifi-
cance. It should also include pertinent information regarding the back-
ground and experience of the investigators, related research conducted

by the applicants, and budget.

HUMAN SUBJECTS (Prepared by Primary ggg_Secohdary Rgviewers)

This section should summarize the proposed procedures as they may involve the
use of human subjects and specifically address the adequacy of procedures
relative to the protection ¢f the rights and welfare of these subjects.

{the Human Subjects Review form ADM-440 outlines some of tha relevant
considerations, elgl, risks, informed consent, special populations, etc.)

CRITIQUE (Prepared by Primary and Secondary Reviewers)

The critique should present a cr1t1ca1 d1scuss1on of the relative strengths
and weaknesses of the proposal. This would include (but not be limited to)
such considerations as conceptualization, evidence of knowledge of the
related literature and research, adequacy of the research design- and methods,
qualificatjons of the investigator and project staff, adequacy of resources
.- and facilities, appropriateness of the budget, and general relevance to the
crime and delinquency field. If the application is for renewal of a grant,
the critique should include an evaluation of progress.

RECOMMENDATION (Made by Primary and Secondary Reviewers)
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APPENDIX B
SUMMARY OF GRANT REVIEW
FISCAL YEAR 1975

DATA

Ttem

Center for Studies of
Crime & Delinquency

National Institute of

Mental Health

Number of applications
received’

Number of applications
reviewed by outside
advisors

Number of applications
approved

76

76

16

1600

1600

700

Total dollar value of
approved grants

Smallest grant

Largest grant

$1.4 million*
$13,000*
$222,000%

$24.7 million
$5,000 ’
$310,000

Number of external
reviewers

Number of outside advi-
sors on standing review

19 (approx.)

180 (approx.)

panels 9 150 (approx.)
Number of standing |
review panels 1 16

Number of panel

meetings per year 3 3

Length of each meeting 3 days 2 1/2 days
Term of panel members 2 to 4 yeafs 2 - 4 years

% First year:tota1‘d1rect costs.

wer e e B R RN a

e e e g W

P
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_ APPENDIX C
CRIME AND DELINQUENCY REVIEW COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Ralph K. Schwitzgebel, Ed.D., J.D. (Chairman)
Lecturer on Psychology

Harvard Medical School

Boston, Massachusetts 02115

William S. Agras, M.D.
Professor of Psychiatry
School of Medicine

Sanford University
Stanford, California 94305

Ernest M. Bernal, Jr., Ph.D.

Associate Professor

Division of Bicultural-Bilingual Studies
University of Texas

4242 Piedras Drive East

San Antonio, Texas 78285

Alfred Blumstein, Ph.D.

Professor of Urban Systems and Operations Research
School of Urban and Public Affairs

Carnegie-Mellon University

Schenley Park, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15213

Lucy M. Cohen, Ph.D.

Associate Professor

Department of Anthropology

The Catholic University of America
Washington, D. C. 20017

Travis Hirschi, Ph.D.

Visiting Pinkerton Professor

School of Criminal Justice

State University of New York

1400 Washington Avenue, Albany. New York 12203

Gerald D. Suttles, Ph.D.

Professor, Department of Sociology

State University of New York

Stoney Brook-Long Island, New York 11790

Joan S. Wa11ace Ph.D.
Deputy Execut1ve Director, Nat1ona1 Urban League
500 East 62nd Street, New York, New York 10021

Carol A. B. Warren, Ph.D.

Assistant Professor, Department of Sociology
- University of Southern California

Los Angeles, California 90007
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APPENDIX D
NATIONAL ADVISORY MENTAL HEALTH COUNCIL

: NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF MENTAL HEALTH
ALCOHOL, DRUG ABUSE, AND MENTAL HEALTH ADMINISTRATION

- CHAIRMAN

Brown, Bertram, S.
Director
* National Institute of Menta1 Health
Alchohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental
Health Administration
5600 Fishers Lane
Rockville, Maryland 20852

- MEMBERS

Clements, Jane
1906 Elizabeth Drive
Brownwood, Texas 76801

Rogler, Lloyd H.

Albert Schweitzer University Professor
~ Department of Sociology

Fordham University

Bronx, New York 10458

Taylor, Loren F.
5535 North Camino Real
Tucson, Arizona - 85718

Elkins, Alan M.
Chief of Psychiatry
Maine Medical Center
- Portland, Maine 04102

Raymond, Mary M.
Director of Administration
Pima County Health Department
151 West Congress
Tucson, Arizona 85701

EX OFFICIO

Chase, John D.
Chief Medical D1rector
Department of Medicine and Surgery
Veterans Administration .
Wash;ngton, D C. 20420

Cowan, James R :
Assistant Secretary of. Defense

" (Health and Environment)
~Department of Defense
Washington, D.C. 20301

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY

Plaut, Thomas F. A.

Principal Staff Advisor for
Extramural Programs
Office of the Director, NIMH.
Alchohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental
~ Health Administration
5600 Fishers Lane
Rockville, Maryland 20852

Folch-Pi, Jordi
Director
Scientific Reserach
McLean Hospital-

Belmont, Massachusetts “02178

Rockefeller, Jearnette t
2502 Canterbury Lane East, #310
Seattle, Washington 98112

Treadway, C. Richard
Associate Vice Chancellor
for: Medical Affairs .

Vanderbilt University
Room D-3300 =
Nashville, Tennessee 37232

Keller, Suzanne
Professor
Department of Sociology
Princeton University
Princeton, New Jersey 08540

EX OFFICIO ALTERNATE

Baker Joseph J.
Dwrector Mental Health and Behavioral
Scwences Service
Veterans' Administration Centra1
Office (112F)

Washington, D.C. 20420

,‘Steyn, Rolf W.

Head, Psych1atry Branch
Bureau of Medicine and Surgery
Navy Department (Code 313)
Washington, D.C. 20372



RESEARCH APPLIED TO NATIONAL NEEDS PROGRAM
NATIONAL SCIENGE FOUNDATION

INSTITUTIONAL SETTING -

The National Science Foundation (NSF) was established in 1950 to
initiate and support basic research in the sciences. The National Science
Foundation Act, as amended, charges NSF with responsibility to subport
fundamental scientific research, support and oversee Targe-scale research
facilities and programs, support research applied to national needs,
strengthen the 1nfrastructure of science, 1mprove science educat1on, and
support analyses to aid in developing policy recommendations. i

NSF has one administrative directorate, and six with specific scientific

fields. The Research Applied to National Needs program (RANN), part of

NSF's Research Applications Directorate, was established in 1971 to:

increase the use of science and technology in solving selected

national problems:

- imprové the return on the nation's 1nvestment‘1n~goVernment-

'ksponsored scientific research and promote greater utilization of
research reSu1ts;

- shorten the lead times between basic scientific discoveries and
relevant appTications; |

- provide early warning of potent1a1 natwona1 problems, and 1n1t1ate
research useful in avo1d1ng, m1n1m121nq or so1v1ng such prob]ems, and

- prov1de exper1menta1 resu1ts,,1nformat1on, and policy options to

potent1a1 users -in both the prwvate and pub11c sectors
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Of NSF's $775.4 million budget in FY 1976,’$75e5 million was allocated
to the RANN program. RANN's emphasis on utilization of project results,
and the interdisciplinary character of its undertakings, distinguish it
from other NSF programs.

RANN currently includes four program divisions, each concerned with a

major problem area: |

e Advanced Energy Research and Technology--The enérgykprogram
focuses on development of alternative resources to meet national
energy'requirements.' | |

e Advanced Environmental Research and Technology--RANN's environmental
concerns include determining the environmental effects of energy
production and consumption, developing environmental managementi‘
concepts and tools, and alleviating threats to natural and man-made
environments.

e Advanced Productivity Research and Technology--The productivity '
division concentrates on providing new and improved technology
to improve delivery of goods and services, particularly inkthe
public sector.

e Exploratory Research and Problem Assessment--The principal concerns
of this program are the study of the immediate and long-range effects
of technology introduction, extension, or modification; and examina-
tion of the pbtent1a1 of scientific and technical advances'in order |

- to promote their deve1opment‘and utilization by users. |
k More specifié descriptions of these RANN program e]ements'are‘1isted in -
Appendix’A. |
In addition to these‘diVisions, the Research Applications Direcfbrate's

kIntergovernmentaT Science and Reégarch Utilization Program~comp1ements
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RANN's activities by increasing State and local capability to use sciencé
and technology in decision-making processes, providing user perspective
on RANN programs, and deveioping procedures and programs to promote
utilization of RANN research results.

The RANN program is conducted primarily through grants and contracts
to colleges, universities, public or private laboratories, State and
local governments, and other profit and non-profit ofganizations. Researchers
without organizational affiliation may also submit proposals, but awards
to individuals are rare. | |

Figure 1 iliustrates the organization of the RANN program. The
program managers, who-are primarily responsible for awarding and ménaging
grants and contracts, are highly educated and generally have had consigerable
work eXperience in government, industry, or academic institutions.
Appendices B and C present the findings of the General Accounting Office's
1974 study of the educational level and work experience of RANN's "key
personnel", including the Assis*ant Director for Research Applications
(AD/RA) and deputies, division directors, office directors, and program
managers. The AD/RA who is assisted by the deputies, 15 responsible for
the overall activities of the Directorate and supervises the division and
office managers. These staff in turn direct the work of the program managers.
‘Although the divisions and offices listed in Appendix C do not represent
RANN's current organization, the findiﬁgs concerning the qualifications
of thé‘professiona1 staff'remain;substantia]]y accurate éccording to RANN
officials.

ROLE OF ADVISORS

L
Three types of standing committees are instrumental in program develop-

~ment and/or grant app1jcation review in thekRANN program:
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§ The National Science Board;
e The RANN Advisory Committee; and

e The Advisory Panels to each program division.

The National Science Board

This board was created by the National Science Foundation Act of 1950
to determine the Foundation's policies. In practice, the Board has reserved
policy-making authority in some areas, and delegated this responsibility
to the Director in others. The Board is composed of the Director; of the
Foundation as an ex officio member with full voting privileges, and twenty-
four distinguished professionals 1n'the basic scienﬁes, medicine, engineerihg,
agriculture, education, public affairs, and industry. ‘Members are‘appointed
for six-year terms by the President, with the advice and censent of thé
Senate. Appendix D lists the current members of the National Science Board.

In fulfilling its legislated responsibility to determine Foundation
policy, the National Science Board reviews plans for new programs, and
grant applications requiring minimum annual support of $500,000 or total
support of over $2 million. In addition to attending the two-or three-day
monthly Board meetings, each member spends approximately one and one-half
months per year doing Board-related work. This may include serving on
Board subcommittees, attending and testifying at Congressional hearings, or
visiting Foundation-sponsored projects. Members of the Board receive a
$100 per day consultants' fee. |

The National Science Board may use the entire Foundation as its staff,
by, for examp1e, asking offices or individuals to‘provfde,teéhnicaY'infor—,
mation cbncerning a proposed program area, dr an- assessment of Foundation
activities in a given field. The Board has its own support staff which

includes three fuli-time and two part-time clerks and secretaries under the



supervision of an executive secretary. 1In addition to supervising the work
of others, the executive secretary monitors Congressional activities of in-
terest to the Board, and acts as the Board's chief secretary and Tiaison
with the rest of the Foundation.

RANN Policy Advisory Committee

The RANN Policy Advisory Committee advises the Assistant Director for
Research Applications on policy issues which are not confined to a singlé
RANN program, such as whether to terminate or undertake activities in a
particular area. It does not participate in grant’app1ication rev%ew. The
Committee meets twice per year for two days. Its members include a national
represgntation of researchers and research users in all RANN progran areas,
who are selected by the Foundation's Director and Assistant Director fop
Research Applications with the concurrence of the National Science Board.
RANN's division and office directors and program managers play'an active
role in suggesting candidates to the Assistant Director. In addition, they
make annual presentations to the Committee concerning their'programs' direc-
tions and achievements, and suggest issues for consideration by the Committee
to the Assistant Director. The RANN Poiicy Advisory Committee provides feed-
back on the program presentations, and makes genera1'recbmméndations concern-
ing the issues before it.

Advisory Panels

The Advisory Panels to each progkam division are the third type of
standing committee within RANN. These panels, which‘vary in size, meet
- twice per year primarily to address program deveTopment issues. Their main
activities are reviewing and making recommendations concerning the program's

portfolio of projects in 1ight of program objectives. The division directaors
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may refer grant applications to them for veview when consensus on the merits
of the proposal has not been reached. Each division director, in consul- -
tation with the program managers, selects the Advisory Panel members from
among researchers and research‘users in the program area.

