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The Hohorable Austin J. Murphy
Chairman, Subcommittee on Select Education
House Committee on -Educaticn and Labor

The Honorable Carl D. Perkins

Chairman, Subcommittee on IZlementary,
Secondary and Vocational Education

House Committee on Education and Labor

The Honorable Paul Simon . ‘ ////f/f//.
' Chairman, Subcommittee on Postsecondary” Education
e House Committee or Education_and Labor :
“ ’ T ,
In your June—14, 1982, joint letter, you requested, :
information on the procedures for awarding discretionary grants
—==~~ " "Under three programs administered by the Department of Education
(ED). In later discussions with your offices, we agreed to limit
our work to the Women's Educational Equity Act Program (WEEAP)
and the National Institute of Education's Unsolicited Proposal
Program for 1981 and 1982 and the Talent Search Program for 1982

.only. ‘

. . For each of the three grant programs, you asked for infor-

' mation on (1) the legislation; regulations, and directives that
govern them, (2) how and by whom grant funding priorities are

5 established, (3) how field readers who review grant proposals are
recruited and selected, (4) the field reader selection criteria,
(5) the training and orientation.provided to readers, (6) proce-
dures for reviewing, ‘scoring, ranking, and selecting.grant appli-
‘cations, (7) the extent to which final selections differed from
reader recommendations, (8) the process used to determine final
grant amounts, and (9) the percentage of requested funds that -
“successful applicants received in-1981 and 1982. 'We also agreed
to provide information on certain characteristics, including the
sex and ethnicity,.of readers used in 1981 and 1982 for WEEAP and
the Unsolicited Proposal Program and in 1980 and 1982 for the
Talent Search Program. Further, we agreed to compare the grant
award procedures used in 1981 and 1982.by WEEAP and the Unsoli-
cited Proposal Program. o

To identify-applicable legislation, regulations, guidelines,
and directives, we.interviewed staff from the three programs, as
well as_representatives from ED's Office of the General Counsel,
the National Institute of Education's Office of Grants and Con-
tracts, and ED's Assistance Management and Procurement Service.

o
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To determine how field readers were recruited and selected, grant
]compeLitiona conducted, 'and award decisicns made, we reviewed
relevant legislation, regulations, program plans, instructions,
~and other relevant documents and interviewed knowledgeable ED and
program officials and others associated with the grant competi-
tion. We developed reader characteristics by interviewing pro-
~gram officials and by reviewing the resumes, vitae, information
sheets, and other related information on file. :

The 1nformat10n we developed is summarized below and de—
tailed in appendlxes I through V.

LEGIQLATION, REGULATIONS,
AND PROGRAM DIRECTIVES

The Women's Educational Equity Act, the General Education
Provisions Act, and the Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended, -
respectively, establisned WEEAP, the Unsolicited Proposal Pro-

gram, and the Talent Search Program.. All three’ programs are
"governed by ED's General Administrative Regulations and General
Grant Regulations. The General Admlﬂlstratlve Regulations estab-
"lish general rules on how grants .are made, authorize the use of
experts to evaluate applications, and establish general criteria
on which applications are evaluated and award decisions made.

The General Grant Regulations'establish uniform requirements for
administering grants and principles for determining costs appll—
cable to activities assisted by grants.

Each program's regulatlons establish specific¢ criteria for
evaluating proposals and awarding grants. ED procedures and
requirements for conducting grant-competitions are outlined in
grants administration manuals. Additionally WEEAP and the Talent
Search Program annually. prepare technical reviéw plans that out-
line the application review procedures to be used during a speci-
fic year's grant competltlon. The Unsollc1ted Proposal Program
is also subject to various, internal Instltute directives.

'ESTABLISHING PROGRAM PRIORITIES

. For WEEAP, the Secretary of Education is requ1red to set
priorities for funding grants. The Secretary published & "Notice
of Proposed Rulemaking" in the May-25, 1979, Federal Register:
which identified and described the proposed funding priorities.. .-
After considering written public comments on the notice and re-

. ceiving input from public hearings held throughout the country,

the Secretary published final WEEAP regulations on April 3, 1980,
which contained five funding priorities. These priorities in-
volved model projects (1) on compliance with Federal requirements
prohibiting sex discrimination in education, (2) on educational

RS
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equity for racxal and ethnic mlnorlty women, (3) on-educational
equity “for disabled women, (4) to influence leaders in educa- ’
tional policy and administration, and (5) to ellmlnate per51stent

" pbarriers to educatlona“ equity for women.

~

‘The regulatlons also. provide that funds may be awarded for

"other authorlued activities" related to educaﬁgonal equity for

women and giris which are not included under one of the spec1f1c
priorities. 1In 1981, proposals under the: first four prrorltles
and "other authorized activities" were funded. In 1982, propos-
als were funded under the five speC1f1c priorities only.

The Unsolicited Proposal Progrdm has no established funding
priorities since its purpose ie to identify unique orx, alternative
proposals to those submitted in response to other spec1f1c grdnt
announcements.

[

The types of projects that may be funded under Talent Search

‘are outlined in the authorizing legislation. These include proj-

ects to (1) identify youths with potential for education at the
postsecondary level and encourage youths to complete secondary

~ school and undertake a postsecondary. education. pL(gram ~ang--(2)

publicize the availability of f1nanc1al aid for ‘postsecondary
education. .

FIELD READER SELECTION - °

' ED uses-field readers to help evaluate applications submit-
ted under the three grant programs. Each progran has different
bases for se]ectlng field readers. WEEAP criteria provide that
readers have (1) a commitment to women's educational equity and
knowledge of and experlence in issues relating to educational
equity, (2) experience in one of the funding priorities, and (3)
experience in 1 of 1l educational areas.

The field readers were selected by thc WEEAP staff in 1981
and by the Office of the Assistant Secretary-:for Elementary and

. Secondary Education in 1982. The 1981 readers were selected from

a list of names obtained by program staff from such sources as
educational organizations, otherr ED offices, and former dgrant- °
ees. The 1982 readers were selected by the Office of the Assis-
tant Secretary from a list referred by ED's Field Reader Outreach
Program. The Outreach Program was established in March 1982 be-
cause of concern in ED that the same individuals, who exhibited a
"liberal" bias, were being used as readers year after year and
had become part of each program's network, thus minimizing- the
independence of the field reader evaluation process. Through the
Outreach Program ED attcwp\ed to identify new readers with "con-
servative phllOSOOhleS and give more respon51b111ty to senior ED
off1c1als for selecting readers.

w
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Based on our review of the WEEAP field reader resumes, it is
our judgment that 1 (or 1 percent) of the 1981 readers and 11 (or
20 percent) of '‘the 1982 readers did not meet any of the program's
selection criteria. ' It should be noted, however, 'that the cri-
teria are subjective since there is no clear definition of
Mcommitment" or "expertise."

There are no written criteria for the selection of reviewers
for the Unsolicited Proposal Program; however, according to Na-

" tional Inst’itute of #ducation staff, reviewers should have knowl-
edge of the area covered by the proposal and experience in or
knowledg€ of educational research. Reviewers in 1981 and 1982
were selected from different sources. In 1981, as in' previous
years, staff from three discrete program areas independently
selected reviewers to review unsolicited proposals assigned to
their respective program areas. Staff selected reviewers based
on their knowledge of experts in the area addressed by the propo-
sal. In 1982 the program staff was required to select a portion
of reviewers from a list compiled by the Office of the Director.
Of the 119 individuals recommended by the Director's office, 96,
Or about one-third of the 272 reviewers in 1982, were used for

wm*meﬁig,percent;of,thefreyiewsw%~9rogramfstaff“seléétédTtﬁé“féﬁiiﬁiﬁ@“‘

reviewers independently as they had done in previous years.

"* ‘We reviewed information available for a random sample of
reviewers used in 1981 and 1982 for the Unsolicited Proposal Pro-
gram to determine if the reviewers possessed experience in or
knowledge of educational research. We considered an individual's
academic training, occupation, and institutional affiliation as
they related to National Institute of Education research topics
and his/her professional accomplishments, such as published books
or journal articles on education and related issues. We did not
determine the extent to which reviewers possessed knowledge of
the areas covered by the proposal.

For 1981, we estimate that sufficient information was not
available for 53 (or 26 percent) of the 205 reviewers to permit
us to make a determination. The other 152 reviewers, in our
estimation, did have experience in or knowledge of educational
research. For 1982, we estimate that sufficient information was
not available for 32 (or 12 percent) of the 272 reviewers to per-
mit us tdb make a determination. OFf the.other 240 reviewers, 231
(or 96 percent) had experience in or knowledge of educational
research, and 9 (or 4 percent) did not. - : :

‘ The 1982 Talent Search readers were selected by program
"staff from a computerized file of 1,700 individuals who had been
identified by the staff as qualified readers. 1Initial efforts to
create the file began in 1978 and were followed by an extensive

*
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systematic recruitment campaign. Since the initial file was
established, there have been some additional informal efforts to
recruit new readers, such as requesting active field readers' to

- refer qualified colleagues. Talent Search readers were required
to have at least an undérgraduate degree and meet two of six
experience criteria, which included experience in secondary and
postsecondary education, knowledge of the program, and experience
in working .with disadvantaged individuals. We reviewed resumes
and other documentation to determine if the 1982 readers met the
education and experience selection criteria. All 75 readers met
the education criteria. We determined that 55 met the experience
criteria; documentation for the other 20 did not provide enough
information to permit a determination.

. ° In all three programs there were some differences, for the
program years we compared, in either the sex or the ethnicity of
the field readers used. In 1981 almost 80 percent of the WEEAP -
readers were Black, Hispanic, Asian American, or Native American;
in 1982 about 24 percent were from these minority groups. Rep-
_resentation by sex .was comparable in both years. In 1981, we
" estimate that 32 percent of the Unsolicited Proposal Program re— =

in 1982, 15 percent were from these groups. 'We estimate that

46 percent of the 1981 readers for the Unsolicited Proposal Pro-
‘'gram were women versus 35 percent in 1982. In the Talent Search
Program, a greater percentage of women and mijorities were used

as field readers in 1982 than in 1980. . :

'TRAINING AND ORIENTATION FOR FIELD READERS °

Training and orientation procedures were similar in the
three programs. Before the grant reading sessions, readers were
mailed a.package of material which included information on pro-
gram objectives, program regqulations, evaluation techniques, and
‘conflict'of interest regulations. At the beginning of the compé-
tition, readers attended an orientation session at. which addi-
tional instructions were provided.” In the case of WEEAP, 'a more
extensive orientation session was provided in 1981 thansin 1982.