In addition to these committees, RANN uses researchers and research

users 1in a variety of ways:

o RANN staff members participate in and organize conferences of know-
Tedgeable professionals to assess pragram options in new areas.

e Individual experts are frequently called upon informally for opinidns
concerning prospective programs and for comments on proposed projects
and/or applicants' qualifications. |

e Researchers and research users also complete written reviews of grant
proposals, either individually or as members of panels eva1uati$g
several applications in a single area.

e Many RANN program managers encourage applicants to include advisory
panels in designs for projects requiring in excess of a particular
dollar amount. One program manager, for example, includes advisory
panels to establish intermediate research targets and periodically

e assess the grantees' progress in most projects costing more than
$75,000.

In addition, grants or contracts may be awarded to organizations to cbm-

plete state of knowledge revfews in prospective research areas and possibly
to devise research agendas. These organizations frequently use panels of ex-

perts to assist them with these tasks.

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

Primary responsibility for program development rests with the program
managers, subject to review by the division directors and the Assistant Di-

rector for Research AppTitatiohs, The division's budget fepresents one
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constraint on the brogram manager's program deve]opment activities. Altheugh
division directors are relatively free to allocate funds te¢ individual pro-
gram elements, they must choose among the competing priorities of their
program managers. In making program allocation decisions, division directors
consider:

e the relative success of existing programs in meeting their objectives;

e the ability of existing and proposed programs to maintain a satisfac-

tory relationship between researchers and users;

e the time frame for proposed research;

e the number and quality of unsolicited proposals received, and

e recommendations from conferehces and studies.

The last four of these critevi& influence the progfam manager in ffrmulating
program priorities which compete for the division funds. Additional cbn- "
straints influencing the program manager in this process are the opinions of
~ the National Science Board concerning research needs, and the consensus of
opinion in the program manager's field ;s'to which issues should be addressed
in RANN programs.

The General Accounting Office’s study of RANN revealed that approxi-
mately 35% of the fiscal year 1974 programs originated in another National
Science Foundation Directorate; 14% were outgrowths of the interest and past
‘experience of RANN staff; 8% resulted frbm the solar energy research agenda k
sponsored by RANN and NASA; 8% of the‘programs stemmed from miscellaneous
sources; and 35% resulted from interrelated factors, particularly considera-
tion of unsolicited proposals and discussions with other Federal agencies.
Outside adv1sors participate in the formulation of program concepts which
are not spec1f1ed in this breakdown in the fo11ow1ng ways:

. the program managers hold informal conversations with experts know-

’ 1edgeab1e in their areas of 1nteres£, particﬁ]ar1y ét professioha]

meetings;
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o award of grants or contracts can be awarded to organizations to
conduct a conference to define researchable issues, or to com-
plete a state of knowledge review, frequently with the assistance
of outside advisors; and
e conferneces are sponsored by the National Science Foundation, often
in partnership with another agency or organization, to discuss po-
tential research subjects in a new field of interest.
In keeping with the program's emphasis on research utilization, RANN's ad-
visors include research users as well as researchers. |

When conferences are used to assist in program development the result |
is publication of the proceedings which suggest priority issues for RANN's

support. The product of a grant or contract to help define the research
issues is considerably more elaborate. It usually consists of a comp?e-
hensive state of knowledge review, and the evaluations of prospective

RANN research areas. The final report may even include a detailed research
agenda, with a list of projects to be ccmpleted and suggested researchers
to conduct them.

The opinions of outside advisors concerning production and utilization
of research, whether gleaned through conversations or formally presented in
proceedings or research agendas, provide one input for the program manager's
draft program plan. When the RANN revenue sharing program was developed, for
example, the draft plan was based on RANN's assessment of related research
already in progress;‘research subjects recommended by a revenue sharing con-
, ferehce of researchers, Federal officials, and jnterested community groups,
sponsmréd by an NSF grant to the National Planning Association; and the avail-
ability of data. Proceedings and final reports may be pubiished}in profes~

sional journals to encourage feedback from potential researchers and research
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users, and to alert prospective applicants to RANN's interest in receiving
proposals in a specific area. Conferences and grants for program develop-
ment may be used as the basis for a published RANN program so1fcitation, in-
viting proposals for specific projects, or a program announcement identifying
high priority research issues in a general area.

Once the program plan has been completed; it is reviewed by the division
director, who allocates division funds to support the new projects. The
Assistant Director for Research Applications and the National Science Board
may review new programs as they are developed in addition to reviewing all
programs during the annual budget preparation process. The RANN Advisory
Committee a]éo participates in the program development process through its
response to the annual presentation of activities by the program panagers.

GRANT SELECTION PROCESS

Prospective grantees are encouraged to submit pre]iminary'proposa1s
before completing formal app]ﬁcations. Preliminary proposals are reviewed
by the appropriate program managers, who may solicit comments on them from
outside experts. The program manager assesses the merits of the proposed
project, and encourages or discourages submission of a formal application.

Formal applications are submitted to the program managers who have had ‘
prior experience with the proposed projects, or to the Assistant Director
for Research Applications' Office of Programs and Resources where they are
logged in and distributed to the appropriéte RANN division. The divisidn
~director assigns these proposals tp program mnnﬁqors who nro‘rosponsih1e for
cdmp]eting technical reviews of the proposed projects. Program managers
send applications submitted directly to them to the Office,cf‘Program§ and
Resources for necessary processing, and then assume responsibiTityyfor re-

viewing them.
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The program ménagerS' primary concerns in proposal evaluation are the
qua11ty of the applications and tho anticipated utilization of the results.
The fd11owing'criteria guide the program manager throughout the proposal
evaluation process, and usually provide the frameword for comments by re-
viewers:

e applicability to RANN program needs andxobjectiVes;

® séientific merit; .

e the plan for managing the research project;

e plans for distributing and utilizing results;

e qualifications of the research team;

e relationship to other RANN projects within a given program area;

e reasonableness of costs to benefits; and

. fqnds available in the program area.

‘Progfam managers review the proposals themselves, and seek reviews from
at Teast two people familiar with the area of concern from within or outside
the Foundation. A1l "reasonable" proposals are reviewed. "Unreasonable”
proposals, which are not reviewed, are those which are tod general to warrant
the program manager's serious consideration, including, for example, those
which state areas to be addressed but Tack detailed methodologies.

Reviews by researchers and research users are usually completed by mail.
When a Tlarge number of applications have been submitted in a Sihg]e subject
area, a panel of reviewers May be formed to hear presentations by thé grantees.
Advisors and NSF staff may also make site visits to proSpective grantees to
assist them in assessing the quality of proposéd projects.. The program
managers may solicit additional outside reviews at their discretion, and are
likely fo do so‘un1ess'there is unanimous agreement that a proposal ‘is of
~ poor quality and sh0u1d‘be rejected. The written reviews may also be sup-
p]emenﬁed~by experts' opinions, 6btained through‘te]ephone cqnversations or‘l

other>cdntacts.
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When the outside reviews have been completed, the program manager
makes an overall evaiuation of the pfoposa1 and recomnends to the division m‘
director that the proposal be approved or réjectéd. If the division director
agrees that a proposal should be rejected, a rejection notice is prepared,
subject to the approval of the executive committee of the AD/RA Grant Review
Board. When the division director concurs in an award recbmmendatidn, a
gfaht review package is prepared, summarizing thé proposal and the evalua-
tions. The package is submitted to the AD/RA Grant Review Board which pro-
vides final substantive review and_approva1 prior to NSF‘s;administrat1Ve
process of negotiation and award. The Board is composed of the Research
Applications birectorate‘s Deputy Assistant Director for Science and Tech~
nology; the Deputy Assistant Director for Analysis and Planning; tfévoirector
of the Office of Programs and Resources; and designated representatives- from
the Office of General Counsel, the Grants and Contracts Office and the Offfce
of Governmént and Public Programs. Grants requiring‘support of more than
$500,000f1n a given year, or total support of $2 million or more, must be :
approved by the National Science Board. ~When the necessary approvals have
been secured, NSF's Office of Gfants and,Contract; completes the negotiation
and award process.

As this descripticn of the grant review process indicates, the division
director may reverse the progrém manager's decision on a proposed project,
or may return it to the program manager with a request for c1ar1ffcatidn,or
additﬁona] reviews. Since the National Science Board reviews on1y‘fhe app]i—k
catibns that the program manager believes should be approved, its’authority |
to review the prqgrAm manager's decisions does not really apply to rejected
appTicationS. In practice, h0wever; decision—makﬁng authority with'régakd
to grant applications is usually eXerciééd by the program managers, whose
Seiection‘of proposals for funding is infiQenced’By theﬁk awareness of budi
get constraints and the interests and'Standards of the division directors

and the~NationaT Scienée Bdard.



PROCESS ASSESSMENT

The RANN program's use of outside advisors in its program development .

and grant review processes results in the following advantages and disad-

vantages:

Advantages

RANN staff may use outside researchers and research users to supple-

ment in-house expertise when determining which areas of concern should

-be pursued, and designing specific programs.

Bykobtaining at Teast two reviews‘of eachbproposaT the possibility’
of arbitrary treatment of applications is reduced.

Since no review by a standing panel of outside advisors 1is hequired,}
problems of scheduling meetings are avoided.

Review of applications by outside experts provides a buffer aga%hst
political pressure on Foundation staff to fund specific projects.
Proposals may be processed more quickly with an ad hoc review system
than with a process that must be phased with infrequently scheduled
peer review committée meetings.

Since outside experts are used in an advisory capacity, RANN staff

retain control over program development and grant selection decisions.

Disadvantages

e There is no formal process to insure that input from concerned out-

siders will be obtained and considered by RANN staff in the program

development process.

e Conflicts of interest may result when experts involved in program

development or proposal review have applied, or are likely to apply,

for support for a project in the same area.
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APPENDIX A
RANN PROGRAM ELEMENTS

Energy Productivity

Exploration
Conversion
Distribution
Storage

Conservation

Environment

Environmental Effects of Energy

Environmenta] Aspects of Trace
Containments/Chemical Threats
to Man and the Environment

Regional Environmental Management/
Technological Strategies for
Environmental Risk Management

Regional Environmental Management/
Measurement and Prediction of
Environmental Risk

Regional Environmental Management/
Institutional Methods

Disasters and Natural Hazards/
Weather Modification

Disasters and Natural Hazards/
Fire Research

Disasters and Natural Hazards/
Earthquakes

Disasters and Natural Hazards/

Social Impact of Natural Hazards

Public Sector Technology/Advanced
Urban Technology

Public Sector Technoiogy/
Excavation Technology

PubTic Sector Technology/
Instrumentation Technology

Public Sector Technology/
Communications Technology and
Public Services ,

Technology :
Regulatory and Po11cy Research

Productivity Measurement
Service Productivity and Inter-
governmental Structure

- Regulation

Public Policy and Human Resources/
Disadvantaged :

Public Policy and Human Resourceé/
Consumer Policy

Fxploratory Research & Problem

Assessment

Technology Assessment

Advancéd Industria1 Processing
Resources/Food Po1icy~Ana1ysis 

Resources/Food Delivery System

| Resources/Alternative Agr1cu1tura1 

: Techn1ques
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Exploratory Research & Problem
Assessment {Continued)

Resources/Agricultural and Forest
Biomass Utilization

Resources/Nonconventional Protein

Resources/Nonrenewable



APPENDIX B

Degrees Held By Field of Study

For RANN Key Management

O0fficials

Type of Degree

Field of studX} Ph.D's Master's Bachelor's ]}gg{L

Physics S 6 9 7 22
Chemistry 2 1 5 8
 :Bio1ogy ' o , | 2 1 3 ' 6
Other physica]4sciences 6 8 8 22
:AerdnauticaT Engineering 1 2 2 5
| Other éngineering ‘ 13 18 25 56
Economics - o ‘ 5 6 6 17
 Sociology | 3 4 3 10
Other socia1 sciences ; 2 - 3 ’5
Busines$ or public administration 1 4 4 ; 9
Other | 3 6 15 24
L Total | aa 59 81 184

As a
percent

4
3
12

30

From: Report of the Comptroller General of the United States, Opportunities‘for'Improved Management

of the Research Applied to National Needs (RANN)Program, p. 117.
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APPENDIX €