In 1981, the WEEAP director conducted a 4-hour orientation
session, which covered the purpose of WEEAP, the applicable regu-
lations, the scoring process, how proposals are ranked and award
decisions are made, and the necessity for each field reader to
provide an independent review. 'In 1982, staff from the Of fice of
the Assistant Secretary for Elemenhtary and Secondary Education
conducted a l-hour orientatiion session in which they discussed
assignmernts of readers to proposals, scoring procedures, con-—
flicts of interest, field reader reimbursement, and the conf iden-
tiality of information contained in proposals. In 1982, because

¢ N

“Viewers were Black, Hispanic, A8ian American, or Native~ Americanj -~ -
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the administration's budget for 1983 did not contain funding for
WEEAP, readers were instructed to evaluate appllcatlons based on

« whether the proposals' ObjeCtIVeS could be achieved with 1 year
of funding. In 1981 and previous years, multlyear proposals were
funded. : _ ot

SCORING AND ﬁANKING

Basically the criteria to be used by the readers in evaluat-
'1ng<§nd scoring applications were the same for the three pro- ‘
grams. These include considering the (1) need for and impact of
the proposal, (2) quality of the plan of operation, (3) dquality
" of key personnel and the adequacy of resources, and (4) reasgn-

ableness of the budget. s

' Varlous me thods were used to compute a final score. For
WEEAP in 1981 and 1982 and the Unsolicited  Proposal Program in
1981, the individual reader scores were standardized, averaged,
and ranked according to the average standardized score. (Stand-
ardization is a technique used to minimize the tendency of some
recaders to score consistently high or consistently low.) For the
‘Unsolicited Proposal Program in 1982, because the number of pro-
posals read by each field reviewer was relatively 'small, stand-
ardization was not statistically feasible. Instead, proposals
were ranked according to the 51mple average of the readers'
scores. . ‘

Talent Search applications were ranked according to a "com-

' posite score" arrived at by calculating a simple average of the
three reader scores and, if.applicable, adding between 1 and 15
priority points to the average. Priority points are assigned
only to applications from previous recipients of Talent Search _
grants; the number of points -are determined by the program staff
based on an evaluation of an applicant's performance in a prior

prOJect.

- .

SELECTING APPLICATIONS FOR FUNDING

In selecting applications for funding, ED officials may
deviate from field reader rankings. However, deviations must be
explained. Except for the 1982 VEEAP competition, none of the
programs funded. applications according to rank order. Some rea-
sons given for the deviations were that the redommended project
(1) duplicated a previously funded: project or another project
being funded in the same year, (2) was not cost gffactive, (3)
did not address an ED or program priority, or (4) exceeded the

‘ scope of projects authorized to be funded. However, not all

deviations were explalned

*
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To determine the final funding levels for each approved ap-
-plication, program staffs review the applicant's proposed budget;
identify both allowable and what -appear to be unnecessary types
~of costs, or costs that exceed preestablished program guidelines;
. and develop recommended budgets.
forwarded to the cognizant Assistant Secretary or the Director of
the National Institute of Education, as appropriate,

The recommended budgets ave

for ap-

proval. The approved budget is sent to a grants officer:; who
contacts the app11Cant and negotiates the final funding amount,

o

““Most’ Talent Search grants were funded at less than 90 per-

.cent of" the amounts requested,

requested. .

—

. This report was not sent to the Department of Educatlon for
its review. However, the matters contained herein were discussed .

and most WEEAP and Unsolicited
'Proposal grants received more than 90 percent of the amounts

— - -

w1th Department representatlves.

Coples of this report will be sent to the Secretary of
Education and other interested individuals and w1ll be made
avallable to others upon request.

W/@

Director

Richard L. Fogel
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PROCEDURES FOR AWARDING GRANTS

-0

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

Tn a June 14, 1982, letter, the Chairmen of the Subcommit-
tee on Postsecondary Education, the Subcommittee on Select

_ Education, and the Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and
“Vocational Education of the House Committee on Education and

Labor asked us to review the procedures used to award new dis-
cretionary grants under the Women's Educational Equity Act Pro-
gram (WEEAP), the TRIO Programs, and programs at the National

Institute of Education (NIE). We were asked to obtain informa-

tion on (l) the legislation, regulations, policy, and program
directives that govern the grant award process, (2) how and by 1
whom funding priorities are established, (3) how field readers
are recruited and selected, (4) the field reader selection cri-
teria, (5) field reader.training and orientation, (6) procedures

for reviewing, scoring, ranking, and selecting applications, (7) .

the extent to which final grant selections differed from field
reader rankings, (8) the process used to determine final grant
amounts, and (9) the percentage. of requested funds received in
1981 and 1982. :

1%

'-—cqmpare the 1981 and 1982 WEEAP grant competitioﬁs and
dévelop ‘demographic information for individuals who
served as field readers in those years;

—-determine if 1981 and 1982 WEEAP readers met field reader
- selection criteria; »
4 .

--review NIE's 1981 and 1982 Unsolicited Proposal Program
competition and develop information on the sex, race/
ethnicity, and educational research experience of 1981
and 1982 readers; and /

s-1imit our review of the TRIO programs to the 1982 Talent
Search competition, but compare 1980 and 1982 readers
according to sex and race/ethnicity.

To identify applicable legislation, regulations, guide-
iines, and directives, we interviewed staff from the three pro-
grams, as well as a representative from the Department of Educa-
tion's (ED's) Office of the General Counsel, NIE's Office of
Grants and Contracts, and ED's Assistance Management and Pro-
curement Service. : , . ‘

$
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To determlne how field readers were recruited and selected,
grant competitions conducted, and award decisions made, we
reviewed relevant legislation, regulations, program plans, and
instructions and interviewed knowledgeable Department. and pro-
gram officials and others associated with the grant competition.

We interviewed the WEEAP director and her staff, represen-
tatives from the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education, the WEEAP grants officer, and
several 1982 WEEAP fleld readers.

We also 1nterv1ewed the formerfActlng Director of NIE and a
member of the Director's staff involved in identifying and se-
lectlng 1982 field readers, the UﬁEolicited Proposal Program
coordinator, and former. and currént program staff involved in
conductlng the 1981 and 1982 competltlons. '

To develop the requested information on the Talent Search
Program, we interviewed a representative of the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education, the Director of
the Division of Student Services (DSS), various branch chiefs,
and other individuals responsible for the operation of the e
Talent Search Program.

To determine how the 1982 Field Reader Outreach Program was
conducted, we interviewed representatives of the Office of the ’
Deputy Undersecretary for Management, the director of the Out-
reach Program, and Assistant Secretaries and other senior offi-
cials (or their repre;entatlves) located at ED headquarters. We
also spoke with the Secretary s 10 regional representaulves (or
their staff) and representatives of private research organiza-
tions involved in the Outreach Program. .

We developed the requested’ demographic information by in-.
terviewing program officials responsible for selecting readers
and by.reviewing the resumes, vitae, information sheets, and/or
other information on file for each of the.1980 and. 1982 Talent
Search and 1981 and 1982 WEEAP field readers and for 50 of the
205, 1981 and 60 of the 272, 1982 NIE reviewers for unsolicited
proposals. At NIE, the individuals for whom demographic. infor-
mation was developed were selected randomly from the universe of
1981 and 1982 reviewers. We are 95 percent certain that the
percentage estimates developed from the sample will not vary
from the actual percentages by more than about 10 percent.

Our review was performed in accordance: W1tb generally
accepted government audit standards, except that we did not . __
obtain formal Department comments on a draft-of the réport. We

-
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did, however,.discuss'the’matters'dbnﬁaihed'herein with
Department representatives, and their views have been
considered. . .

THE WOMEN'S EDUCATIONAL
EQUITY ACT PROGRAM" }

The Women's Educational Equity Act, initially included as-
part of the Education Amendments of 1974, was reauthorized under
the Education Amendments of 1978 as title IX, part C, of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended
(20 U.S.C. 3341-3348).

~ The reasons for and purpose of WEEAP are stated in the
act's first. sectlon- _

"The Congress finds and declares that educational
pregrams in the United States, as presently con-.
- ducted, are frequently inequitable as such pro- -
: grams ‘relate to women and frequently limit the
full participation of all individuals in American
__society. *-* * Tt is the-purpose-of this part to

provide educational equity for-women in the Unlted
States."

, Educational'equity for women, as defined in the imblement—
ing regulatlonu, meanss :

"The elimination in educational institutions, pro-
grams and curricula of discrimination on the basis:
of.sex and of those elements of sex role stereo-
typing and sex role socialization that prevent

full and fair participation by.women in educa-
tional programs and in American society generally;

"The responsiveness of educational institutions,
programs, curricula, policymakers, administrators,
instructors, counselors, and other personnel to
the special educational needs, interests, and con-
cerns of women that arise from inequitable educa-
tional policies and practices; and

"The elimination of stereotyping by sex, so that
both men and women can choose freely among and
benefit from opportunities in educational institu-
tions and programs with limitations determined
only, by each individual's interests, aptitudes,
and—abilities<+"
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To achieve its goals, the act authorizes the Secretary of
Education to award grants to and enter into contracts with pub-
lic agencies and private nonprofit agencies, organizations,
institutions, and individuals for projects designed to achleve
educational equity for women.

To determine which agencies and individuals receive grants,
the Secretary conducts an annual grant competition. Organiza-
tions, agencies, and individuals submit applications for general
grants (more .than $25,000)  -and small grants ($25,000 or below) .

-under one or more of the WEEAP funding prlor1t1es. Applicdations
are’evaluated by panels of outside experts--fleld readers--who
are selected because of their. interest and experience in issues
related to women's educational equity. Panel members may in-
clude Federal employees. Each application is reviewed by three .
‘field readers, who score the¢ application on the basis of pre-
established evaluation critqria. Applications are-then ranked
according to the field readgrs' scores. Program officials re-
view the top-ranked general and small grant applications in each
priority and determine which will be - funded. . .

In 1981, about $1.1 million was awardeG for new grants
‘through the competitive process described above. In 1982, about
$603,000 was awarded for new grants. - : :

The A551stant Secretary for Elementary and Secondary
Education |is respon51ble for administering-the act. The WEEAP
-office, a part of the Office of Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion, carries out the program's day-to-day operations; the pro-
gram director reports to the Assistant Secretary. 1In 1981 WEEAP
‘was located in the Office of Educational Research and .

Improvement.

Leglslatlon, Department regulations,
and_program dlrectlves

WEEAP's operations are governed by the Women's Educational
Equity Act, several departmental regulations, and program direc-

tives, including the
==ED General Administrative Regulatiqns;
" ~=ED GeneralfGrant Regulations;
--WEEAP regulations; , ) ' ' ;

--Ed Grahts and Procurement Management,Manpal,fchapterPLL£rmw;~«~~
section 2; and :

H
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.——Department of Health and Human Services Grants
Administration Manual. ’

In addition, WEEAP annually prepares a technical review plan,
which outlines application review procedures for conducting the
grant competition in a given year. . Each of these regulations or
policy guidelines is discussed briefly in appendix II.

Establishing WEEAP funding priorities

The act requires the Secretary'of Education to set priori-,
~ties for funding grants. In the May 25, 1979, Federal Reglstgr
the Secretary published a "Notice of Proposed Rulemaking," which -
identified and described the proposed funding priorities. After
considering written public comments on the notice and rece1V1ng
input from public hearings held throughout the country, the

" Secretary published final WEEAP regulations on April 3, ©1980,
which contalned the follOW1ng five WEEAP ‘funding priorities.

Model projects on title IX compliance. "This priority is
intended to develop model programs and materials that will
help educational institutions achieve compliance with title
IX of the Education Amendments of 1972. Title IX prohibits
sex discrimination in education programs that receive Fed-
_eral funds. -

Model projects on educational equity for..racdial and ethnic
minority women and girls. This priority is intended to
address issues of double discrimination, bias, and stereo—
typing on the basis of sex and race or ‘ethnic origin.

Model projects on educational equity for disabled women and
girls. This priority is intended to develop -model programs
-and materials that address the educational needs of dis-
abled women and seek to overcome barriers to their full
participation in educational programs resulting from double
dlscrlmlnatlon, bias, and stereotyping based on sex and
disability. i :

Model projects to influence leaders in educational policy

and administration. These projects are intended to in-

crease the commitment to title IX compliance and to educa-

tional equity for women among individuals and orgdanizations

“that affect the development and implementation of education
* policy. ) .

, T Model projects—to—eliminate_persistent barriers to educa-
tional equity for women. This priority 1is intended to
support -projects that focus on critical iscues relatéd to
intractable institutional or attitudinal barriers.te the

o
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~achievement of equity in areas where little change has
occurred, such as physical education, vocational education,
or educational.administration. )

The regulations also provide that funds may be awarded for
"other authorized activities" related to educational equity for
women.and girls which are not included under one of the specific
priorities. " -

Funding priorities in -
fiscal years 1981 and 1982

’

The Secretary selects one or more priorities for funding
for each fiscal year's grant competition and determines the
approximate percentage of available funds that will be awarded

under each priority.. .

~ *

Before the fiscal year 1981 grant competition, the Secre-
tary published a Notice. of Proposed Annual Program Priorities in
the September 26, 1980, Federal Register to solicit public com-
ments on which priorities should be selected for funding and
what percentage of available funds should be allocated to each
priority. Based on analyses of the comments, the Secretary

selected five priorities for funding in fiscal year 1981.
 According to WEEAP officials, the Secretary did not publish
a Notice of Proposed Annual Program Priorities for fiscal year.
1982 because of time constraints. We were-told that the selec-
tion of priorities in 1982 was based on (1) a review of grant
‘applications .received in the ,prior year and (2) the WEEAP
staff's knowledge of the needs in the various ptiority areas.
The selected priorities and the percentage of' funds allo-
cated to each in fiscal years 1981 and 1982 are shown in the
following table. ' . :

- ¢ ) L ) Percent
 Priority ’ R 1981 1982
Projects to-achieve title IX compliance : 30 30
Equity for racial and ethnic minority women 40 . 30
Equity for disabled women and girls ' 15 15
Projects to influence leaders in educa-. 10 - 10
tional policy and administration ‘ . ..
15

Projects to eliminate persistent barriers
to educational equity
Other authorized activities

2
Total g 100 =100
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Recrultlng potentlal field readers

For fiscal year 1981, the WEEAP staff recruited field read-
ers to review grant applications. For fiscal year 1982, al- ’
though the WEEAP staff continued to recruit potential field
readers, most readers were identified through the Field Reader
Outreach Program~-a new program administered by ED's Office .of
the Deputy Under Secretary for Management.‘: :

Fiscal year 1981

In preparation for the 1981 grant competltlon, the WEEAP )
staff. recruited field readers. "According to - the WEEAP director,
recruitment was informal and unsystematic. During speeches b&-
fore educational organizations, .at- meetings ‘and conferences, and
in media interviews, the dlrector and .hér staff discussed the
“program's need for field“readers and requesfted ‘that interested. .
individuals submit resumes. Occa91ona11y, organizations to
"which they spoke publlshed notices in their internal publica-
tions announcing WEEAP'S need for readers. The WEEAP staff also
requested field reader recommendations or resumes. from other ED

"offices, the National Adv1sory Council on Women's Educational

Programs, and former grantees. The staff also received unsolic-

‘ited resumes following the arnual Federal Reglster announcement o
~ of the WEEAP grant competltlon. : o

The dlrector sa1d that before the 1981 grant competltlon
WEEAP identified and obtained information on about 300 potential
field. readers. .

n

Flscal year 1982

In preparation for the 1982 competition, the WEEAP staff
recruited readers as described above. Their efforts identified
about 100 additional potential readers, brlnglng the pool of
potential readers to 400. :

- In 1982, the Field Reader Outreach Program 1dent1f1ed
about 200 additional potential readers:for WEEAP. ED estab-
lished the Outreach Program to broaden and -update the pool of
qualified field readers. Readers were identified and recruited
for all ED programs needing field readers through-solicitation
efforts conducted by (1) Assistant Secretaries and other -senior
officials, (2) the Sécretary's 10 regional- representatives,,and
(3) several research organizations, including the Heritage Foun-
dation and the Conservatlve Caucus. The Deputy Under Secretary
for Management characterlzed the research organizations as being
conservatlve. .
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According to ED officials who helped establish the Outreach
Program, there was concern in ED®that the same field readers
were being-used year after year, that these readers exhibited a
- "liberal" bias, and that they had become a part of the programs'
"networks," thus minimizing the independence of the field reader
evaluation process. We were told that ED attempted, through the
‘Outreach Program, to solicit new readers with "conservative"
philosophies and to give more responsibility to Assistant Secre-
taries and other senior officials in selecting field readers.
(For additional 1nformation on the Outreach Program, see app.
III )

oy

Selecting field readers

" In 1981 WEEAP~selectedvits field readers from the pool of
individuals solicited by the program's staff. "In 1982, offi—

selected readers for WEEAP from the names obtained through the
Outreach Program.

Fiscal year 1981

WEEAP maintains a file for each potential reader which in-
" cludes his/her name, address, social security number, sex,
race/ethnicity, occupation, employer, educational level, and
professional background. According to the WEEAP'director, he-
fore the 1981 competition the information maintained on prospec-
tive field readers was 'reviewed by the program staff. Each ’
staff member recommended to the director the individuals that
he/she felt were qualified to read grant applications and justi-
fied the recommendatlons.

) According to the director and her staff, they recommended
ind1V1duals who met all the field reader selection criteria out-
_lined in the technical review plan. These criteria include:

1. Commitment to the provision of educational equity for
women and girls and knowledge and experience in issues
relating to educational equity. (See page 3 for a
definition of women's educational equity.)

2. Expertise in one or more of the WEEAP funding priori-
ties.

3. Expertise in one of the follow1ng education-related
areas:

——Educationalmadministration&mul%u

'—-Curricula, textbooks, and materials development.



'APPENDIX I | : oo APPENDIX I

3

9

--Training of educational personnel.

2

--Career education, e

--Vocational education.

--Counseling and éuidance.

——Education for‘;duit women.

--Physical education.

--Racism and sexism in education. . S
--Education of disabled girls and women.

--Strategies for change, including networking, organiz-

«

ing, .and organizational development. . .- N

The WEEAP. director said that.individuals were invited to
participate as field readers.based on (1) the staff's recom-
‘mendations and (2) the reguirement in the technical review plan
that thére be diversity among readers in terms of race, sex,
age, geographical ,location, educational background, and institu-
tional affiliat;on;- ‘ ‘

1

After making the selections, the WEEAP staff sent each in-
dividual an invitation ‘letter, a resume form, an "Absence of
Conflict of Interest" form, WEEAP.regulations, and other per-

. tinent material. The invitation letter asked invitees to im-
mediately contact the WEEAP staff if"they could participate in -
the grant reading session and’ to complete and return the re-
quired forms. The letter was tentative since it cautioned:

¥

‘mx % * Tt is possible that we will receive fewer
applications than expected; in that|event, we will
not need as many panelists as we now anticipate and
thérefore may'be unable to invite you to partici-
pate * * * " . _ ‘ :

: ‘The WEEAP director made the final selection of readers
after most grant applications were received and most invitees
had responded. Delaying fihal selection.in this way enabled the
director to select readers in accordance with the number and -
type of applications received. : ‘ S '

According to the director, the final selection of .field
readers was partially based on the need to diversify the group
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and also to adhere to an ED requirement that rdot more than 67
percent of the current year's readers be the same as the prlor
year's.

The director said that individuals were assigned to panels
based on their expcrtise in the priority in which they would be
evaluating grant 4pplications. There were three individuals on
each panel and enough panels so that each would review between
30 and 40 applications. The director attempted to diversify
panels .in terms of race/ethnicity, .age, level of education, and
type of employer/institutional affiliation. Reviewers from the
same organlzatlon were not assigned to the same panel, nor did
they review applications under the same priority. Appllcatlons
were assigned' to panels by block (i.e., applications numbered 1,
through 30 were assigned to panel one, those numbered 31 through
60 were assigned to panel two, etc.).

Fiscal year 1982

3

In1t1a11y the 1982 field reader selection process pro—
gressed in a manner similar to that indicated above,  that. is,
the WEEAP staff completed their review of about 400 files main-
tained in the program office, selected 185 potential readers,
sent ‘the invitation letters, and were reviewing resumes received
from the ‘Field Reader Outreach Program to 1dent1fy additional
‘71nv1tees.',However, at this point, the Acting A551stant Secre-
“tary for Elementary and Secondary Education instructed the WEEAP
director to select all 1982 field readers . from the: resumes ob-
«tained through the Outreach Program.

The Acting Assistant Secretary said this decision was made
to recognize ED's recruitment efforts and obtain new and "more
objective" readers.' According to her, the Outreach.Program's
pool of readers more broadly represented the needs of women’ than
did WEEAP's pool.  The Acting Assistant Secretary stated- that
she did not agree with -WEEAP's past selection of readers, whom
she categorized generally as "feminists," and that other -
individuals--including teachers, homemakers, PTA members, church
members, and community volunteers--can also be committed to edu-
cational equity and should be given the opportunlty to serve as
field readers.

After the decision was made to use°only,readers solicited
through the Outreach Program, the WEEAP staff completed their
‘review of 184 resumes referred by the Outreach Program and no-
tified the:Office of the Assistant Secretary that they hadulden—

tified 44 1nd1v1duals who they belleved were qua11f1ed to-read.

&f 10 ’
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At this point the WEEAP director was detailed for 90 days
to another ED office to help review ED's internal control sys-
tems. L

During the director's absence, the Acting Assistant Secre-
tary for Elementary and Secondary Education assumed the direc-
tor's responsibilities. Staff from the Assistant -Secretary's

office (1) attempted to cancel the invitations previously sent

by the director, (2) sent additional invitations and background )
material to 203 individuals whose resumes were obtained through'*

- the Outreach Program, (3) evaluated the resumes of those in- -
dividuals who had indicated they were available to read, and (4)

. 1)

selected 48 readers to review 1982 grant applications.