RANN Key Management Officials
Work Experience by Type of Organization

Humber State and

: of key Federal ' Research Tocal
Division management Govern- Indus- perform- govern-  Consult- Other
or office officials ment trial Academic ing ment ing organizations  Total
S , (years)
Office of the Assistant |
Director : 5 35 25 17 3 - - = ~ 80
'Advanted Technology
- Applications . g9 33 50 59 5 - 1 - 148
* Advariced Energy Research | ‘ |
_and Technology 17 - 100 69 84 37 1 - - 291
Public Technology
Projects PR 5 4 81 12 - - - - 97
', Environmental Systems ' '
and Resources 11 80 21 45 27 - 4 - 177
Social Systems:and
Human Resources: 10 33 11 22 20 8 - - 84
kExp]ofatory Research -
and Problem Assess-
- ment . : ; o5 30 9 12 16 - - 4 71
Programs and ReserceS 2 19 - b - R - ' - 24
| System‘Integration‘and
Analysis - 7 13 28 44 3. - - - . 88
Intergovernmental Science S
& Research Utilization _ 9 _66 - 33 - 8 - _31 = = 138
. Total 8 M3 327 308 11 40 5 i 1208

From: . Report of the Comptrollér;GeneraT of the United States, Opportunities for Improved Management of the Research
Applied to Natjonal Needs (RANN)Program, p. 119.
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APPENDIX D

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

NATIONAL SCIENCE BOARD

Dr. Norman Hackerman (Chairman)

President
Rice University
Houston, Texas

- Dr. Russell D. 0'Neal (Vice-Chairman)
Chairman and Chief Executive Officer

KMS Industries
Ann Arbor, Michigan

Dr. W. Glenn Campbell
Director

Hoover Institution on lWar, Revolution

and Peace
Stanford University

Dr. H. E. Carter

Coordinator of Interdisciplinary

Programs
University of Arizona
Tucson, Arizona

Dr. Robert A. Charpie
President

Cabot Corporation
Boston Massachusetts

Dr. Jewel Plummer Cobb

Dean and Professor of Zoo1ogy‘

Connecticut College
New London, Connecticut

Dr. Lloyd M. Cooke

Director of Urban Affairs and

University Relations
Union Carbide Corporat1on
New York, New York

Dr. Robert~H. Dicke

Albert Einstein Professor of Science

Department of Physics
Princeton University
"~ Princeton, New Jersey

Dr. David Gates

Professor of Botany
Director, Biolodical Station
Department of Botany
University of Michigan

Ann Arbor, Michigan

Dr. T. Marshall Hahn, Jr.
Executive Vice-President
Georgia-Pacific Corporat1on
Portland, Oregon

Dr. Anna J. Harrison
Professor of Chemistry
Mount Holyoke College

South Hadley, Massachusetts

Dr. Roger W. Heyns

President =

American Council on Education
Washington, D.C.

: Dk.'w. N. Hubbard, Jr.

President
The Upjohn Company
Kalamazoo, Michigan

Dr. Saunders Mac Lane

Max Mason Distinguished Service Professor
of Mathematics

University of Chicago

Chicago, I1Mlinois

Mr. William H Meck11ng
Dean '

The Graduate School of Management:

The University of Rochester
Rochester, New York

Dr. Grover E. Murray

President

Texas Tech University and Texas Tech
University School of Medicine

| Lubbock Texas
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APPENDIX C

RANN Key Management Officials
Work Experience by Type of Organization

Number ‘ State and
: : of key Federal Research local
- Division management Govern- Indus- perform- govern-  Consult- Other ,
or office ; officials - ment trial Academic ing ment ing organizations  Total
S | (years)
Office of the Assistant
- Director 5 35 25 17 3 - - - 80
~ Advanced Technology
Applications = 9 33 50 59 5 - 1 - 148
Advanced Energy Research | | '
and Technology 17 100 69 84 37 1 - - 291
Public Technology ‘
- Projects , 5 4 81 12 - - - - 97
EnVikonmenta1 Systems , , -
and -Resources - 11 80 21 45 27 - 4 - 177
Social Systems and o
Human Resources 10 33 11 22 20 8 - - 94
Exp]oratory Research
and Problem Assess-
ment o 5 30 9 12 16 - - 4 71
Programs and Resources 2 19 - 5 ' - ' - - o - 24
'System'Integratioh and - ' ,
Analysis 7 13 28 44 3 - - - . 88
IntergovernmentaT Science
& Research Utilization 9 _66 .33 8 - 231 - = - 138
Total , 80 413 327 308 i1l - 40 | 5 4 © 1208

From: Report of the Comptro11er General of the United States, Opportunities for Improved Management of the Research
Applied to Hational Needs (RANN)Program, p. 119. _

-~ 82 -




APPENDIX D

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

NATIONAL SCIENCE BOARD

Dr. Norman Hackerman (Chairman)

President
Rice University
Houston, Texas

- Dr. Russell D. 0'Neal (Vice-Chairman)
Chairman and Chief Executive Qfficer

KMS Industries
Ann Arbor, Michigan

Dr. W. Glenn Campbell
Director

Hoover Institution on War, Revolution

and Peace
Stanford University

Dr. H. E. Carter

Coordinator of Interdisciplinary

Programs
University of Arizona
Tucson, Arizona

Dr. Robert A. Charpie-
President

Cabot Corporation
Boston Massachusetts

Dr. Jdewel Plummer-Cobb

Dean and Professor of Zoo]ogyb

Connecticut College
New London, Connecticut

Dr. Lloyd M. Cooke

Director of Urban Affairs and
University Relations

Union Carbide. Corporation

New York, New York

Dr. Robert H. Dicke

Albert Einstein Professor of Science

Department of Physics
Princeton University
Princeton, New Jersey

Dr. David Gates

Professor of Botany
Director, Biolodical Station
Department of Botany
University of Michigan

Ann Arbor, Michigan

Dr. T. Marshall Hahn, Jr.
Executive Vice-President
Georgia-Pacific Corporation
Portland, Oregon

Dr. Anna J. Harrison
Professor of Chemistry
Mount Holyoke College

South Hadley, Massachusetts

Dr. Roger W. Heyns

President

American Council on Education
Washington, D.C.

Dr. W. N. Hubbard, Jr.
President

The Upjohn Company
Kalamazoo, Michigan

Dr. Saunders Mac Lane

Max Mason Distinguished Service Professor
of Mathematics

University of Chicago

- Chicago, I1Tinois

Mr. William H. Meckling

Dean ‘

The Graduate School of Management
The University of Rochester
Rochester, New York

Dr. Grover E. Murray

President ; , .
Texas Tech University and Texas Tech
- University School of Medicine

Lubbock, Texas
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" APPENDIX D, continued

Dr. William A. Nierenberg

Director

Scripps Institution of Oceanography
l.ado11a, California

Dr. Frank Press

Chairman

Department of Earth and Planetary Sciences
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Cambridge, Massachusetts

Dr, Joseph M. Reynolds
Boyd Professor of Physics and Vice President

for Instruction and Research
Louisiana State University
Baton Rouge, Louisiana

!

Dr. Donald B. Rice, Jr.
President

The Rand Corporation
Santa Monica, California

Dr. L. Donald Shields

President

California State University at Fullerton
Fullerton, California

Dr. Charles P. Slichter

Professor of Physics and in the Center for
Advanced Study

University of I11inois at Urbana~-Champaign

Urbana, I17inois

Dr. H. Guyford Stever
Director

National Science Foundation
Washington, D.C.

Dr. F. P. Thieme
Professor of Anthropology
University of Colorado
Boulder, Colorado

Or. James M. Zumberge
President '

Southern Methodist University
Dallas, Texas
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

INSTITUTIONAL SETTING

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) was formed in December 1970
to consolidate Federal envivonmental activities into a single independent
agency. It combined fifteen sections from various departments and
independent agencies concerned with environmental issues. EPA's principal
areas of concern include water quality, air, water supply, solid waste,
radiation, noise, pesticides, and toxic substances. The legisiation which
defines EPA's authority requires the agency to:

e develop and analyze scientific information to be used in determ%na-

tion of standards, enforcement, and other EPA activities;

e establish national standards and regulations for pollution control;

e provide grant and technical assistance to State and local govern-

ments for planning and implementing environmental requirements and
programs ;

° enforce standards and regulations in environmental areas of concern

for which the Federal government has primary responsibility; and

e provide stimulus and support for State enforcement efforts.

EPA determines specific priorities annually in each of its program
areas. Agency research projects are designed to solve problems defined

by the various program offices. Research priorities for the current fiscal

year focus on providing a basis for setting standards concerning the impact

- of various pollutants on human health, and developing the technology necessary

to develop and enforce feasible regulations in accord with the agency's

mandates. -

-3 -



EPA's research program is conducted through four mechanisms:
in~house projects, interagency agreements, contracts resulting from formal
requests for proposals‘(RFP), and grants or contracts resulting from |
unsolicited proposals. The proportion of research carried out through each
of these mechanisms varies considerably among EPA research groups, depending
on the nature of the research conducted. While this case study considers
the role of outside advisors in developing research programs using all of
these mechanisms, the primary focus is on the procedures governing award
of grants and un§o1icited contract proposals.

EPA research groups currently conduct as 1ittle as 15% or as much as
90% of their extramural research though unsplicited grant and contract
proposals. These include proposals that are outgrowths of work completed

under previous contracts.

ROLE OF ADVISORS

EPA uses outside advisors in two capacities:

e to review applications for grants and contracts; and

e to serve on the Science Advisory Board which advises on and

assesses the agency's scientific programs.

Grant applications are reviewed by experts se]ebted by EPA's Taboratory and
headquarters personnel and the 0ffice of Research and Development (ORD). Reviewers
may be émp1oyees of other Federal agencies, private industries, or universi-
ties. Applications for contracts are reviewed by panels consisting of
experts from EPA and other Federal agencies. - Grant applications are
ordinarily reviewed by three experts outside EPA. The program officer

selects two reviewers from industry and academia who are considered
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qualified to eva1uate the application. ORD chooses a "random" reviewer
from a list of approximately 1000 experts in various fields who were
initially recommended as reviewers by program staff, and who agreed to
serve in that capacity.

The Science Advisory Board (SAB), composed of between 75 and 100
eminent scientists and engineers, provides expert, independent advice to
the Administrator on scientific issues, and acts as an important 1ink
between the agency and the scientific community. In general the SAB's
role is limited to addressing scientific, technical, and utilization issues
of concern to the agency. ' It consists of an Executive Committee, advisory
committeeswith specified areas of concern, and a Secretariat.

The Executive Committee includes the Assistant Administrator for |
Research and Development as an ex officio member and between five and
twenty experts in the environmental or engineering sciences, including the
chairmen of the advisory committees, and a few members-at-large appointéd
by the Administrator. It coordinates the activities of the SAB advisory
committees, meets with the Admfnistrator to discuss scientific issues,
reviews the work of the comnittees to set their priorities and to insure
that issues studied are properly assigned to committee(s), and undertakes
special studies as necessary. The group meets six times per year, or as
necessary, at the call of the chairman and with the approval of the
executive secretary.

Originally SAB included seven ad hoc advisovy committees. In 1974,
in brder to provide more comprehenéive coVerage of environmental issues by
advisory committees, and to minimize the possib11ity of endless pro1iferation
of committees, EPA,dec?ded to structure the committees a10hg functional

Tines. To implement that decisionkfive new committees have been established:



- 34 -

e Envirommental Health Advisory Committee,

Ecology Advisory Committee,

Environmental Measurements Advisory Committee,

e Environmental Pollutant Movement and Transformation Advisory

Committee, and

Technology Assessment and Pollution Control Advisory Committee.

The ad hoc committees will eventually be terminated and their members
incorporated into the functional committees.

-The functions, authority and characteristics of the committees are
determined by their charters. The charters and available membership 1lists
are attached as Appendix A. Generally, each committee has 12-15 members
appointed by the Administrator for one to four year terms, and meets
quarterly or as necessary at the call of the chairman with.approval of
the committee secretary. With the consent of the Executive Committee, a
committee may establish subcommittees, and also may sponsor investigatibe
panels of sciuntists to examine and report on specific. topics for the
committee's consideration. Some committee activities are generated by
the committees themselves; others result from Executive Committee decisions
and requests from Agency officials. Examples of studies undertaken by the
$4B include:

e 2 critique of the quality of Agenéy scientific programs;

e an assessment of the health risk due to organics in drinking water;

° definition of scientificyissues relating to airborne sulfates;

e review and critique of a preliminary Agency technical guidance

document on municipal wastewater treatment sludges; and

e a review of the CHESS (air pollutant epidemiology) program.

The SAB Secretariat, a single organizational unit composed of -EPA
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staff, is the support group for the Executive Conmittee and the advisoky
committees. The Secretariat's Director Serves as executive secretary of
the Executive Committee, supervises the secretariat staff, and coordinates
the activities of the executive secretaries of the advisory committees. The
Secretariat, with fourteen fu11-timekstaff positions, develobs and main—’
tains SAB records, collects and distributes pertinent materials prior to
committee meetings, prepares agendas and reports, arranges meetings,
handles reimbursements to committee members, and is responsible for the
flow of information to and from SAB members.

Program Development

EPA's research program is designed to assist the Agenéy in fquil1ing
its regulatory responsibilities. The supportive function of the}reseaych
program necessitates close contact between the Office of Research and
Deve]opment and the various Agency components in order to insufe that the -
research undertaken is responsive to Agency requirements and priorities.

EPA emphasizes the importance of personal communication concerning

research issues with its research users during the program development

process. Inputs from other Federal agehcies, State and local regulatory

agencies, academia, scientific and professioné] organizations, trade associa-
tions, industry and environmental groups are sought formally by comments on
ORD's five-year research plan and informally hy EPA's vegional offices and
the Agency's research scientists. Ordinarily the ongoing contact between
these groups and the Agency's staff provides the channel for communfcation
about possible research projects. ORD also seeks advice from the Science
Advisory Board on Tong-term research needs and short-term research problems.
SAR reviews ongoing program areas and comments on the draft vear research

plan at ORD's request.
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“The specific steps in the research program development process are
designed to insure that detaiied input is received from the Agency components.
The fact that formal planning procedures emphasize intra-agency views
does not relegate the views of outside groups to a minor role since the
Agency components which participate in devising the research plan have
contact with, and are expected to be responsive to, the outside groups
concerned with EPA's program.

The'steps in EPA's research program planning process are enumerated
in Appendix B. The detailed procedures indicate that the entire process
1s‘characterized by close contact between EPA headquarters and field offﬁces,
The procedure may be summarized as follows:

e The Assistant Administrator for Research and’Deve1opment (AARD)Q
provides resource target levels, a summary of research accomp1i§h~
ments of the previous.year, and a 1ist of major problem areas
to be included in the research‘program to the Deputy Assistant
Administrators (DAAs). SAB may assist AARD in this task,
particularly by commenting on problem areas to be addressed.

e The DAAs in conjunction with the laboratories, prepare
a basic multiyear research plan for submission to the Office of
Planning and Review (OPR).
e Wlith the assistance of the DAAs, OPR develops a number of pro-
gram options, related to the resource target and higher and
lTower resource levels, and submits them to the AARD fovr a decision.
e OPR formuiates the Agency Research Statement based on the resource
option approved by the AARD and the related program submissions.
This statement documents research directions and related outpuﬁs
for atv1eas£ the next five years. = SAB may comment on this statement

at ORD's request.
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® The DAAs assign the objectives specified in the Agency
Research Statement to the appropriate Laboratory Directors,
who prepare detailed plans for achieving them.

o Extensive communication between the field and héadquarteré continues,
objectives are clarified, work plans and resource levels are
approved, and the annual research plan is finalized.

GRANT AND UNSOLICITED CONTRACTS SELECTION PROCESS

Applications for grants and unsolicited coritract proposals are
submitted to EPA's Grants Administration Division (GAD). A decision to
fund or reject an application must be made within 90 days after GAD receives
it. The detailed procedures for processing grants and the number gt days |
allocated for each step are included in Appendix C.

Each grant application or unsolicited contract proposal undergoes%

e a relevance review to screen out applications for which ORD has

no authority or interest.

e a regional policy review to consider the proposed project in 1ight

of regional priorities; ahd,

o if the proposal is re1evént, a technical/scientific review.
Extramural reviewers are normally used only for technica1/scientific
review of new grant applications, and not for unsolicited contract
proposals or requests for continuation grants.

Upon receipt, GAD refers Rand D proposals to the Office of Research and
Development (ORD). ORD'then Se]etts the appropriate staff to perform a
relevancy review. These in-house reviewers assess the relevancy of the
proposed project by making the following kinds of determinations:

e Does the proposed pquect fit into the research program?

e Does all or part of it represent a duplication of ear]ief or current

- research efforts?
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e Has an RFP been announced for a similar project?
e Are funds available for the proposed researCh?
| The regional review is completed by the EPA regional office in the

geographical area where the proposed research would be conducted. 'In
addition to conSidering the proposed project in 1ight of regional priorities,
the reviewers may comment on the repufdtion of the researcher and insti-
tution submitting the application, particularly if they are well known in
the region and have done research for the Agency in the past.

If funds are available for the proposed research and the project is
deemed relevant, a technical review is conducted. The Director of the
Laboratory responsibie for research in the proposed area arranges f.he
technical review. Qua?ified reviewers are selected from the 1aboratory
and other EPA offices. In addition, the Laboratory Bérectbr selects two
extramural reviewers. No formal procedures govern the Laboratory Directors'
selections, but they are ordinarily made in consultation with‘Taboratory
staff. A "random" extramural reviewer is selected by -the Policy and Procedures
Section of ORD from a computerized roster of reviewers classified according
to subject areas. This procedure is designed to minimize the possibility
of bias by at least one of the extramural reviews.

The Laboratory Director and/or the Policy and Procedures Section (PPS)
contact the extramural reviewers they have selected and ask them to review
the application. Prospective reviewers are expected to refuse the request
if any conflict of interest exists. If they agree to conduct the roview,
PPS sends them copies of the proposaT and quidelines to assist them in |
this task (see‘Appendix’D). Extramural reviewers.return theirkréviews to
the Laboratory Directof within seventeen working days after agreéing'to

review the application and are not compensated for their work.
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The Laboratory Director, or other reéponsib1e program official,

assembles and evaluates the intramural and extramural reviews and the

regional comments and prepares a recommendation for each application.

The recommendation will be to reject the app1ica£ion, or to fund the

project as it is or with modifications. If an award is recommended, the
program officer returns the application reviews and the written justification
for the récommendation to GAD of the Contracts Management Division where the
legality of the project is reviewed and a formal grant or éontract offer 1is
made. If the applicant is a profit-making organization, or the award exceeds
$100,000, an analysis of the funds requgsted‘in the app]icatioh w111 be conduc-
'ted as soon as the proposal is declared relevant and eligible for funding.,

A budget analysis may be completed in other cases when requested by GAD or LD.

- PROCESS  ASSESSMENT

The Environmental Protection Agency's use of outside advisors in program
development and grant selection procedures results in the following advan-
tages and disadvantages;

Advantages:

e Review of a proposed project's relevance in terms of reéearch
priorities and funds available pridr to cdnducting a technical
review avoids processing and substantive review of‘a project which
the Agency could not support regardTess of its scientific merit.

° Techniéa1 eXpertise within’the’Agency is tapped to éssess the
Scientific mefit,of an application. |

e Use of extramUra] reviewers to evaluate grant applications provides
critiques from a nbn—agency'perspective for consideration by
Agency officials. It dlso énab]es EPA officiais to secufe expert

review of applications in areas of concern outside the expertise of

~ Agency staff.
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e Mail review by‘outside4experts a11ows reviewers to complete their
evaluations at theik convenience, and avoids problems concerning
scheduling and location of_meetings encountered When a panel format
is used. o

e The 90-day schedule for processing grant applications insures ﬁhat
decisions will be made in a reasonable amount of time. -

Disadvantages include:

e The mail review process minimizes the opportunity for exchange |
of viewpoints and wide breadth of criticism which the panei format
provides. |

e Conflicts of interest may result when experts selected to review a
proposal have applied, or are 1ikely to apply, for support for a

project in the same area.
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APPENDIX B
SUMMARY OF GRANT REVIEW DATA
July 1, 1974 to June 30, 1975

Rehabilitation Services Administration

Item ‘ O0ffice of Research and Demonstration
Number of applications received 115
Number of applications reviewed
by outside advisors. 30
Number of applications approved 19

Total dollar value of approved

grants $1,720,000 4
i

Smallest grant $ 45,000 '

Largest grant 170,000

Number of external reviewers 50

Number of outside advisors on
standing review panels 0

Number of standing review
panels 1*

Number of panel meetings per

lyear 3
Length of each meeting 2 days
Term of Panel members Not Applicable

* This standing panel has no permanent members.



REHABILLTA1ION SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

INSTITUTIONAL SETTING

The Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) is part of the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare's Office of Human Development. The general
mission of the program as stated in the 1975 RSA Goal Strategy, is:

"Through national leadership, technical assistance and fihancial

support, and in conjunction with State rehabilitation agencies

and other public and voluntary agencieé, to stimulate, develop,

implement, and assist in the administration and maintenance of

rehabilitation programs which provide servicés for handicapped
individuals Teading to maximum participation 1h gainful employment."

The program engages in three distinct types of activities in pursuit of
this mission. The majority of program resources are devoted to the actua]y
provision of rehabilitation services to clients. The second activity is
program evaluation: +the assessment of the effectiveness of the service
provision process and the extent to which specific program goals are achieved.
Research into new technologies and methods for service provision and for
program evaluation constitutes the third major activity.

The vocational rehabilitation program is a three-party partnership
between the State, voluntary and‘Federai sectors to assure that quality
services are provided to handicapped persons. It is the State and voluntary
agencies that provide the services and the Federal role is one of 1eadership

and the provision of resources.
| The Federal-State program of Vocational Rehabilitation was created in
1920 with the signing of the Smith-Fess Act. It arose out of public concern

over the plight of persons th were either unemployed or underemployed,
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Tbecause of disability. Since that time, the scope of services provided to

handicapped individuals has increased, as has the extent of Federal partici-

_ pation in the program. Current1y,’the Federal share of the cost of basic ser-

vices is 80 percent with the States providing ZO’percent.

The program's goal strategy includes six primary areas with specific
~aims. They are:

e Program Operations--To assure that program policies, practices, services,

~and systems are developed and/or implemented to improve and support the
operation of the vocational rehabilitation program.

e Employment--To provide 1ntreased opportunities for employment to the
client population requiring competitive employment, sheltered employment,
homebound employment, or homemaker and unpaid family worker status, par-
ticularly for the severly handicapped, through actions to jmprove jéb
accessibility, to increase job availability, and to expand placement
services.

e Physical and Mental Restoration--To assure the development, maintenance,
improvement, and availability of a physical and mental restoration pro-
cess as an integral part of the total vocational rehabiTitation process,

e Consumer Involvement--To develop and implement a program‘of consumer
invalvement, as a partnership between the provider and coensumer, in iden-
tifying needs, in ascertaining reaction, and in assuring provision of
qua1ity and timely services to the handicapped. |

e Envivonmental Improvement--To assist public and private agencies to im-
prove the environment of the handicapped so that they may participate
more fully in society, contribute as citizens, and, to the extentkindi—

vidually possible, become productive in the economy.
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e Discretionary Assistance--To use discretionary program support, along
with technical assistance, as a principal means for improving and/or
expanding the program of vocational rehabilitation services for the

severely handicapped.

The RSA staff includes specialists in medical services, supportive
counseling, facilities planning, manpower; Tegal barriers, and research
and planning, Additionally, three program officers operate from two
research utilization laboratories in New York City and Chicago.

Money is allocated to State Vocational Rehabilitation Agencies on the
basis of annual State plans submitted by the States to RSA. Additionally,
money is expended on several basic types of research:

e Domestic projects are distinct research projects funded to generatei
new knowledge which will bear directly on the development of methodé,
procedures and devices to assist in provision of vocational rehabilita-
tion services to handicapped individuals.

e Research and Training Centers and Rehabi]itation'Engineering Centers
emphasize research related to‘the rehabilitation of severe disability.
This research is focused on solying complex problems relating to the
management and reduction of chronically disabling conditions and de-
pendency. A1l research is conducted in conjunction with the training
of medical and vocational rehabilitation personnel and in a milieu of
patient services.

e Rehabilitation Research Institutes (RRI) are prngrammatic research
grants funded under a specific section of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973. Grantees consult with State personnel about areas of possib]e

research and provide assistance in research techniques.
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RSA currently has $20,000,000 available for research, $10,000,000 of

which is allocated to the university-based Research and Training Centers.

- Twenty-five percent of the funds must go to the Rehabilitation Engineering

Centers. Therefore, $5,000,000 is available for "other" research. Only
$1,000,000 is available for new research each year.

ROLE OF ADVISORS

The RSA currently has relatively informal mechanisms for external review,
although more formal mechanisms existed in the past. Legislation in 1954 set
up a National Advisory Council which operated through 1973. Study sections were
also established consisting of external experts who reviewed grant applications
for technical merit. Several internal reviews were also conducted. Each pro-
ject concerning services to people had to have the appropriate State Director's
approval. Appropriate Regional Directors also were asked to respond to a set
of specific questions regarding a proposed project, and every application was
reviewed by the appropriate RSA’project officer. If there was agreement between
study section and staff recommendations, those recommendations were accepted.
The National Advisory Council only reviewed those applications for which there
were differences between study section and staff recommendations. The Department
abo]ished the study sections 1in 1968-1969, because of a belief that their func-
tions could be performed in-house.

The Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 1973 abolished the National Advisory
Council and did not mention external review. However, as a result of demands by
some Congressmen, the Department agreed to reinstitute external review through
administrative regulations. One year later, regulations were promulgated which
included the requirement for external review by non-government specialists.

In the interim, RSA has operated with internal review and mail review on

a voluntary basis by experts. For project grants, after study sections were
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abolished, RSA, with the Office of the Secretary, compiled rating criteria to
be utilized by experts rating prospective projects. Three overall standards
werg most important: relevance, soundness, and transferability.

Research and Training Center projects have undergone review by groups within
the universities at which they are located. Each university-based group includes
a person from the RSA Regional Office to commeht on "relevance". Applications
then undergo staff review by RSA, State Agency and Regional Office personnel.
These staff gather for all-day meetings to review projects for one of the Research
and Training Centers and the group then makes recommendations to RSA. The ap-
propriate program officer then does a synthesis and prepares a position paper for
the Executive Director of Research. The Director makes a recommendation and for-
wards it to the Commissioner, who makes the final decision.

In the area of Rehabilitation Engineering, RSA has had a contract with the
National Academy of Sciences (NAS) to monitor these projects. The NAS established a
standing review group. This group, which has no permanent members, has contin-
ued to review Rehabilitation Engineering projects and consider long-range plan-
ning.

The selection of outside reviewers varies. For individual research grants,
the appropriate project officer will choose persons to perform reviews. For
the Research and Training projects, RSA staff and the appropriate university to-
gether designate reviewers. In the Rehabilitation Engineering area, the National
Academy of Sciences selects the reviewers.

Selection criteria also vary.  Appropriate State Vocational Rehabilitation
personnel a1ways review projects, as do Regional Office personnel. If a project
will have some national significance or if it will affect more than three states,
people from national organizations are asked to do reviews. Other réviewérs

are chosen on the basis of their experience and standing in the field. Outside
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:advisers reviewing grants are accountable to the appropriate RSA Droject officer.
By Taw, they can only make recommendations. | |

Outside reviewers do receive grants from RSA, and this fact is viewed as
inevitable by Federal staff. It is very difficult to find experts outside of
the Federal-State Vocational Rehabilitation Program. A problem of possible Tack
of objectivity also exists when reviewef? know an applicant. However, experience
has shown that people who have the 1onge§t experience of grants with RSA are the
most critical reviewers with the highest 3tandards and the most expertise.

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

Two sets of priorities are always be?ng developed at RSA. One involves
overall RSA goals and the other includes priorities for the specific RgA progranis:
Training, Facilities, and Research and Evaluation.

The overall RSA priority development process receives input from a number
of sources, Each year RSA reviews the previous year's national plan and identi-
fies "issue areas" where there are knowledge gaps. The staff then writes draft
papers which are sent to all State agencies for comments. Other field staff are
also asked to review the papers. Others whose comments are soligcited include
current or past grantees, State planners, staff at service agencies or universi-
ties, and other appropriate Federal personnel. The papers are then revised and
sent to the Office of Human Development for approval.

One area which develops its own set of priorities is Research and Evalua-
tion. The deve]opmént of the fiscal year 1976 Research and Evaluation plan was
based on the fiscal year 1975 plan. It was reviewed by all State Agencies'and
by national rehabilitation organizations, regional offices, and program special-
ists. Fifty-éight reviews were received of approximately 100 requested. ‘These
were divided up by strategy areas and reviewed by interna1 staff. Two areas

were substantially revised based on these reviews. Various people then came to
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Washington, D.C. to work with RSA issue writers in deveToping‘strategies for the

various areas. These included vepresentatives of State agencies, Research and
Training Centers, and Council of State Administrators, and Regional Research and
'Development staff. (Approximately 50-75 percent of the issues had this input.’)
These outsiders were assigned to issues and worked with the 1ssue'wr1ters, although
they wrote some of the paper themselves. It was an open process consisting of
continuing dialogue between in-house staff and outside pecple.

These framework papers describing strategy areas are approved within the
Office of the Secretary. An administrative summary then summarizes each strategy
area. Each area has prioritized objectives based on a state of the art study con-
ducted by RSA staff. FEach also has a parallel set of evaluation objectives.

For the development of the fiscal year 1977 Research and Evaluation Plaﬁ;ﬂ
administrators planned to institute a participatory planning process in each of .
the ten RSA regions to develop prioritized objectives. Each region was to hold
a three-day conference of Federal staff, State personnel, medical people, and
consumers. However, because of funding shortages, plans were altered to allow
for two conferences, one each in the East and West. Participants will include
members of the Research and Evé1uation Committees 6f the Council of State Admin-
istrators of V;cational Rehabilitation, Representatives of the Congress of Re-
habilitation Medicine (doctors workihg in medical rehabilitation), and know-
ledgeable consumers drawn from handicapped people on the Boards of the Research
and Training Centers. RSA will spetify goals and products of the conference and
local sponsors will operate them. |

Each conference will send RSA a report indicating priorit?zed Research and
Evaluation objectives. Additionally, the twa reports will be combined into one
by RSA staff. This will go into the fiscal year 1977 Research and Evaluation

Plan as an input. Another input into the ptan will be the fiscal year 1976 pian.
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Pedp1e at RSA will also do a literature review, After a draft plan is developed
it will be sent back to the same participatory groups (all the individuals who
attended the conferences), to national organizations, and to Regional Offices for
comments. Based on received comments, the draft plan will be revised and a final

~plan developed.

GRANT SELECTION PROCESS

Until 1971, 95 percent of the applications RSA received were unsolicited.

Now the majority received are solicited. In certain areas, RSA will invite pre-
proposals or concept papers. In research issue areas where the agency has speci-
fic needs, it will write’an RFP or grant guideline and request competitive4app11-
cations. Unless an application is submitted in response to a notice requesting
fully developed applications, the initial application must be in the form of a
pre-application, {opies of pre-applications are sent by RSA to the State Director
of Vocational Rehabilitation Agency in the Stateywhere the project is located and
the appropriate Regional Office. After review, RSA will either reguest or dis-
courage the submission of a full application. .

When applications are received in the Division of Grants and Contract Manége—
ment’(DGCM), an official file is prepared if one has not already been prepared on
the basis of a pre-application. One copy of the application is sent to the Office
of Rehabilitation Research and Development in RSA for initial program review. If-
the application is consfdered relevant to RSA, the assigned project officer aSks
DGCM to send it for comments to: |

e the apprbpriate Regional Office or Offices;

e the appropriate State Director of Vocational Rehabilitation;

e the appropriate program persons in RSA Central office who have expertise

in, or responsibility for, the topic to be researched;
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e other Federal employees, as appropriate, in other agencies who could

assist in evaluation; and, if necessary,
e non-government experts who could add coverage to the review process
in specialized topic areas.
When these reviews are received, the project officer prepares a staff summary
giving a consensus of the recommendations, criticisms, and suggestions for improve-
ment.

The 1973 Vocational Rehabilitation Act set up a process of evaluation para-
11el to staff review: vreview by an Initial Peer Review Group (IPRG) of outside
consultants. An IPRG, when established, will meet twice a year. There will be
three IPRG's in RSA's program: Rehabilitation Engineering; Medical Rehabilitation;
and Psychosocial and Vocational. The Standards for Evaluating Research Pfojects
(see Appendix A) are guides to reviewers as to the relevance, soundness, and trans-
ferability of the project.

This process (reviews by the Region, State, Central Office and Peer Review
Group) will also be used to consider the annual progress reports and continuation
requests each project must submit before funds are released for each succeeding
budget period. Letters posing specific questions will be sent to reviewers, along
with a copy of the report.

RSA is now in the process of trying to develop a mechanism  for the National
Academy of Sciences (NAS) to establish the mandated Peer Review Groups. According
to current plans, NAS will pick members of the groups, and RSA and NAS will jointly
establish specific review criteria. RSA may perhaps suggest a roster of candidates
for possible inclusion in the groups, and the process will probably be done under

& contract: from RSA to NAS.

PROCESS ASSESSMENT

It is difficult to assess RSA's use of external review mechanisms, since these

mechanisms are now being revised. However, past experiences have indicated advantages
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and disadvantages to various types of external review.

One perceived advantage of using past grantee 1dv1<ers is that they all are
uéua11y very knowledgeable. The RSA has developed a body of expertise through
1t§ own training programs and takes advantage of it by using unpaid consult-

ants.

Mail review has proved disadvantageous because no consensus is possible, and
the ability to draw a consensus is viewed as one of the best attributes of external
review groups.

However, peer review groups conducted by an outside body can also possess an
inherent disadvantage. There may be less of a relationship between the reviewers
and RSA staff. In comments on recent RSA procedures, one administrator sajd that
the primary problem has been not a lack of desire to get independent epinion, but

~ the cost of securing independent opinion. Only people who had money to send staff
to Washington could be contacted, since RSA has no consultation money. His con-
clusion was that more independence is a product of more money. |

The primary advantage of using outside peer reviewers is practicality. With
decreased money for in-house evaluation, one administrator said it is unrealistic
to thinﬁm§SA could do a}] review in-house. Additionally, outsiders are seen to
be more objective. A main problem in government is the difficulty in keeping up

with what\is occurringyin various areas.

However, study groups, said this administrator, should not have final author-
ity beCause technical merit is not everything. Relevance, prospective 1ong—fange

change, and political judgments also must be considered.
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APPENDIX A

Standards_for Evaluation of Research and Demonstration Projects

1. Relationship to State-Federal VR Program Goals and Policies

Each application must show:

A.

Clear relationship to one or more RSA “Research Issues"
and issue-related "research goals."

Examples of some items that should be considered under
this standard are:

1. Does the application identify a specific RSA research
issue, and from the issue or issues does the applica-
tion select a specific "research goal" (stream of research),
the attainment of which would be greatly enhanced by
successful outcomes of the project?

2. Does the application show a logical relationship
between successful attainment of the project
objective(s) and attainment of a significant
portion of the relevant research goal?

3. Is there a clear awareness reflected in the applica-
tion that the purpose of the project is improved VR
services to handicapped persons and attawnment of a
relevant RSA program goal?

A clear relationship to one or more RSA program goals.

Examples df some items that should be considered under this
standard are:

1. Is there a specific RSA program goal cited?

2. Does the application show an awareness of how the
knowledge generated by the project will contribute
to achievement of the RSA goal, in an operational
sense’?

A clear jdentification of the decision-making potential of
the project for policy-making in management, professional
practice, or program evaluation.

Examples of some jtems that should be considered under this
standard are:
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1. Does the application identify some decisian-making
point(s) in the rehabilitation system and give a
clear and reasonable exposition of how the project results
will improve VR services to individuals by providing infor-
mation that will improve. policy decision-making?

2. Does the application identify other knowledge gaps that need
fil1ling in order to maximize results of this project?
If so, are there already research efforts underway to fill
the gap or would it be feasible to undertake the other
research?

II. Methodology
Each application must show:

A. A sound conceptualization of the problem to be investigated.

Examples of some items that should be considered under this
standard are:

1. Definition of population beﬁng considered.

2. Discussion and citation of germane literature.

3. Definition of main concepts.

4. Discussion of assumptions.

5. Specification of dimensions or variables of the problem
(dependent variables, independent variables, intervening
variables).

6. Statement of hypothesis.

7. Specification of units of analysis.

8. Etc.

B. A clear description of project objectives.

Projects supported under Section 202 of the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973 must have some knowledge building function. The
following might be considered broad categories of knowledqe
building functions:

1. Description of characteristics of clients, popu11L1on
served, program, etc.;

2. Development of new knowledge of needed service;

3. Development of new administrative knowledge (staffing
needs), new patterns of service, costs, etc.; :
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4, MAssessment of effectiveness, efficiency and/or impact
of a program;

5. Development of new methodological knowledge;

6. Tests of specific hynothesis or ideas; .

7. Exploring the relationship between measurable variables;
8. Development of new substantive knowledge;

9. Development of a new device; “

10. Testing the usefulness of a new device, etc.

In stating the project ubjective(s) care should be taken not
to confuse the project objective(s) with goals and objectives
of the Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA) or of the
applicant agency. The objective(s) should be stated in such
a way that the degree of its achievement may be determined
(measured) and the relationship of its achievement to the
furtherance of RSA program goals understood.