According to the Special Assistant to the Acting Assistant ,
Secretary for Elementary and Secondary’Education, no attempt was
- made to screen.individuals to determine. if they met the selec-
tion criteria before sending each of the 203 individuals an in-
vitation. However, the resumes of individuals who responded
positively to the invitation were evaluated, and as a result, 48
readers were selected. The Special Assistant said he and
another ED. employee selected individuals whose resumes indicated
that they had -experience in one of the approved WEEAP funding
_ priorities and/or expertise in 1 of the 1l educationally related’
* areas. He said the selé&Ction criterion "Commitment to educa-
tional equity for women * * *" was subjective and,difficult to
apply and "commitment" was assumed, if the individual had an un-
derstanding of one of the'prior?}y areas or indicated membership®
in a women's organization. According to the Special Assistant,
political affiliation was not considered during the selection
process, although many-individuals included that information on
their resumes. The officials also said. they attempted to diver-
sify the readers according to sex, race/ethnicity, and geograph-
ical location. 4 BN :

&

~

We were told that individuals were assigned to read appli-
cations in the priority area in which they had expertise and an.
attempt was made to maintain:diversity among panel members in
terms of ethnic background, gender, and geographic characteris-
tics and that panels were structured so that readers did not
review applications from institutions or individuals in their
own State. . ¢

. Fiscal year 1983

e .In. 1983, WEEAP applications will be reviewed by one non-

Federal and two Federal field readers." All readers will be.ap-
proved by the Office of 'the Assistant Secretary for Elementary
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and Secondary Education. Federal readers will be program of-
ficers of other programs under the jurisdiction of the Office of
Elementary and Secondary Education. Non-Federal readers will be
identified through the Field Reader Outreach Program.

Characteristics of ‘field readers

We reviewed the information on file for the 84 readers used
in 1981 and the 55 readers used in 19821 to obtain information
regardlng sex, race/ethnicity, educational level, area of resid-
‘ence, and employment of readers and to determine if the 1981 and
1982 readers met the selectlon criteria in the technlcal review
plans. %

As shown in thé table on: Page 13, there were significant
differences between the 1981 and 1982 readers in terms of ethni~
city, area of residence,*and: employment. Eighty percent of ‘the
readers were Black Hispanic, Asian American, or Native American
in 1981; 24 percent were from these groups in 1982. In 1982 the
percentage of ,readers from the Soytheast and Midwest 'increased,
and the percerntage from the Northeast decreased. 1In 1982, the
percentage of readers employed by nonprofit organizations de=- X
.creased, and the percentage of unemployed 1nd1V1duals and pri-
vately and self-employed 1nd1v1duals 1ncreased.

Based on our review. of the flEld reader resumes, we deter-
mined that 1 (or 1 percent) of the 1981 readers and 11 (or 20
percent) of the .1982 readers did not meet any of the selection
‘criteria.. It should be noted, however, that the criteria are
very subjective.. For example, there is no clear definition of
"commitment to the prowvision of educational equity." According
to the WEEAP director, “commitment" is indicated if the" resqu
shows that a reader has had experience ,in women's eduycational
equity issues, has actively participated in organizations that
promote women's educational equity, or has published literature
regarding women's educational equity.

“Slmllafly, the criterion calling for expertise dées not
state how recently the requ1red expertise should have been
acquired; therefore, we had to use our judgment in asseSsing
certain situations. Fordexample, one of the field readers was
the president of a local board of education in 1971. We cons1d-
ered that service as giving her, expertise in educational admin-
istration. Another reader's-resume indicated that her only ex-
perience relating to the selection criteria outlined in the
WEEAP technical .review plan was her experience as a basketball

Tei% 1n61v1duals invited by WEEAP weére not informed that thelr
invitations were canceled, reported, and were permitted to
read.
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coach in 1942, We did not belieVe that such service- demon-‘"“““W““m”

strated expertise in physical education, 1 of the 11 areas of
expertise outlined in the technical plan.

. Demographic Information
1981 and 1982 WEEAP Fileld Readers

Percent
. ) . ' . 1982
) ‘ 1981 (note a)
Sex: c ‘ “
Female yo 86 87
Male 14 13
Ethnicity: : : ' .
~ Black - 25 15
Hispanic - ) - 19 T .
s/ Asian American : 19 -
Native American e 17 2
White . - 20 76
UArea of re51dence. .
Midwest : : 11 33 -
_Northeast ) " 40 11
Southeast , : 11 22
Northwest . 5 4
Southwest - , . © 33 30
Educational “level (note b):
Doctorate S 40 " 27
Masters \ 40 36
Undergraduate’ - 10 16
AssOciate ‘ 2 4
Not indicated 7 16
*( Employer: , T
] Institution of higher learning 38 - 31
State or local educatlon agency . 18 20
Nonprofit orgaqlzatlon . ' 18 5
. Private or: self-employed ' 19 29, .
Federal Government 6 - . -
Unemployed (note c)* ' 1 15

a/Includes six readers invited by WEEAP who were not notified
that their invitations were canceled, reported, and were
pe;pltted 70 read.. '

P

b/Percentages may not add due to roundlng.

E/Iﬁ the individual did not 1nd1cate a current employer, we .
considered him/her unemployed.
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Schedules showing the educational background, employment
“history, and organizational affiliations of the 1981 and 1982

readers are in appendixes IV and V. , ‘ ‘ .

Conductlng the grant reading session

The 1981 grant reading session was held in Washington,
D.C., from February 23 to 27, 198l1. At that time 824 proposals
were read by 84 readers in 28 panels. The WEEAP director and
six WEEAP staff members serVoi as panel monitors, each monitor-
‘ing four panels. ,

. On the session's first jay, the WEEAP director conducted a
4-hour orientation session - readers during which she dis~
cussed WEEAP's purpose, the .. »>licable regulations, the scoring.
process, and 'the necessity 1>r field readers to provide- an in=-
dependent review. She also explained how proposals were ranked
and how” award decisions were made.‘ Readers were also given
apothefy copy of the information package which had- been ma11ed to
then with their 1nV1tatlon letter. :

» After the d1rector s or1entatlon, the monitors met with

their panels to discuss the reading process and to reiterate, if. -

necessary, information presented’ during the orientation. Dur=-
ing the balance of the week, readers reviewed and scored. appli-
cations using an application review form which listed the 'selec~
tion criteria in the WEEAP regulations. The criteria include:

~-The need for and impact of the project (24'points).

~-The extent to which the project establishes objectives
that meet the identified needs and describes a realistic
approach to achieving the objectives (16 points).

——The quallty cf the app11catlon plan of operatlon (10

points). L
~--The applicant's commitment to - educatlonal equ1ty for
-‘'women (10 p01nts)

—-The qualifications:- of the prOJect staff (10 p01nts).

—=The extent to which the prOJect employs a new or innova-
tive approach to achieving educational equity for women_
(5 points) (small grants only).h '

Readers used the application review form to record the1r
numerical scores and narrat1Ve comments supportlng those.
Scores.
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The 1982 grant reading session was held ip Silver Spring,
Maryland, from May 17 to 21, 1982. Fifty-four2 readers were
assigned to 18 panels and read 528 applications. Five WEEAP
staf fmembers served as panel monitors, each monitoring three or
four panels. ' ‘

The first day orientation session»was given by staff from

the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Elementary and Second-.

ary Education. The orientation lasted about 1 hour, during '

which the representatives discussed priority and panel assign-

ments, use of ‘the application review forms in scoring [proposals,

conflicts of. interest, and ED's.-policies for reimbursing field

readers for their time and travel expensess —The representatives

also informed the readers that information in the applications

was confidential and should not be discussed outside of each
~——panel.—In=addition,_the Act ing. Deputy Assistant Secretary told

readers that the Office of Elementary-and Secondary Education.

anticipated that WEEAP would not be funded in fiscal year 1983.

(The administration's fiscal year 1983 budget did not request

such funding.) She requested that readers evaluate applications

based on whether Ehé”cbjectives—cou&d—be~achieved~with—&~yean~b£~;“w'—_

funding. ’ .

a

'"”’“‘"w‘fAfter“the“initial-seésion,rthe readers formed into panels,

and each panel monitor cortinued the orientation. Several panel
. monitors said that no instr¥uctions were-given concerning topics

to cover during the panel orientations; consequently, the con--.
tent of the sessions differed among panels.. Some monitors gave
- the-panelists time to read the program regulations and ask ques—-
tions; others attempted a more in-depth’ description of the eval-
uation criteria’ and scoring procedures. Readers scored applica-
_tione using the application review forms described previously.-
Each panel read between 17 and 43 applications. ;

.Ranking'and selecting
- applications ﬁor‘funding

In both 1981 and 1982 the readers' scores were submitted to
ED's Assistance Management and Procurement Service, which stand-
-ardized3 and averaged the scores. The Service then ranked the

.+ 2pnother individual read for 1 aay, then resigned.
3standardization is a computer-assisted statistical procedure'
' which minimizes the tendency of some readers to score applica-
<.tions consistently high or consistently low. '
2 . .
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applications under general and small grant categories in each
,priority according to the average standardized score and sent
the rank order listing to the program office.

. In 1981 the WEEAP staff selected app»lications for funding
based on the rank order listing as well as the "additional award
decision criteria." As a result, applications for most priori-
ties were not funded in rank: order. In 1982 the Office of Ele-
mentary -and Secondary Education funded applications in strict
rank order. ?

Fiscal year 1981

WEEAP regulations state that in addition to the rank order
listing, applications for funding "should also be selected on the
basis.of "additional award decision criteria." These criteria
provide that consideration be given to the following:

--The need to avoid duplication of projects that have al-
ready been funded.

—--The need for geographic distfibution of projects through-
out the Nation. : - )

—-Theineed for projects. that collectively

(1) address the diverse needs: of women among various
population groups;

(2)' address all levels of education, including pre-

school, elementary and secondary education, higher

education, and adult education; :

3

(3) usé_a_yatiétyﬁofﬁskrategies—fdr—assessing»needs:—and

. (4) include a variety of grantees, such as community,
student, and women's organizations, including those
that have a substantial membership of minority or,
disabled women. -

»

In 1981 WEEAP .indtially proposed to fund 33 applications (in-
dicated-b¥ a "P" in the following table). ED "policy requires
that justifications, based on the award decision: ¢riteria, be
provided when an application is proposed for funding before a
higher ranked ore. WEEAP justified not recommending the higher
ranked applications because they duplicated previously funded
projects or duplicated projects that were proposed for.funding

under another priority in the current year. WEEAP justified

i

16 ‘ |

S — . 28

».
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recommending the 38th and 5lst ranked applications under "Equity
for Rac1al/Ethn1c Minority Women" and the 9th ranked application
under "Projects to Influence Leaders" based on the "award deci-
sion criteria" requiring support, for different types of .
grantees--each was the highest ranked application in 1ts prior-
ity from an Indlan tribe, a Black college, and a m1nor1ty organ-
ization. -

Initial recommendations were based on the presumed avail-
ability of $2.5 million for new grants. Hc :ver, because of
budget changes, only about $1.0 million eventually became avail-
able. Accordingly, WEEAP developed new funding recommendations
based on the revised amount available (indicated by an "F" in
the table). The revised recommendations were approved, and the
21 grants were funded. , : g

1981 WEEAP Funding

: Projects
Title IX Equity for Equity to - Other
compli~ - racial/ethnic for disabled influence authorized
Rank. ance - minority wamen wonen leaders activities
c 5 G s g s 6 s ©& s
1 P. PF P P ~ PE PF
2 PF * PF PF P . PF
3 PF. . PF PF , ~
4 " UPF - PF - . PF P PF
) 5 , PF :
6 ~ PF PF \
7 P
8 A PF . PF-
9 —p pP— : PF
10 - PF- P
1° )
12 P - s
13-37
38 P
39-50 .
51 P —
P = proposed for fundlng
.G = general grant
¢ 8§ = small granht .
F = rev1sed recommendat ion (funded) . .
~
\

H
~J
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. Denials of funds for high-ranked applications originally
proposed for funding were justified on the .basis that-further
review showed that the project (1) duplicated a previously
funded project, (2) was a continuation of a previously funded
project, (3) was not cost effective, or (4) did not develop a
. model project as required by the WEEAP regulations. For exam-

ple, one justification stated: R
"The proposed project is entitled P.O.W.E.R.
II (Production of Women's Educational Re-
sources) and is, in fact, an expansion and
continuation of an earlier WEEA grant awarded
to this applicant in FY 1978. This project
-was .very highly ranked by the three field
readers ‘who evaluated the application, Be-
cause it ranked first of 268 applications,

~ it was proposed for funding originally, de-
spite the fact that the proposed project is,
in essence, a continuation of the earlier
project.,  -Field readers, of course, are not
expected to know about all -previously funded

" WEEA .projects, nor are they permitted to
apply the award decision criterion which re-
quires the WEEAP Program to ‘avoid duplica-
tion of previously funded projects.' Because
funds now are severely limited, .it would not
be cost-effective to use available funds- for
a project which duplicates an earlier (albeit

3

_successful) model." , .