An adequate project design.

The adequacy of a project's design depends greatly on the
category of knowledge building activity to be undertaken.
Examples of items to be considered under this standard
include:

1.. Degree of generalizability of results to other individuals,
projects or institutions as shown by (a) a clear definition
of the target population to be studied for the dimension
under consideration; (b) suitable procedures to insure that
the sample selected is representative of the target
population. :

2. Suitability of sampling design as shown by: (a) selection
of a range of contrasting situations, conditions, cases,
etc. to study, i.e., control groups, use of outside
standards; (b) appropriateness of sampling unit, i.e.,
client, organization, etc.; (c) appropriateness of sample
size, 1including allowance for loss of subjects; (d) use of
probability sampling procedures, or other appropriate
“methods.

3. Applicability of design to project objective(s).



Adequacy of operationalizing project concepts such as:
(a) quantification of variables or dimensions with
provision for variance; (b) use of scaling procedures;
(c) handling of validity and reliability issues; (d)
appropriate selection or development of data gathering
instruments; (e) pretest of procedures/instruments.

Appropriate methods of data collection.

Examples of items to be considered under this standard

include:

1. Appropriateness of data sources.

2. Efficiency, orderliness and objectivity of data
collection procedures.

3. Reliability of procedures.

Suitable procedures for data analysis.

Examples of items to be considered under this standard

include:

1. Accuracy, orderliness, care of analysis.

2. Computerization (or other optimal form) of data
processing. '

3.  Appropriate statistical techniques, i.e., measures of
association, analysis of variance, tables, cross
tabulations, confidence limits, qualitative analygjs.
content analysis, etc. ‘ S

4. Use of statistical congrols.

5. Examination for possible biases.

6. Completeness of analysis of available data.

7. Llogic of data/statistics/conclusions Tinkage.

A method for clear presentation of finding§f

Examples of items to be considered under this standard
include: '

1.
2.

Completeness of report.

Readabi]ity, clarity of report.
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(8]

Presentation of relevant data, pro and con.

Explanation of outcomes in terms of research evidence.

[ 5 BENNRS - ¥

Statement of possible sources of bias/error affecting
the interpretation of findings.

6. Statement of conditions under which findings are
expected to hold.

G. A clear exposition of project plan.

Examples of items to be considered under this standard
include:

1. A specification of the operational phases of the project.
2. A specification of project milestones, i.e., completion
of 1iterature search, pretest of new instrumentation,
full staffing, etc.
3. Provision for adequate research resources.
a. Sufficient and appropriate staff.
b. Budgeting appropriately for the project, i.e.,
travel, suppliies, equipment, data analysis,
research utilization function, etc.
4. Adherence to RSA instruction for R&D project narrative.

111. Research Utilization

Each app?icationkmust show:

A. Relevance to some significant group(s) in rehabilitation.

Examples of items to be considered under this standard
include:

1. Types of expected product or opucomes in terms of
their potential for accepiance und implementation.

2. Types of potential consumers of products or out-
comes, i.e., service prov1ders, State VR directors,
counselors, clients, legislators, educators,
general public, etc.

3. Plan for participation of some potential users in
- the R&D process.
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A clear plan to overcome resistance or make change (if

necessary) to enhance use of R&D product or outcome.

Examples of items to be considered under this standard
include:

1.

Possible modifications of the R&D product to make
it maximally useful for particular groups.

Possible changes in policy, professional practice,
or organizational structure required to impiement
the potential findings.

A workable dissemination and diffusion plan.

Examples of items to be considered under this standard
include:

1.

Specific actions to be taken to disseminate and
implement the research results, both during and
after the project.

Tasks within the project which were selected
specifically to test, review and modify the
solution's relevance to user's needs.

A cost projection of R& funds placed in the
project budget, necessary to develop the
research utilization techniques for enhancing
the utilization of project findings.

Methods of packaging results, kind of media to
be used in transmitting results to users.

Method of maximizing project setting to facilitate
utilization.

What post-research research utilization activities
are expected.

A project summary as required by the Science
Information Exchange.



POLICE FOUNDATION

INSTITUTIONAL SETTING
In June 1970 The Ford Foundation established the Police Development

Fund with an allocation of thirty million dollars to be spent over a
five-year period.* The Fuhd was designed to develop new approaches to the
problems of crime, disorder, and police-community relations, and to
. provide a force for constructive change in police work. The Board of
Directors, selected by The Ford Foundation, named the new organization
The Police Foundation. Although it is supported by Ford Foundation funds,
the Police Foundation is directed solely by its Board of Directors. '
The Police Foundation’s objective is to increase police effective-
ness in community service and crime control. It supports development,
evaluation and dissemination of new knowledge leading to innovation
and improvement in police work; and is particularly concerned with the
police problems of large, urban areas. Foundation supported projects
have addressed a wide range of police problems including:
e evaluations of women in policing and of various patrol strategies;
e development of "model rules" for police activities in key areas such
as searches and seizures, and eyewitness identification;
e use of task forces composed of civilians and police officers to formu-
Tate police policies;
e introduction of management teams into police departmen£ administrations;

e Tormulation and validation of an entrance examination for prospective

*Cutbacks in The Ford Foundation's program budgets have necessitated
extending the initial allocation over eight years rather than five.

- h8 -
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police officers, and guidelines for other personnel selection
procedures; and
« development of nonpunitive alternatives to arrest for drug abusers

and alcoholics.

The Foundation promotes increased understanding of shared problems
by publishing its study findings, and by sponsoring seminars, conferences and
workshops, addressing specific police problems, for police experts and
kmunicipa1 officials.
The Police Foundation carries out its research program through in-
house studies, grants and projects conducted by or in cooperatﬁon with research
organizations. The latter alternative is commonly used to evaluate Fouidation-
sponsored demonstration projects.
The Foundation's Program Director and two assistant directors nlay the major,
role in selection of areas to be studied and development of specific projects.

The President and Board of Directors, who provide over-all guidance for

Foundation activities, exert significant influence over theiy activities.
Program officers work with the Program Director and assistant directors,
monitoring projects, completing Titerature reviews, and carrying out other

assignments.

ROLE OF ADVISORS

The Police Foundation uses consultants to assist staff in project devel-
opment. In the first phase of project development the assistant director
contacts experts in the field, as well as Foundation stafl, to assess whelher
the project idea is worth pursuing. Once this determination has been made,
the assistant director may use consultants in a variety of ways, depending
upon. individual work style and the nature of the project, to develop the
project further. For eXamp]e, one assistant director, interested in developing

a study of factors which influence the number of arrests made by individual
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officers, hired a consultant with expertise in that area to collaborate on

the project design. The advisor became, in effect, a staff person, sharing
responsibility with the assistant director for selecting police departments for
case study, gathering the necessary data at the departments in preparation

for the study, and ultimately assuming a major role in completion of the

project itself.

The Police Foundation's Board of Directors approves project development
efforts requiring budgets above $5000, and all grant applications. The
Board consists of the President of the Police Foundation, and twelve mémbers
selected from among police officials, academic authorities, and urban
specialists in police problems. (See Appendix A). Board members serve
indefinite terms, and they select people to fill vacancies on the Board as
‘they occur. :Board members ordinarily receive an annual stipend of roughly
$2000. However, because of Internal Revenue Service regulations, no stipend
1s paid to members who are State and Tocal officials, such as police chiefs,
with salaries over $15,000.

The Police Foundation's Board of Directors meets for one day four times
gach year. Approximately two-thirds of each meeting is devoted to reviewing
projects for funding. Three of the Board's four committees review projects
in specific areas, including police personnel and training, research and
experimentation, and evaluation and dissemination, prior to the Board's
vote on whether to fund each project. The fourth Board committee deals with

admninistrative matters.



- 61 ~

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

The Police Foundation's three assistant directors develop and administer
the research program. The program is an accumulation of individual projects
initiated by the assistant directors who are influenced in their selection
of potential research subjects by the interests of the Foundation President
and Board of Directors, and, to a lesser extent, by the opinions of knowledgeable
people outside the Foundation concerning what research is needed and feasible
in the police field. The projects comprising the Police Foundation's
progran; are developed in stages. Projects which require development budgets

of over $5000 must be approved by the Board.

GRANT SELECTICN PROCESS

Al Pp]ice Foundation projects, whether conducted through grants, in-house
research, or other arrangements, are developed and approved through a series
of standard procedures; The assistant directors, who play the major role
in developing projects, are primarily guided in their selection of projects
by the perspective of the Board of Directors concerning important, researchable
issues in the police field; and by the following six questions formulated by
Police Foundation staff as a guide for project selection:
e Does a proposed project address a critical problem of a
police department?
e Is it 1ikely that the project's results, if successful, will
be integrated into the department's opeorations?
o Does the department have the management skill to design a
project and insure its continuing quality?
e Is the project 1likely to be evaluated objectively?
e Could the proposed project advance overall police improvement?

e Is there a good chance that the project's basic approach; if
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successful, will be adopted by other police departments and
made a part of their operations?
Most Police Foundation projects originate with a brief concept paper

drawn up by an assistant director, and circulated among Foundation staff
and outside experts considered knowledgeable in that area. This initia)
consulting is done informally, with the only restriction on selection of
reviewers being that members of the Board of Directors should not review a
concept paper unless their expertise is necessary to assess whether the idea

is worth pursuing.

If the reyiewing staff and outside experts believe that the concept
warrants further development the assistant director addresses a one-vor
two-page memorandum to the Foundation's President summarizing the project}
idea and requesting that a "Foundation-administered project" (FAP) be set
up. If the President approves, an account not exceeding $§000 is established
to support development of the idea presented in the memovandum.

Further development of the concept may employ outéide advisors in
a variety of ways. The assistant director may select one expert to work
as a paid consultant. A group of experts may be invited to meet and
'"brainstorm” on the project idea, or one or more people mighﬁ be asked to
write "think pieces". The purpose of establishing the FAP account, and
utilizing outside advisors at this point, is to devise a research project
based on the concept which was thought to be worth pursuing. The concept is
further developed, a methodology is formulated, and the feasibility of
carrying out the project is assessed. This phase might include visits by
the assistant director and advisor(s) to police departments to determine
whether data or departwental cooperation, necessary to conduct the proposed

research, are available.



If the project design cannot be completed without exceeding the $5000
FAP authorized by the President, the assistant director will ask the Board
- of Directors to authorize a FAP of up to $50,000. In some instances,
projects can be fully developed with a President-approved FAP. These are
considered by the Board for full funding without the intermediate step of a
Board-approved FAP. The assistant director will submit a brief to the Board
elaborating what has been done to develop the project, the findings thus far,
what still needs to be done and why, and how much money will be needed to
accomplish defined tasks over a specific period of time. If the project
development has been completed, a proposal stipulating what the project
entails and a budget are submitted by the assistant director or appTicaHt.
The project brief or propdsa1 is sent to the Board about two weeks
before their meeting. Roughly five projects are considered for full-funding
or Board-authorized FAP's at each of the Board's three meetings per year.
One of the Board's three committees which review projects in a specific subject
area meet with the assistant director sponsoring the project for discussion and
possible clarification of the proposal. The assistant director makes a
~ brief presentation concerning the proposed project to the entire Buard, and
tﬁe committee either endorses the project or 1ndicates why they believe the
app1ication for support should be rejected. The Board votes on whether to
fund»éach project, usuaily in accordance with the committee's decision.
The assistant directors who develop projects, ahd work closely wfth
applicants who propose projects for fUnding, are cognizant of the Board's
interests, and see to it that projects submitted to the Board reflect these

interests. As a result, almost all projects submitted to the Board are approved.

PROCESS ASSESSMENT

The Police Foundation's use of outside advisors on an ad hoc basis



- 64 -

‘by the assistant directors, and the review conducted by the Board of
Directors, result in a number of advantages and disadvantages. The
advantages include:

e The Foundation's staff and its Board of Directors have the ability
to pursue projectg of interest to them, without institutionalized
pressure from experts and grant appiicants outside the Foundation
to fund "good" projects which may not be in line with the Foundation's
interests and priorities.

e Use of consultants to develop researchable ideas and criticize
projects as they are developed minimizes the time and funds spent
on unrewarding or infeasible projects.

e The assistant directors, who play the major role in developing [
projects, have professional responsibility for being familiar
with research needs in the police field and the interests of the
Foundation, and as such are well-suited to develop projects which
are responsive to both these areas of concern.