- Another 'stated: - -
"Although this ‘project is an excellant [sic]
one .and would develop a useful model of in-.

“terinstitutional collaboration of minority
women, its proposed cost far exceeds its-
value as a model. - In fact, similar (though
not- identical) models now exist and could: be

" modified and replicated for use with the
project's target population at a much: lower
cost. This project was proposed for funding,
although it does duplicate several aspects of . :
previously funded projects, because it would o
‘address several issues on interinstitutiorial
collaboration which WEEA has not yet ad-
dressed and it would support a program of ed-
ucation for low income Black women. Because .
funds now are severely limited, it would not -

1.8
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be cost-effective to fund a project at this
level. ($111,880), with limited focus and .
applicability." )

We asked the” WEEAP director why high-ranked applications
originally proposed for funding were now denied funding on the
basis that they duplicated previously funded proposals (i.e.,
all duplicates should have been denied funding originally based
on application of the award decision criteria). She said that -
in 1980 and 1981 it was the policy of the Assistant Secretary to
fund the’ top-ranked general grants regardless of whether they
duplicated a previously funded project. No written justifica-
tions were given for not funding the seventh and ninth ranked
grants under the "Title IX Compliance" priority. '

!

>

——————piscal year 1982

-In 1982 representatives of "the Office of Elementary and
Secondary Education funded applications in strict rank order-as
shown in the following table. . : ' c o

-

¢ - o . 1982 WEEAP .Funding

&

" Equity for Equity

" Title IX "racial/ for  Projects to Eliminate
compli'r ethnic disabled . influence  persistent
Rank _ance minorities women- - - leaders barriers
1 - X X X X X X X X X X'
2 T X . X X - .- -  _ X
1 - 27 .2 2 1 11 2 1 2
X=funded’ T . ' - -

2.

. Determining final funding amounts

Final funding amounts are determined through a process 3
_involving the program staff, the Assistant Secretary, the grants
officer, and the applicant.” Initially-the WEEAP staffmember
designated as project officer reviews the application and re-
lated budget to determine.if costs and expenses are .reasonable
and allowable under the program regulations. Based on this.
review the project officer prepares a recommended budget (which
may differ from the applicant's proposed budget) and -submits-it- -
through the program director to the Assistant Secretary for ap- :
proval. After approval, the budget is submitted to the grgnts

-
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officer, who reviews the application and related. budget and de-
termines if costs and expenses are allowable under the program,
regulations and under ED General Grant Regulatlons (34 C.F.R.
part 74). After any differences between the projéct officer and
the grants officer are resolved, the two jointly contact the ap-
pllcant and negotiate the final award amount.

Fundlng patterns were similar in. 1981 and 1982. 1In-both
years relatively few new grants, measured as a percentage of ap-
pPlications, were awarded. .Of the new grants that were awarded,
most received more than 90 ‘percent of the amount requested, as
shown in the following table. :

. P

Smmmmy,ofVEEmP
Dlscretlonary Grant Funding (note a)

[ o
&

_ , 1981
' Tyﬁe‘df -Applica—3 B Grant§s - Fundlng percentage (note b)
applica- tion§ - awarded Below © 100 or
tion read No. .Percent 50  50-74 75-90 91-99 _more
'General - 632 12 (L9 1 - 3 3 s
. Small 192 9 (4 - - - 2 1
824 21 *(2.5) 1 - '3 5 12
| 102
- Géneral - - 429 6 (L4) - - 2 3 .1
small 99 9 (91) -1 - 3 .5
528 15 (2.8) - 6 6

a/Does not include one general grant which was rev1ewed 1n 1980, but not
.funded in 1980 because of” an oversight. The grant was funded in 1981 at
110 percent of the amount requested.

b/Fundlng percentages are based on a camparison of the amount 1n1t1ally
requested and the amount finally awarded.

3. ¢
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In 1981, 7 of the 13 new general grants were for projects
: coveringnmore than 1 year; in 1982, none of the new grants were-
" multiyear awards. : (As indicated earlier the administration's
budget for 1983 did not contain a request for funding for .
WEEAP.) Because multlyear grants were not made in 1982 and be-
cause 1982 is the final year.of all previously awarded grants
and contracts, the ent1re WEEAP appropr1atlon ($5.7 mllllon)
will be ava11able for new awards in 1983,

3

NATIONAL'INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION

NIE was established on June 23, 1972, by'the General Educa-
tion Provisions Act (20 .U.S.C. 1221(e)) to conduct and support
research, development, ‘and dissemination activities that promote ’
educational ‘equity and improve the quality of educational prac-
tice. -~ The act authorizesd NIE to conduct Lts activities and i
achieve its objectives through a program of contracts and grants
to qua11f1ed public and pr1vate agenc1es and 1nd1v1duals.

NIE supports kesearch proyects through d1scret10nary grants
in three dlscrete program aréas: B

-—Through the TeachlngAand Learnlng Program, ‘NIE seeks to

improve reading, wrxiting, and other essential skills. It »V

awards grants to support research on such topics as
language, mathematics learning, basic -cognitive skills,
teachlng in school settings, and test1ng and evaluation. -

-—Through the Educatlonal Pollcy and Organlzatlon Program,'
NIE supports research on such issues as organ1zat10n, .
management, law, finance, and government. in education.
Research activities include increasing equity in financ-
ing education, improving the, organlzatlon and management .
of educational 1nst1tut10ns and their relationships with
the communities they serve and exam1n1ng how Federal,
State, and local educational pOlle is developed and
implemented.

. ) . L 2

--Through the. Dissemination and“~Improvement of Practice
Program, NIE attempts to increase the availability and
cffective use of new knowledge by pollcymakers, teachers,
and administrators, in order to improve local educational
pract1ce. The program promotes regional approaches‘for
improving educational practice, supports research in the
dissemination and use of- knowledge for improving the
quality of education, and maintains the NIE Library and
the Educational Resource Information Center, which is
considered to be the leading educational information
system .in the world.
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hl

NIE also awards discretionary grants under its Unsolicited
Proposal Program, through.which it seeks to encourade eligible -
individuals and groups to develop unique ideas relevant to NIE's
mission. NIE established an agencywide system for review of un-
solicited proposals in 1977 following & recommendation by the
National Council on Educational Research, NIE's policymaking
body, that NIE allocate-3 to 5 percent of its budget to fund un-
solicited proposals. Our work at NIE was limited to a review of

the Unsolicited Proposal Program.

While unéolicited proposals may addréss an ED or NIE

‘priority, the Unsolicited Proposal Program does not have 'its

own specific funding priorities. 'NIE accepts unsolicited pro-
posals at any time, but consolidates them for competitive
review. : o

Unsolicited proposals are read by outside experts--referred
to as reviewers rather than field readers-~-who score the pro-
posals according to preestablished criteria. The NIE Director
selects proposals for funding after reviewing the reviewers'
scores and the NIE staff's funding recommendations. The grants
are monitored by staffs of the three discrete program areas.

The Unsolicited Proposal Program is directed by a coordina-
tor, who is assisted by.a liaison from each of the three program
areas and ona oOr two representatives from the NIE Director's
office. - ' ' N . :

In fiscal year 1981, NIE funded five new unsolicited pro-
posals totaling about $320,000. In 1982, NIE selected 17 new .
proposals; as of February 1983, 15 had been fgnded at a total of
about §1 million. _ ' -

. ‘Legislation, Depaftmenghreguiations,

and program directives

- In additibn to the General Education Provisions Act, NIE's
Unsolicited Proposal Program is governed by:

_—~Eb General Administrative Regulations.-
--ED General Grant Regulations.
--Unsolicited Proposal Program Regulations.

—-Department of Health and Human Services Grants
Administration Manual. , I

=-Various NIE implementing directives.

S T
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r Each of these regulations or directives is discussed ,
briefly in appendix II.

L4

w [

Selecting reviewers .

. NIE selected reviewers in a different. manner in 1981 and
1982. 1In 1981, as in previous years, staff from the three
program areas independently selected reviewers to review unso-
licited proposals assigned to their areas. In 1982 the NIE
Director required program staff to select a portion of the
reviewers from a list of names complled by the Officé of the
Director. ' o

' Fiscal year 1981

LY

In 1981, uns011c1ted proposals were assigned to the pro-
gram areas to which they were most closely related. Program
staff read the proposals for content and identified the type of
reviewers needed in terms of technical expertise,-research back-
ground, and field of spec1allzatlon. Program staff then tail-
ored the selection of reviewers to the-proposals. .In addition,
according to program staff, in 1981, in accordance with NIE pol-
" icy, staff made an attempt to select reviewers balanced by sex,
race/ethnicity, and occupation, that is, practitioner or
researcher,

Although there were no formal recru1t1ng efforts, staff-
members said they identified potential reviewers based on their.
knowledge of experts in the field addressed by the proposal or
obtained recommendatlons and input from

--major assoc1atlons in educatlon and related fields;

——dlrectorles of promlnent researchers, educators, and
other spe01a11stS°' \\ _ -

--current and former reviewers;

--past recipients of NIE grants;

—-professional colleagues outside of NIEj;

--NIE program.staff, most of whom have?researéﬁ;backgroénds
in education and related fields;

' ——other researchers in education ‘and related fields; and

——unsollc1ted resumes from 1nd1v1dua1s who wanted to serve .
as reviewers. . .

3
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a

In addition, a few individuals were nominated by the Director.

" Program staff prepared a one-page information sheet con-
ta1n1ng ‘some or all of the following information on €ach re-
viewer:, (1) name, (2) gender, (3) race/ethnicity, (4) organiza-
t.ional aff111at10n, (5) area of expertise, and (6)'whether the
1nd1v1dual is a practitioner or:researcher., Program staff said
they had personal knowledge .of the individuals or obtained the
information from available resumes, other program staff, mater-
ial’ pub}lshed by the reviewer, or telephone calls to the poten-
tial rev1ewers. The information was used to ver1fy compliance
with an NIE policy, established in 1979, that rev1ewers show a
balance by gender, race/ethnicity, and occupatlon, that is,
practitioner* qr researcher.