Disadvantages include:

o The Tack of a structured review system for applications submitted
by agroups and individuals outside the Foundation increases the
possibility of arbitrary treatment of prospective grantees.

e Conflicts of interest may result when a consultant or a member of
the Beard of Directors mey participate in a project if it is

approved.
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APPENDIX A

THE POLICE FOUNDATION BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Francis Sargent, Chairman
Former: Governor
Massachusetts

Michael N. Canlis
Sheriff-Coroner

San Joaquin County, California
Past President

National Sheriffs' Association

Herbert T. Jenkins

Center for Research and
Social Changes

Emory University

Former Chief of Police

Atlanta, Georgia

Richard €. Lee

Fellow

Institute of Social and
Policy Analysis

Yale University

Quinnipiac College

Hamden, Connecticut

Former Mayor

New. Haven, Connecticut

Hubert G. Locke

Dean

School of Public Affairs and
Community Services

University of Nebraska at Omaha

Stephen May
Former Mayor
Rochester, New York

Patrick V. Murphy
President
Police Foundation

Frank J. Remington
Professor of Law

University of Wisconsin Law School

Chairman
American Bar Association Advisory
Committee on Police Function

Stan R. Schrotel

Director of Risk Management
The Kroger Company

Former Chief of Police
Cincinnati, Ohio

Herbert Sturz
Director
Vera Institute of Justice

James Vorenberg, Director

Center for Criminal Justice

Professor, Harvard Law School

Former Executive Director

Dresident's Commission on Law

" Enforcement. and Administration
of Justice

James (). Wilson, Vice Chairman

Shattuck Professor of Government

Harvard University

Former Chairman

National Advisory Council for
Drug Abuse Prevention

Margaret Bush Nilson
Attorney

Chairman

National Board of Directors

National Association for the Advancement

of Colored People
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APPENDIX B
SUMMARY OF GRANT REVIEW DATA
July 1, 1974 to June 30, 1975

1tem | : The Police Foundation
Number of applications received 50
Number of applications reviewed
by outside advisors 6
Number of applications approved 20

Total doltar value of approved

grants $3,382,663
Smallest grant $ 7,000
Largest grant | $ 250,000
Number of external reviewers 10

Number of outside advisors on
standing review panels o*

Number of standing review
panels 0

Number of panel meetings per
year Not Applicable

Length of each meeting

Term of Panel members | Not Applicable

*See' case study section concerning grant review process for review
~ role of Board of Directors.




FORD FOUNDATION

INSTITUTIONAL SETTING

The Ford Foundation was established in 1936 by Henry and Edsel Ford
largely to provide support for Michigan educational and charitable organi-
zations. In 1950 the Foundation became a national organization dedicate?
to seeking solutions to problems of national or international importance.
Most of the Foundation's programs are conducted through grants to organi-
zations for research, demonstration and development projects that represent
potentially significant contributions in various fields. In addition, the
Foundation makes grants to individuals and occasionally administerstprojects
itself. /

The Ford Foundation's program offices include three major divisions--
Internationa1,‘Nationa1, and Education and Research--and three small offices--
the Arts, Communications, and Resources and the Environment. This case
study focuses on the use of outside advisors in program development andn
grant review by the National Affairs Division, which generally reflects
Foundation-wide practices in the United States.

The two primary concerns of the National Affairs Division are:

. improving the status of, and expanding opportunities for,

minorities through support for civil-rights organizations

and other groups working to eliminate discrimination; and

» reducing the size of the severely diSadvantaged population

through experiments in supported work, housing management,

community development, and reform of criminal justice.
The Division also supports projecté in such other problem areas as public
interest law; working class problems; drug abuse; performance of goverhment;
kopportunfties for and rights of women; and rgso]ution of social and econowic

conflicts.
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The activities of the Ford Foundation, including the National Affairs

Division, are directed by its fifteen-member* Board of Trustees, which approves

Foundation priorities and budgets. The Foundation's professional staff members,

including program officers, officers in-charge of each program, and the division
vice-presidents, bear the primary responsibility for developing individual

projects and areas for Foundaﬁion activity, and evaluating grant applications.

ROLE OF ADVISORS

The Ford Foundation has no standing panels which participate in program
development or review applications from prospective grantee organizations.
Individual consultants are hired to work under the direction of the program
staff when they 1;ck the expertise to handle specific problems. They are
generally used in two capacities: to advise the Foundation on programs, and
assist Foundation grantees with specific problems. In addition, consultants
are occasionally called upon to review grant applications when in-house
expertise is inadequate for this purpose. Program officers determine whether’
advisors should be used, and in what capacity. The selection process for
consultants varies with the assignment. In most cases an individua] staff
member or group of program staff decide to contact someone they know and believe
to be qualified to perform the needed task(s). In other instances staf”
may conduct a talent search by making inquiries émong people knowledgeable
in the area, and thus devise a list of possible consultants.

Consuttants are paid by the Foundation according to the value of their
time. Individuals working on Foundation grants may not concurrently act as
consultants a]thdugh they may be called upon informally for advice. |

The Foundation's Board of Trustees, comprised of the Foundation's President

and fourteen other prominent people interested in the Foundation's activities, meets

~ *The Board has an authorized strength of nineteen.
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.quarter1y for two and one-half davs. Tts executive conmittee meets an additional
three or four times per year. New trustees are selected by other Board

" members as vacancies occur. Current trustees are Tisted in Appendix A.

Unlike consultants, who function in a purely advisory capacity, the

| trustees are legally vested with authority to approve Foundation policies and
budgets. In rare instances, when a grant involves particularly sensitive

or controversial issues, the President may refer the proposal to the

Board of Trustees for approval. Of approximately 15,000 proposals the Foundation
receives each year that are within the scope of its regular programs, fewer

than ten are submitted to the Board for consideration.

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

Program staff members are usually responsible for identifying possib1é
areas for Foundation activity. Although ordinarily they make the initial

determination of whether an area is one in which the Foundation should

and could become involved, this initiative is occasionally taken by the

Board of Trusteés. Once the area is assessed as potentially worthwhile and
appropriate for Foundation activity, the Foundation's approach to the area

must be defined. During this phase of the program development process, consul-
tants may be used by program staff in one of the following ways.

« An individual consultant is hired to comp]éﬁé a "state of the art”
review, identifying specific areas that warrant attention, and,
possibly, suggesting ways in which the Foundation could become involved.

« A conference of experts is organized, by Foundation staff or an out-
side agent contracted for this purpose, to consider possibilities
for Foundation activity in the area. The outcome maykbe a feport ;
indicating several such p0551b111t%es,10r a specific recommendation

for a Foundation-sponsored activity.
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. A group of consultants is assembled to assist Foundation staff in
developing a program. For example, a program in New York City provided
a prototype for the supported work experiment the Foundation wished
to undertake. Consultants worked with Foundation staff to devise
ways Ford could test the prototype in different settings. 1In this
case the consultants' assistance included providing concept papers
as a basis for feedback from Federal Agencies and other institutions
which would be 1invoived in the 1arge—sca]e program, and acting as
liajsons between those institutions and the Foundation.

These are the three most common modes of consultant use in program
development at the Ford Foundation. Programs are also developed throug%
“planning grants" to groups working in a field where the Foundation is i
interested in developing a new concept or program. The work of the grantee
provides the basis for the Foundation's new program. The Foundation's

public interest law program was developed in this:way.

In addition to these uses of outside advisors in the program development
process, Foundation staff consult informally with knowledgeable prOfessiona1s
in their fields of interest on an ongoing basis regarding areas which the
Foundation should consider supporting. The degree of advisors' influence in
the program development process varies with the circumstances. In cases
where staff expertise in the area is minimal, for example, advisors are likely
tb be more influential than when staff are knowledgeable, though not expert
in ﬁhe area.

The role of the outside expert in program development, regardless off
structure, is to adyise Foundation staff. The outcome of the program

~development process usually represents a consensus among staff know]edge&b]e
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" about the general area of proposed activity and the Foundation's interests,
and experts in the specific field under consideration.

When a new initiative has been developed to the satisfaction of the
proper staff, a position paper recommending appropriate Foundation action is
prepared and presented to the Board of Trustees for its approval. Usually,
the consultants and staff who participated in the development of the program
meet with the Board to discuss the position paper. In addition to reviewing
new program initiatives as they arise, the Board, in effect, reviews the entire
Foundation program semi-annually when it approves appropriations of new funds.

GRANT SELECTION PROCESS

Proposals for grants to organizations originate in a variety of ways.
Most are initiated by prospective grantee organizations, either through sub-
mission of full written proposals or through letters or telephone calls request-
ing a preliminary Foundation appraisa]yof current or planned activities. Other
proposals may begin as suggestions by Foundation staff members to prospective
grantee organizations, or may emerge during discussions with such organizations
of problems of joint concern. In a few instancés, the Foundation may play a
major role in estab]ishing an organization to undertake, with Foundation support,
specific charitable, scientific, or educational activities.

Regardless of the origfn of a proposal, the formal grant process begins
with the applicant's submission of a written preposal to the Foundation. The
Foundation Secretary's office screens each proposal, determining to which program
office it should be referred. If the praposal is unrelated to any Foundation
brogram, it is rejected by the Secretary on that basis. 0f the approximately
20,000 proposals the Foundation receives each year, about 5,000 are rejgcted
after the Secretary's relevance review. The rest of the applications are routed

by the Secretary to the approbriate program offices.
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Each program's officer-in-charge selects a “"responsible program officer"
(RPO) for each application. The RPQ assesses the proposal in light of its
substantive merit, and the Foundation's program objectives, priorities, and
financial resources. If this assessment is unfavorable, the RPO rejects the
proposal.  If the assessment of the application is encouraging, the RPO may
develop the proposal further through a consultation and negotiation process
with the applicant.
If the applicant is an individual, the Foundation is required by Taw to
obtain endorsements of the proposal by two outside advisors. If the candidate
has been nominated by a non-profit organization, outside endorsements are not
required. In practice, such nominations are rarely reviewed by people outside
the Foundation since staff\expertise is ordinarily sufficient to assess the
merits of a proposal. However, staff do contact experts in the field to Hiscuss
the proposal and/or the applicant on an informal basis. Applications in an area
where staff expertise is lacking, particularly those in a new area of Foundation
activity, are likely to be referred to outside experts for detail review. |
Once the appropriate review has been completed for a prospective grant to
an organization, the RPO prepares "recommendation for grant action" (RGA). The
RGA is a brief memorandum, usually about ten pages long, which summarizes the
proposal and discusses its strengths and weaknesses. The division vice-president
“reviews the RGA, and may request additional information or clarification from the
RPO. After the vice-president has approved the RGA, it is submitted to the President
for approval at the weekly meeting of the Foundation's executive officers. The
overwhe1m1ng majority of RGA's submitted to the President are approved. RGA's are
not preparedkfor grants to individualss; in this case approval authority"rests
with the program officer-in-charge or program head. The bulk of the Foundation's
éctivities, however, are conducted through grant to organizations.
As the éummary of the grant process indicates, the program officer exercises

primary responsibility for assessing and approving grant proposals. Successful
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proposals are, by and large, submitted by individuals or institutions the
program officers know and respect or by applicants recommended by highly regarded
experts in the field. The processing of a grant proposal usually takes two to
three months from submission of the application to receipt of the first check.

PROCESS ASSESSMENT

The Ford Foundation's ad hoc use of outside advisors in program develop-
ment and review of grant applications from organizations results in the
following advantages and disadvantages:

Advantages:

e Use of in-house expertise is maximized.

e Staff expertise is supplemented by using outside experts when .,
necessary.

e Foundation staff retain control over program development and grant
selection, and thus can insure consistency of the outcomes of these
processes with the Foundation's objectives and priorities.

e Administrative costs of more structured advisory mechanisms are
not incurred.

Disadvantages:

e Applicants are not assured of a balanced review of their proposal.

e Since initial screening of grant proposal is usually the
responsibility of a single individual, there is danger of
arbitrariness in initial rejections.

e Grants are ordinarily awarded to people known and respected by
the RPO or recommended by a trusted advisor. An "oid boy"
network may result, with Timited opportunities for applicants
who are not well-known to receive grants.
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APPENDIX A

FORD FOUNDATION BOARD OF TRUSTEES

Alexander Heard, Chairman

of the Board
Chancellor, Vanderbilt University
Nashvilie, Tennessee

McGeorge Bundy, President

Andrew F. Brimmer

Thomas Henry Carroll Visiting
Professor ‘

Harvard University Graduate

School of Business Administration

Boston, Massachusetts

William H. Donaldson

Founder, Donaldson, Lufkin &
Jenrette

New York, New York

James R. ETllis

Partneer, Preston, Thorgrinson,
Ellis, Holman & Fletcher

Seattle, Washington

Henry Ford II
Chairman of the Board
Ford Motor Company
Dearborn, Michigan

Water A. Haas, Jr.
Chairman of the Board
Levi Strauss & Co.,

San Francisco, California

Robert S. McNamara

President, International Bank
for Reconstruction and
Development

Washington, D. C.