Yo

Fiscal;year 1982 c e

/

In preparatlon for the 1982 competltlon, program staff
began selecting reviewers in the manner described above. How-
éver, when program staff were ready to invite selected individ-
uals, they were notifiéd that the Director's office would select
1982 reviewers. . The Director later modified this pollcy to re-
quitre program staff to'select a portion of the reviewers from a
list of names compiled by the Director's office. According to *
the then Deputy’Director of NIE, who helped establish the selec- _
tion policy, the intent was to broaden the pool of reviewers and
to‘recruit readers who would give a “fresh look to what tax-
payers are spendlng their money on." -

& The‘Deputy Dlrector said the policy was developed because:
e believed the same ﬁeople were being used year after year and
had become part of .the "old“boys' network." He said that he did
‘not, believe nor-did he ever receive complaints that -previous
readers were uZdualified. Yet, he said he believed reviewers '
influence the "philgsophy" of what gets funded and, if the same
reviewers were used repeatedly, the potential existed for the
same types of pfoposals to be funded. However, he had no in-
d1cat1qn.that the ‘same- types of proposals had been funded.

Two off1c1afs in the‘Dlrector s office recru1ted new re-
viewers, including. personal and professional contacts--such as
college and university. professors and economists, or individuals
recommended by them. Based upon telephone conversations with
pros ective reviewers, the officials recorded each individual's:
institutional affiliation and area of expertlselon an informa--
tion sheet. According :to one of the off1c1als,_ﬁbout half of
the’ individuals also sent their V1tae to NIE. : :
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The Director's office sought to recruit teviewers who had
not reviewed NIE proposals if the past and who had knowledge of
the field. According to the then Deputy Director, the subject
matter~of unsolicited proposals was so broad and diverse that
reviewers needed only "common sense,"

One official responsible. for recruiting reviewers said that .
he "did not remember" the Director requesting him to seek peer
reviewers with a particular ideology: In 1982 the Director's
office neither sought ethnic or gender balance or balance in
terms of practitioners and researchers in recruiting reviewers
nor required program staff to select reviewers representative of
ethnicity, gender, or occupation.

The Office of the Director gave the information sheets
and/or vitae to the Unsolicited Proposal Program coordinator,
who reviewed the information to determine the program area for
which the individuals were most qualified to read. He, in turn,
referred ‘the information for 82 individuals to the Teaching and
Learning Program area and that for 37 individuals to the Educa-
tional Policy and Organization Program area. Information on all
119 was sent to the staff of the Dissemination and Improvement

C m ..
of Practice Program area o | |

To assure that program staff would use individuals recom-
mended by the Director's office, the Director required each pro-
gram ‘area to use each individual from his list at least once, to
assign one of these individuals to each proposal, and.to use
these individuals for at least 50 percent of all the reviews.

Several program off1c1als responsible for selecting review-
ers objected to the new selectlon requ1rements for one or, more
of -the follOW1ng reason , i
\n—nv.
—-Informatlon prov1ded by the Director's offlce was, in ~
some cases, insufficient to adequately assess the :
qualifications. :

. . »

--Available information indicated that some_revievers
lacked educational research backgrounds or were other-
wise unqualified to review.reseerch proposals.

--The selection process prevented program staff from tail- .
oring selections of reviewers to the proposals' subject ;
matter as they had.done in previous years. - Instead,
staff had to matcE proposals Lo rev1ewers, which hampered
their ability to select three maxlmally quallfled indi-
v1duals to review each proposal. '
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--For some proposals no individual on the Director's list
had the necessary expertise.

--In their opinlon program staff are better able to find
qualified reviewers because of their understandlng of
research areas and their knowledge of experts in the
field.

--Many resumes provided by the Director's office contained
information on individuals' political affiliations and
activities, yet such information had never previously
been included in resumes. As a result, staff felt they

» were being pressured to select reviewers on the basis of
political affiliation or ideology rather than technlcal
competence. : .

Program staff were 1n1t1ally instructed to use all the in-
dividuals on ‘the Director's 11st- however, because staff found

-that some of the individuals were either unavailable or appeared

unqualified, ultimately the Director made exceptions to the re-

—%

yuirement so that all the individuals from the list did not have

to be selected. Program staff said that they attempted to com-
ply with the Director's pollcy by selecting the most qualified
individuals from the Director's list and ass1gn1ng them to re-
~view several proposals. For example, of reviewers selected from
the Director's list to read proposals relating to reading and
language, six were assigned to read five or six proposals each-—
for a total of 33 proposals. By comparison, 13 were assigned to
read one proposal each. : '

of the 119 individuals recommended by the. D1Péctor s of-
fice, 96 were used to review unsolicited proposals. This rep-
resented about one-third Of the 272 reviewers used in 1982.
According to the Unsolicited Proposal coordinator and program
"staff, about 50 percent of the reviews were conducted by indivi-
. duals from the Director's list. Program staff selected the
. remaining reviewers 1ndependently as they had done in previous

years. . . : _

Although NIE rece1ved 334 - referrals from the Field Reader
Outreach Program, none were used because MNIE had already begun
selecting reviewers. (For additional 1nformat10n on the Out-
reach Program, see app. III. )

Fiscal vYear 1983

4

&

Accorélng to the'Unsollc1ted Proposal Program coordinator,
1983 reviewers will be identified and selected independently by
the staffs of the three discrete programs as was done for the

1981 compet1t10n. _ . -

o
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Characteristics of reviewers

3

To obtain information on the gender and race/ethnicity of -
1981 and 1982 reviewers and to determine whether reviewers had
knowledge or experience in educational research, we randomly
selected  and reviewed the information sheets, vitae, and/or
other information on file for 50 of the 205 reviewers used in
1981 and 60 of the 272 reViewers used in 1982.
. . B N . ' /
e -Gender,-.race/ethni€ity . : .

We estifiate that information on ethnicity was not available
for 16 (or 8 percent) of the 205 reviewers used in 198l. Of the’
other 189 reviewers we estimate that 32 percent were Black, His-
panic, Asian American, or Native.American. We estimate that in
1982 information®on ethnicity was not available for 27 {(or 10
percent) of the 272 reviewers, and of the other 245 reviewers,

15 percent were from the above groups. We estimate that in
TTTTTTT1981, 46 percent of NIE's .réviewers were women and 54 percent
wére men; in 1982, the number of women reviewers declined by 11

percent. ) : )
Sex, Race/Ethnicity.of ,
Reviewers Used for the NIE Unsolicited
Proposal Program in 1981 and 1982 (note a)
1981 1982
Ethnicity: )
» Black ' . 18 8
Hispanic 10 2 .
Asian American 4 5
. Native American - -
¢ - White 60 75
Informacion not
available ‘ : 8 - - 10
Sex: _ ; .
Female : i © 46 . > 35"
Male 54 O 65
a/sampling errors are available on request. o - /)
Educational researchers and practitioners

NIE officials attempted to select as reviewers researchers
and practitioners who had knowledge of the subject matter of the
proposal. There are no written selection criteria; however, ac-
cording to_definitions accepted by all three program areas, an

2
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educational researcher's primary current'responsibility is the
creation of knowledge and understanding in a particular area and
at a specific level and with methodologies appropriate to the
grants competitlon. Such experience qualifies the researcher: to
judge fairly whether the research design, methods, measures, and
analysis contained in the proposal will be instrumental in ad-
dressing the educational problems under study.r

A practltloner is an individual whose pr1mary current re-—-
sponsibility. is the delivery of educational services in an area

and at @ lével appropriate to the competition, which gualifies

him/her to identify the most educatlonally significant problems
addressed in the proposals. 1In addition, practitioners must be
able to understand issues of research design, methodology, meas-
ures, and analyses in order to judge fairly whether the research
proposal will be instrumental in address1ng the educatlonal
problems identified.

The common element in each definition is an understandlng
of educational research. ~In the former case, the ,individual
must currently per form-educational research; .in the latter, the
individual must be able to, understand issues ‘of research design,
méthodology, measures, and analyses. :

We reV1ewed the information avallable for each reviewer in
our sample to.determine if the. individual possessed experience
in or knowledge of educational’ researoh, We considered an indi-
vidual's academic ‘training, occupation, and institational affil-
iation as ‘they related to NIE research topics, and profeSS1onal
accompllshments, such as published books or Jjournal articles-on
education-related issués. * —

In l981, we estimate that sufficient information was not
available for 53 (or 26 percent) of the 205 reviewers. to permlt
us to make a determination. : All of the other 152 reviewers, in
our estimation, had experlence in or knowledge of educational
research. We estimate that in 1982 sufficient information was
not available for 32 (or 12 percent) of the 272 reviewers to
permit us to make a determination. Of the‘other 240 reviewers,
we estimate that 231 (or 96 percent) had experience .in or knowl-
edge. of educational research and 9 (or 4 percent) did not. How-
ever, because the percentages were genecated from sampled data
and have an associated sampling error, the two .populations are
not statistically different and the two groups have basically
the same characteristics. We did not attempt to determine if
each reviewer had knowledge and experlence 1n the area addressed
by the proposal(s) he or she reviewed.

3
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-

Evaluatlon of proposadls

In 1981 proposals were reV1ewed in two stages: (1) each
eligible proposal was mailed to and read by three reviewers in
the field and (2) higher rated proposals were later evaluated by ,
review panels. The panels, composed of three to four reviewers,
convened- in Washington, D.C., for 2 days. " In addition to evalu-
ating each proposal, panel members recommended whether or not to
fund,lt. NIE used both field reviewers and panels to increase
the object1v1ty of the review process, which, in turn, might

help deflect complaints from unsuccessful applicants.. In 1982,_'

to reduce costs, proposals were reviewed by fleld reviewers
only, and panels were not used. :

In 1981 NIE contracted with a firm to prov1de log1st1cal
services and other. assistance in preparing for and conducting
the grants competition. The firm mailed to reviewers proposals
and review packages. . The review package contained (1) a review -
sheet for each- proposal, (2) a letter outlining instructions,

e

rules;—regulations;—and—deadlinesy(3) an-UnsolicitedProposal
Information Statement,land (4) a f1eI€“iev1ewer payment voucher.,
In addition the reviewer was asked to sign a field reviewer con-
tract' certifying that he/she did not have a conflict of '
interest.

Rev1ewers rated proposals accord1ng to five criteria pub—
lished in the.regulations: :

--significance of the proposed research for: American
educatlon. “ . N .

3

——Quallty of the proposed research projectt

- -—Qualifications of the principal 1nvestlgator and other
profess1onal personnel,

--Adequacy of the facilities and arrangements available, to
the 1nvestlgator(s) to conduct the proposed study.. H
- .- T

--Reasonableness of the budget. for the work to be done “and

the anticipated resultss

- ~
* . N o
o

. Reviewers wrote comments, descrlblng the proposals' strengths-

and weaknesses, and assigned a score for e€ach ¢riterion. The
maximum score possible for each-proposal was 100. Reviewers
were instructed that: :

<
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l. A score of 90 or more indicates that the proposal is
probably among the top 10 percent -of the proposdls sub-
» . mitted and that you strongly urdge support.

2. A score of 80-89 1nd1cates that the proposal'ls.prob-
ably among the top third of the proposals submitted and
that. you recommend support.

3. A score of 60-=79 indicates that the proposal is prob-
: ably among the:middle third of the proposals submitted-
and that you recommend support if funds are avaIlable.
Field reviewers were given 2 to 3 weeks to complete their
reviews. They returned their review sheets to the contracting
firm,.which computed an interim score by dropping the lowest

’~score and averaging the two others, Proposals which received an .

average score of at least 80, after the lowest score was .

o

'NIE procedures allow the Director or program staff to make
exceptions when. they:believe the ‘arbitrary cutoff score of- 80
excluded worthwhile proposals. . NIE permitted eight proposals
with average scores of less than 80 to be reviewed by panels.
For example, according to the Unsolicited Proposal coordinator,
one ‘proposal with an average score of less than 80 was not eli-
minated as a courtesy to the "nationally reputable education
association that submitted the proposal. ~None of these:eight
proposals were funded. One other proposal was not reviewed by
any field reviewers because of an administrative oversight.
This proposal was sent for pahel review and was eventually

funded. 1In 1981, of 137 eligible proposals reviewed by field- -

reviewers, 78 (or 56 percent) weére further rev1ewed by -
panellsts. :

Conducting the 1981 panél.sessions

«
L4

. 'To save time, the contracting flrm sent the reviewer con-
tracts, proposals, and field reviewers' comments on. the pro-
posals to panellsts about -3 to 4 weeks before the panel.session.
Panels convened in Washlngton, D. C., on July 16 and 17, 1981, to
rate the proposals. . s
_ Three or" four reviewers- served on each of elght panels, .
'.d1V1ded by- program area. Five panels reviewed proposals relat-
ing 'to. thé Teaching and Learning. Program area, two panels -re-
viewed proposals relating.to the Educational Policy and Organ-
ization Program area, and one panel reviewed proposals relating
to the Dlssemlnatlon and Improvement of Practlce Program area.

’
: 2
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‘On the first morning of the panel sessions, panellsts
received a 2-hour orientation, conducted by a member of the Di-
rector's office, the Unsoligited Proposal coordinator, and other
NIE officials, who provided general information, instructions
for evaluating proposals, procedures for selecting :awards, and’
information on conflict of interest, freedom of information, and
protection of confidentiality. NIE officials encouraged panel-
ists to provide well-documented assessments of each proposal'
strengths and weakneésses and to engade in group discussions in
order to clarify individual judgments, rather than.reach a
consensus. , , - .

Program off1c1als served as panel monitors. Their respon-,
sibilities included clarifying instructions, communicating pan-
elists' concerns to the Unsolicited Proposal coordinator, and

collecting and orgdanizing panelists' scores. Monitors were not -

permitted to participate 1n the panellsts d1scus51ons, except
to answer questions concerning the program areas' activities.
- Panelists rated proposals uslng the same criteria used by the
-field reviewers. They were-given-copies .0of the forms that had
"been completed by the field rev1ewers to, cons1der durlng their
evaluation. ) - .

In 1982 each proposal was reviewed by three or four review- -

~ers in the field. ' To reduce costs NIE did not use review panels
- or a contractor. - . f : : Ny

Rank ing and selecting
proposals for fundlng

In accordance W1th ED regulatlons, NIE prepares a rank

‘ordering of proposals based on .the reviewers' scores. 1In 1981

panelists* scores were standardized,4 and proposals were ranked -
overall and by program area, according tQ the average standard-
ized score. 1In 1982, the fleld reviewers' scores were. averaged,
and proposals were ranked, by program area, according to :the
average score. Because. the number of proposals read by each
field reviewer was relatively small, standardizing scores was

El

~ not stat1st1cally feasible. . ~

The NIE D1rector makes the final selectlon of proposals to
be funded after rece1v1ng recommendations from the program area
staffs. The program staffs 1ndependently assess .the research

I3

[

41f more than one panel is used, NIE regulations require that
scores be standardized. Standardization is a statistical
technique which minimizes the effect of some reviewers to
score consistently high or consistently low.

31
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.proposals. Based on their assessment and their review of the,
evaluations of field reviewers and/or panellsts, the staffs. 7
recommend proposals for funding. Staffs also give the NIE Di-

~ rector- suggested funding levels and rationales for ,their recom-
mendatlons. .

In 1982, guidelines establlshed by the Unsolicited Proposal
Program required program staffs to eliminate from further con-
sideration proposals receiving average scores of less than 80.
However, in two cases program staffs recommended to the Director
funding preposals which received average scores below 80. ~Qf 20
proposals the Teaching and Learning Program area recommended for
funding, ‘1 had received scores of 88, 88, and 59, which averaged
78.3. The proposal was not funded.

The Educational Pollcy and Organization Program area also
 ‘recommended to the Director funding one proposal which received
an average .score below 80. The proposal had received field re-
viewer scores of 85, 80, and 50, which averaged 71.6. The pro-. -
posal was eventually funded. c o

In addition, the NIE Director required five other. proposals
" receiving average scores below 80 to°be considered for funding. .’
One whlch received an average score of 73.6 was “funded.

The Director makes the f1nal selection of ‘proposals and
sets the final funding level. NIE regulations state that in
addition to considering reviewers' rankings: and the staffs'
recommendations, the Director, in making award decisions, will
consider the extent to which- i

--Ehe proposal addresses NIE's mission, which includes
promoting educational equity and advanc1ng educatlonal
practice; ‘

-~-the proposal represents a unique opportunlty for use of
resources or conditions to conduct research or develop-
ment with potential for lmportant advancement in
knowledge-

'

--the proposal addresses an ED prlorlty in a more promis-
ing way than already planned work or by complementing.
planned work with an alternative approach to the problem;

or

~--the applicant, if a former grantee, compiied with the
requirements applicable to the prior award.
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To the extent that the Director's 'order of approved pro-

-posals is different from the reviewers' rank order, NIE policy

requires the Director:. to justify the deviation in writing.

In 1981 the Director selected five proposais for fuhding.'

" These included the first and fourth ranked proposals in the ,

Teaching and Learning Program area, the fourth and seventh
ranked proposals in the Educational Policy and Organization Pro-
gram area, and the second ranked proposal in the Dissemination

. and Improvement of Practice Program area. In relation to all

137 unsolicited proposals reviewed, the selected proposals
ranked-3, 6, 15, 20, and 31. -The Director justified funding
proposals out of rank order on the basis that the proposals he
selected supported NIE's mission or offered a unique .opportunity
for conducting research with potential for important advancement
in knowledge. ' _ :

In 1982, of.192 proposals-reviewed, the Acting Director ap-
proved 17 for funding, including those ranked 2, 9, 13, 17, 20,.
24, 27, and 46 in the Teaching and Learning Program area @and
those ranked 2, 6, 10, 12, 14, 16, 17, 26, and 27 in.the Educa-
tional Policy and Organization Program area. In relation to all.
unsolicited proposals reviewed in 1982, the selected proposals
ranked 2, 7, 12, 16, 19, 24, 26, 29, 33, 34, 40, 41, 42, 47, 71,
73' and 750 ‘ ' . ' ’ . "L - ’

The Acting Director justified selecting the 13f§roposals
that were not among NIE's top 17 ranked on the basis that 2

- addressed an ED priority, 5 supported NIE's mission, and 9

offered a unique opportunity for research with potential for an
important advancement of knowledge.

Conversely, ‘the Acting Director did not -select 13 proposals -
that were among NIE's top 17 ranked; he justified 12 of "the 13
deviations. BAccording fo the Unsolicited Proposal coordinator,
one justification was omitted because of an administrative over-
sight. Of the 12 justificatinns provided, 6 were based .on one
or more of the stated criteria. In the six other cases;’ the
justifications did-not make specific reference to the criteria.

Regarding these six cases, the Acting Director justified mnot

selecting for funding NIE's fourth ranked proposal, entitled "A
Developmental Study of Black English," because

-

.
4

"
v B o
N . ) ) > ~

. 5Numbers total more than 13'because, in"some"cases,kthe Acting

Director provided more than 1 justification.

o : —
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nx * * jt would be unwise for the Federal govern-

ment to subsidize studies concerned with the hows ‘
and whys of non-standard English speech. -Rather o
the Federal government should subsidize studies

that help people to speak standard-English.”

" In explaining why he did not select to fund the 13th -~
ranked proposal, "Enduring Effects of Alternative Schools for
Disruptive and Delinquent Students," he stated
. ‘.0'1\-‘: . .

. mk % % The subject matter was interesting.: (Per-
»' haps it' could be funded by some research office
in the Justicé Department--which is not to say = -
‘that it' is not of sighificant interest in the
- field of education). NIE does not currently have-
2 Eefearch area that this proposal fits into
n
The Acting Director also denied funding for the 5th, 10th,
and 11th ranked applications proposing desegregation research,

on the basis that

xﬁ‘;’.:

mk ‘* * quring this round of unsolicited proposals
the Institute is not funding any individual de-
segregation ‘projects. * * * The Institute will

- hold a desegregation conference, and commission

. . several papers during fiscal year 1983 to enable
' the Institute to survey the field's progress to

"~ - date. * * *° ~ .

In the sixth case, the Acting’Director denied funding for
NIE's third ranked application, which proposed research on stan-
dardized test performance of learning disabled and behaviorally
handicapped children. According to the staff's review of the
proposal, the proposal was significant because of its intent to
help emotionally disturbed and learning disabled children
achieve better scores on standardized tests, which purportedly ’
do not now accurately measure these students' intelligence.  The

Acting Director justified denying funding on the basis that

"Tfoo much time and effort nationwide have been
‘spent in the area of 'Testmanship.' The primary
 purpose of ‘standardized tests is indeed measuring
how much a student knows about the particular
content being tested. Nevertheless, the taking
of tests does also measure a certain ability to
focus one's attention, and to martial [sic] one's,
resources, and to plan the use of one's time.

46

34



APPENDIX I - o - ' APPENDIX I

: * * * rThe Federal governmént should not - .

‘ v appear to be supporting the erasure of these i
elements from standardized tests, when in : .
fact they.have their proper place." ' '

Determining final funding amounts

After reviewing each proposal's .scope and related budget
and the field reviewers' and/or panelists’ c¢omments on the bud-
get, program staffs recommend funding levels «to the Director.
Final funding levels are approved by the Director after consid-
ering staff recommendations. % v
* . After the preparation of a Funds Commitment Request, au-.

thorizing the expenditure of funds at the level approved by the
‘Director, the followihg steps are taken to negotiate the final
award amount: e '

--The responsible project officer notifies the applicant of
the award selection and approved’ budget level, - By tele-
. . phone, the project officer and applicant discuss the
' substance and scope of the project and possible cost -
modifications. . S s

. --Based upon this conversation and a subsequent letter
from the project officer documenting the -conversation,
the applicant submits to the project officer and the
responsible NIE grants officer a revised budget, if

. L appropriate, and an up-to-date schedule and staffing
™ plan. ' ' T _

--After the project officer's technical review of the .
.reviged proposal and his/her recommendation to.the"Grants
Ooffice, the grants officer contacts the applicant for
clarification of cost questions and final negotiations.