Dorothy N. Marshall
Commonwealth Professor
University of Massachusetts
Boston, Massachusetts

J. Trwin Miller ,
Chairman of the Board
Cummins Engine Company
Columbus, Indiana

Dr. Soedjatmoko
Jakarta, Indonesia

Patricia M. Wald
Attorney
Washington, D. C.

Charles E. Wyzanski, Jr.
Senior District Judge

United States District Court
Boston, Massachusetts

Ralf Dahrendorf

Director

London School of Economics
and Political Science

London, England

Hedley Donovan
Editor-in-Chief
Time Inc.

New York, New York
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APPENDIX B

SUMMARY OF GRANT REVIEW DATA

October 1, 1974 to September 30, 1975

Item

National Affairs Division

Ford Foundation

Number of applications
received

Number of applications
reviewed by outside advisors

Number of applications
approved

approximately 2,500

approximately 50

225

approximately 30,000

Total doilar value of
approved grants

Smallest grant

Largest grant

$18.5 million
$800

$1,600,000

approximately $167 million

Number of external
reviewers

Number of outside advisors
on standing review panels

Number of standing review
panels

100

approximately 1,000 *

Number of panel meetings
per year

Length of each meeting

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Term of Panel members

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

*This represents one Foundation officiai's rough estimate of the number of people consuited
on Ford Foundation projects during the course of a year.




®

CARNEGIE CORPORATION

INSTITUTIONAL SETTING

The Carnegie Corporation, which was founded in 1911, is primarily
interested in supporting programs in education and governmental affairs.
Andrew Carnegie began the foundation with a capital fund of about $135 million,
which has a current market worth of approximately $241 million. The Carnegie
Corporation awards about $15 mitlion in grants each year, with approxinately
seven per cent of these monies allocated to educational endeavors»in British
Commonwealth nations. The balance of the Corporation's grants are made to

American colleges and universities, professional associations, and other

" educational organizations. Current priorities focus on improving education

at all Tevels, and include supporting basic and épp]ied research and dissemi-
nation of information in the followjng areas:

e At the preschool Tevel: child development in cognitive and related
areas; assessment of development; and model training programs for
parents, teachers, and others who work with young chi1dren.

e At the elementary and secondary levels: school program evajuations;
measurement of student learning; reforming public school finance;
and training and technical assistance for public school administrators.

g‘In higher education: non-traditiona] degree programs; work and education;
institutional renewal; collective bargaining; and the status of women.

In addition, thé Corporation currént]y supports research,ieducation and

‘monitoring projects to increass government responsiveness to citizens' needs.

o
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The Corporation prefers to fund projects which will provide significant

models, important information or useful insights, or trained specialists to
directly affect a program area. It also maintains an ongoing interest in
model ﬁrojects initiated by minority group members to increase educational
opportunities for minorities.

The President, Vice-President and Board of Trustees are active in
approving ‘grant applications and defining areas for Corporation activity.
The Corporation's seven program officers, experts in their respective
program areas, have primary }esponsibility for developing and reviewing
grant app]icatibns, and actively participate in formulating programs and
priorities.

ROLE OF ADVISORS

The Carnegie Corporation's Board of Trustees is the only formal
committee with a.ro1e in the Corporation's grant application review and
program development processes. The Board consists of the President of
the Corporation and sixteen other prominent people interested in the

~Corporation's programs. Current trustees are Tlisted in Appendix A.

Members of the Board may serve a maximum of twq four-year terms. New
members are selected by current trustei.s. The Board of Trustees meets

five times each year for one-half day to review and approve grant app]iéa-
tions for amounts over $15,000. They also meet annually on a two-day
retreat to diséuss possible new programs and to work with the Corporation's
officers to help them formulate program pr?Orities.

The Corporaﬁion uses individua] advisors on an éd hoc basis to assist

uthe program officeré in program deve1opment and grant application ;eview,
~ Programs officers,ordinar11y ask two or,ﬁhreevexperts4fr0m,outside'the‘

Corporation to comment on each grant application they wish to consider for
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for funding. Whether a proposal is sent to reviewers, and the selection of
the reviewers, are matters for the program officer's discretion. The role
of the outside reviewers also varies. For example, the program officer may
contact them by telephone for their comments on the proposal and/or the
applicant, or may ask them to complete a detailed substantive review of

the project which could include a site visit.

The Corporation also hires consultants to assist in program development
when the need arises, particularly when staff expertise is not available in
the area of interest. A consultant may, for example, complete a state of
the art review to help define potential program issues or complete a sfrategy
for the Corporation's involvement in that area. These consultants are hjred
and paid by the Corporation. Consultants who are not grantees are paid
approximately $150-$200 per day; grantees are not paid for reviews.

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

Carnegie Corporation program officers are responsible for the total scope
of activity in their areas of concern. They keep themselves abreast of develop-
ments in their areas of responsibility, maintain ongoing communication with
other professionals in the field, and seek to identify specific areas in
which the Corporation could make a significant contribution. Identification
of such areas may result from a program officer's experience with an individual
project, or from broad knowledge of the field.

The CavnegiekCorporation's senior staff, including the Corporation's
officers and the program offﬁcers, meets two or fhree times before each Board”
meeting to discuss grant applications. The outcome of these meetings is’a
priority Tist of applications staff believe should be funded. These meetings

provide an opportunity for each program officer to becowe familiar with the
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' broad scope of opportunities for Corporation involvement, and for discussion
and consensus among staff concerning the Corporation’s prioritieé. After
review of the staff consensus, the President submits a single 1list of
proposals to the Board of Trustees.

The Board reviews the President's recommendations for grants for more
than $15,000. As a result, the trustees are familiar with specific projects
or groups of pféjects which represent significant financial commitments for
the Corporation, and, hence, potential or actual priorities. In addition,
the trustees occasionally review evaluations of projects the Corporation has’
undertaken in the past to assess the efficacy of'tﬁe Corporation's financia]
commitment to individuai projects and priority areas. Finally, the Board |
discusses program d%rections at its meetings, and during its annual retreat. -
The_President of the Corporation, as a member of the Board of Trustees and
chief officer of the Corporation, serves as a means of communication between .
staff and trustees concerning progrém development and priorities.

GRANT SELECTION PROCESS

Prospective applicants afe encouraged to submit a brief description
of their projects to the program officer in their field of interest, or to
.d13cuss their ideas with akprogram~officer. The prograﬁ officers make
preliminary assessments of the Corpovation's interest in the projects based -
on their knowledge of the field and the Corporation's current priorities, and
discourage or encourage submission of detai]ed,prdposa1s; Program officers
may contact applicants for additional information before making this determina-
tion. Théy a1$ofmay assist applicants in developing promising ideas fnto
detailed proposals. ’

There is no standardized grant application form. The detailed proposal

consists of the applicant's statement of the project's objectives, methodology,
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personnel, and financial support requirements. The program officer may
send the proposal to two or three experts who complete a "mail review", or
contact people by telephone to discuss the merits of the proposal and/or the
qualifications of the apnlicant. Generally each proposal is reviewed by two
or three experts. The program officer may also schedule a site visit, contact
the applicant for additional information, or gather information about the
people or institution(s) involved. In addition, the program officer
requires a formal letter of request from the applicant's institution.

If, after obtaining the information necessary to make the judgment,
the program officer determines that the Corporation should fund the project,
a project docket is compiled. The docket includes a description of fhe
project, the proposal, information concerning the applicant's previous
Corporation-sponsored projects, and other information the program officer
has obtained about the project and the app11cant, including rev1ews by
outs1de experts. The program officer submits the docket to the Corporat1on S
vice-president approximately six weeks before the Board of Trustees meeting.
The vice-president reviews the docket and returns it to the program officer
- for necessary clarifications or additional information, including additional
reviews. When the docket meets with the vice-president's approval, it is
réferred to the President. if, after reviewing the docket, the President
agrees that the proposal should be seriously considered for funding, the
docket is circulated among the senior staff. Each of these staff members
reads the docket aﬁd prepares comments on it. They meet two of‘three times
bﬂ;ore each meeting of the Board of Trustees to discuss the proposals in
detail, vote on each proposa1, and assign pr1or1ty rankings to proposed

projects. The President, after conferring with the vice-president, presents
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the Board with a single Tist of grants. The Board of Trustees reviews ahd
votes on projects which require over $15,000 funding. Projects requiring less
than that amount must receive final approval by the President and are reported
to the Board of Trustees.

It takes two to three months to process a grant at the Carnegie Corporation
from submission of the detailed application to award of the first check.
ATthough grant applications may be submitted at any time, grants over $15,000 -
are processed in phase with the trustees' meetings held five times annually.
Grants under $15,000 can be handled in three or four weeks. In-house develop-
ment and review of proposals are p]énned to complete the staff phase of
application processing befofe each Board meeting. o

Between October 1, 1974 and October 1, 1975, approximately 160 grant
applications were received by the Carnegie Corporation's Public Affairs
Programs. Twenty-five of these were referred to outside experts for review,
and fifteen of those twenty—five were funded. The Corporat1on as a whole
receives roughly 2000 grant applications annually, eighty percent of which

are rejected immediately because they do not reflect the Corporation's

interests. One application out of every twenty or twentyéfiVe is ultimately

funded (see Appendix B).

PROCESS ASSESSMENT

The following aevaetages result from the use of outside advisors by the
Carnegie Corporation: | |
e The Corporation's senior staff retain maximum control over whetth
outs1de adv1sors should be used to review grant applications, the
, extent to which adv1sors should be ut1|1zed, and which pYOJeCtS are

ultimately reeommenged for funding. .
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e Only projects which the program officer thinks are promising are
reviewed, saving the time of staff and prospective reviewers which
would otherwise be spent in continued processing of unpromising
applications.

e Reviewers may complete their work at their convenience, and the
problems of timing and location of panel meetings are avoided.

e The Corporation's use of outside experts to aid in program develop-
ment provides an importaht supplement to the expertise avai]éb]e
among its small staff.

Disadvantages include:

e Applicants are not assured of an unbiased, balanced review since

t

decisions on whether their proposals are reviewed and the selection
of reviewers are made according to the program officer's discretion.
e When reviews are conducted there is no opportunity for exchange of

ideas, one characteristic of a panel format.
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APPENDIX A
CARNEGIE CORPORATION BOARD OF TRUSTEES

Margaret Carnegie Miller, Honorary Tkustee

Caryl P. Haskins, Chairman
Former President
Carnegie Institution of Washington

Harding F. Bancroft, Vice Chairman
Vice Chairman
The New York Times -

Amyas Ames
Chairman of the Board
Lincoln Center for the Performing Arts, Inc.

Robert F. Bacher
Professor of Physics
California Institute of Technology

Louis W. Cabot
Chairman of the Board, Cabot Corporation

Aiken W. Fisher
Chairman of the Board
Fisher Scientific Company

Phy1lis Goodhart Gordan

Francis Keppel
Director, Aspen Institute Program in Education

Philip R. Lee, M.D. _

Professor of Social Medicine and Director,
Health Policy Center

University of California, San Francisco

Malcolm A. MacIntyre
Chairman, Audit and Compensation Committee
20th Century Fox Film Corporation

Madeline H. McWhinney
President Designate, First Women's Bank
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Appendix A {continued)

Alan Pifer
President, Carnegie Corporation of New York

Howard D. Samuel
Vice President, Amalgamated Clothing

Workers of America

David A. Shepard

Jeanne Spurlock
Deputy Medical Director
American Psychiatric Association

Franklin A. Thomas
President
Bedford-Stuyvesant Restoration Corporation

Marta Y. Valle
President, Valle Consultants Ltd.
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APPENDIX B
SUMMARY OF GRANT REVIEW DATA

OCTOBER 1, 1974 TO SEPTEMBER 30, 1975

‘Ttem

Public Affairs Program

Carnegie Corporation

Number of applications
received

Number of applications
reviewed by outside
advisors

Number of applications
approved

160

25

15

approximately 2000

approximateTy 100

Total dollar value of
approved grants

Smallest grant

Largest grant

$2.0 million
$ 6,000
$600,000

approximately $ 15 million

Number of external
reviewers

Number of outside advi-
sors on standing review
panels

Number of standing
review panels

250 (approx.)

Number of panel
meetings per year

Length of each meeting

Not Applicable

‘Not‘App1icab1e

~|Term of Panel members
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