In 1981, of 137 proposals reviewed, 5 (or about 4 percent)

_were funded. One was funded at 100 percent of the amount re-—
_quested, two at between 91 and 99 percent, one at between 50 and
' 74 percent, and one at below 50 percent. I -

. In 1982, of 192 proposals read, 17 (or 8 percent) were ap-
. proved for funding. Thirteen were funded at between 100 and
' 105 percent of the amount requested, one at between 91 and 99
percent, and one at between 75 and 90 percent. Two proposals
approved by the Director pending_ fund availability had not been
funded as of February 1983. o ' T

35
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Out-of-cycle grants

In 1982, NIE funded two out~of- cycle unsolicited. proposals
totaling $75,059. Out-of- cycle proposals are proposals that,
because of time factors unique to the proposed prOJect, cannot
be held for the next applicable competitive review, that is,

"now-or-never" research prOJects.

NIE~d1rect1ves?state that applications for projects with
time constraints must be reviewed by an ad hoc review panel con-
sisting of two NIE program officials and one grants officer.

The directives state that the ‘panel must submit to the Director,
who makes the final decision, a written assessment of the ap-
plication, addressing (1) whether the .application qualifies as
hav;ng a time constraint, (2) whether the application would re-
ceive favorable scores and comments. if reviewed by reviewers in
the program's next applicable competitive- review, and (3) what
impact funding the application‘would have.on the program budget.

"One of the two out-of ~¢ycle proposals was submitted to NIE

in April 1982, after the Fekruary 1982 deadline for receipt of
-unsolicited .proposals. Because it was received by NIE before

the 1982 unsolicited proposals were sent to ,field reviewers for
review, the proposal was sent to three field reviewers and re-
viewed similarly to other unsolicited’ proposals. The applica—
tion,.which proposed collecting, organizing, and disseminating

" to States information pertaining to State policy and private

education, received an average field reviewer score of 66.  Pro-
gram staff provisionally recommended funding the proposal. The
proposal requested $105, 378 in first ye€ar funds, NIE awarded
$50 059. , .

‘The other out-of-cycle proposal was submitted in the form

'of a two-page letter to the NIE Acting Director. The Septem-

ber 7, 1982, letter proposed that NIE co-~sponsor an October 25,
1982, regional conference for public and private sector educa-
tional policymakers on econom1c alternatives for education.,

‘The proposal was rev1ewed by one grants officer and two .
program officials. In a September 15, 1982, memorandum to the
Acting Director, the program officials.recommended funding; ac-
bcordingly, NIE awarded $25 000 to the applicant on September 25.

TALENT SEARCH l ;

. Talent Searcn,tUpward.Bound,'Special Services for Disad-
vantaged Students, Education Opportunity Centers, and the Train-
ing Program for Special Programs Staff and Leadership Personnel
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are the five federally supported Special Programs for Disadvan-
taged Students (commonly referred to as the TRIO Programs). Up-
ward Bound, the oldest of the programs; dates to the 1964 Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act. Talent Search was established by the
ngher Educatlon Act of 1965.-

The Higher Education Act Amendments of 1968 brought Talent
Search and Upward Bound together in the U.S. Office of Education
{now the Department of Education) and added the Special Services
for Disadvantaged Students program, forming what came.to be
called TRIOUY® The.addition of_the Educational Opportunity Cen-.
ters, by the Higher Education "Act-Amendments-of 1972, rendered
. the TRIO label inappropriate and led to the new-name of the

Special Programs for Disadvantaged Students. In-addition, the
-~ Education--Amendments-of "1976 added "the traiming~ ‘program-” for per--
-sonnel of Special Programs projects. This training alithority
program was further modified by the Education Amendments of

1980. Nevertheless, the TRTO appellation is often used ln ref-
erence to the Special Programs. oL ) -
. As indicated earller our review’ was confined to the Talent
Search Program. The program S '‘purposes are:

-3

e

i “

_mx * * to identify qualified, youth with potential
for education at the postsecondary level and to
encourage  such youth to complete secondary school .
and to uprdertake a program of postsecondary educa-
tion; to publicize the availability of student fi-
nanc1al assistance available to persons who pursue

a program of postsecondary education; and to en- °

_courage persons who have not completed programs of
education at the ‘secondary or postsecondary level,
but who have the ability to complete such programs
to reenter such programs. k. k kn

- + The act authorlzes the Secretary of Education to make
grants and enter into contracts with institutions of higher edu-
cation, public and private agencies, and, in exceptional cir-
cumstances, secondary schools for prOJects de51gned to achieve
the program s objectlves.m

Talent Search pro;ects must assure that two-thirds of the
participants are low-income‘individuals who -are first generation
college students. Participants must have completed 6 years of
elementary education or be between 12 and 27 years.of age,: and
not have access to services of another Talent ,Search prOJect. '

k"
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In 1982, as in prior years, the Secretary conducted a .
‘grant competition to detfermine Talent Search projects to fund.
Agencies, private organizations, higher education institutions,
and secondary ‘schoolg submitted applications to obtain funds for
conducting such projects. S

In 1982, each eligible application was reviewed by three
field, readers, who gscored the proposal based on a set of pre-
established evakuation criteria. The staff responsible for man-
aging the program. awarded additional points based on-an evalua-
tion of the applicant's experience in conducting Talent Search
projects. Applications were ranked based on a composite of the
field reader and staff scores. Applications were then funded,\

with limited exception, in rank order. < \\é‘ _ .
For fiscal year 1982, 167 projects were funded at a tatal
cost of about $17.1 million. ' ~ K

The Talent Search Program is managed by the Division %; '

- Student  Services, which is located in the Institutional Support

i Programs section under the Office of the Deputy, Assistant Secre-
tary for Higher Education in the Office of Postsecondary Educa-
tion. DSS also manages the other TRIO programs.' ,

Legislation, Department regulations, .-

and program directives . o

»

‘ In addition to the Highér Education Act of 1965, vérious
.Department regulations and departmental and program directives
govern the operation of the Talent Search Program. These in-

clude_the: | -
 --ED General Administfétive:Reéulat;ons,
bf;Ed General»Géant Regulations. L
-éTaién£A§éarch Program Regﬁlations.

--Pepartment of Health and Human Services Grants AdminféF

tration Manual. ) e RN

--Annual Talent Search Evaluation Plan.

Each of these regulations and policy guidelines is discussed
‘briefly in appendix II. - . _ .

-
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Selecting field readers

3

: DSS staff 1n1t1ally obtained the names of potentlal Talent
Search readers from a computerized file of names maintained by
the Office of Postsecondary Education. Each of the potential
readers was contacted to determine his/her availability. A
" final selection of readers’was made from those individuals who
indicated they were interested and available to read. Final
selections were made -in accordance with cr1ter1a outlined in ED
policy and program dlrectlves. »

Field reader file . -

The Offic~ i Postsecondary Education maintains 'a computer-
ized file of 5, "ia pOtential readers; of this number, about
1,700 are identified as,notentlallv q;allfled to ‘evaluate TRIO

grant appllcatlons.

The file may include the individual's name, address, sex,
race, ethnicity, current p051t10n and employer, prior position -
and employer, and educational background, including colleges or
universities attended, fields of specialization, and degrees:
earned. It also includes the programs-for Wthh the 1nd1v1dual
is quallfled to read grant applications.

A DSS off1c1al told'us that the efforts to create the file
began in fiscal year 1978, shortly after the reader selection
and grant award process was transferred from ED's regional of-
fices and centralized in headquarters. Initially the names of
about 500 individuals who were recommended by the ‘regional
offices were ‘included in the file. Additional- names were ob-
‘tained through a systematlc recru1tment ‘effort during which DSS
staff solicited recommendations. for field readers from presi=
~dents of ‘higher education institutions, regional program person-
nel, and former grant recipients. Between the initial effort
and the 1982 Talent Search competition, there have been informal
recruitment efforts, such as distributing resume forms at the.
~grant sessions and requesting readers to recruit qualified col-
leagues. .Unsolicited resumes are also received periodically
from 1ntoreeted 1nd1vxduals. ,

Identifying field readers

‘ In 1982 the names of 200 individuals were randomly selected
by the computer from the file of individuals who were identified
as qualified to read appllcatlons for Talent’Search awards.

]
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~ . " The 200 individuals were sent letters notifying them that
they had been identified as potential field readers and request-
ing them to notify the DSS staff if they were available to read.
Available readers weré also requested to provide ipfarmation on
(1) gender and ethnicity, (2) current employment, (f?\EQEEQ_
tional attainment, (4) profess1onal experiences, and (5)“prior
service as a TRIO field” reader. The information was used to
update .or augment the computerized file and to facilitate final
selection of 1982 Talent Search readers.

Selectingifield-readers

" Readers were selected from the group of individuaés. ho
indicated that they were available to read. Readers re .se-
lected. based on the criteria delineated in the Talen?ySearch‘

____Evaluatlon_Elap+_whlch_among_other_th1ngs required:

"-—=Each reader to have an undergraduate degree.

--Each reader to meet at least two of six "experience" cri-
teria: (1) 2 or more years of secondary school exper1-
ence, (2) 2 or more years of postsecondary experience, -
(3) working knowledge of the Talent Search prodgram, (4)
exper1ence directing programs similar to Talent Search,
(5) experience in working with disadvantaged youths or
adults, and/or (6) experience in counsellng or tutoring
youths.

.——Slxty percent: of the readers to be employed by 2-year
‘or 4- year°1nst1tutlons of higher educatlon.

——Twenty percent.of the readers to be employed by second-
ary schools. :

‘——Twenty percent of the readers "to be employed by public
or pr1vate agenc1es or organlzatlons.

-=-Fifty. percent of the readers to be male and 50 percent
.female. : .

--The ethn1c/rac1al distribution of readers to be 1n the
same proportion as the ethnic/racial distribution of
-the individuals served through Talent Search projects
N in the most recent program year--43 percent Black, 30

LT
- g
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' percent White, 21 percent Hispanic, 4 percent Indién/
Alaska Native, and 3 percent Asian/Pacific Islander.6

--No more than 50 percent of the field readers to have
read applications for Talent Search during the previous

competition. 3

-ZThe use of a‘ field reader to be limited to no more than
2 successive years.

--An attempt to be made to maintain geographical dis-
tribution among readers.’ I
7

o
The prior performance
reader was also

———

of the individual as a Talent Search field
considered, when appropriate.

’

Invitations were sent to the selected readers specifying
‘the scheduled dates and location of the 5-day grant review ses-, .
sion and requesting invitees to advise DSS if they would be
available to read on those dates. Invitees were also requested
40 read the material enclosed with the invitation before’ report-
ing to the grant reading ses8ion. The material included’ oy
--the application booklet,

o

--the program regul#tions,

- —~—-the Technical Review Form which would be used to ‘evaluate
- applications, S o -

H

-—alconfliqg of interest form, and -
--miscellaneous logistical information.

Subsequently, 14 individuals were referred by the Fiéld Reader
Outreach Program. One had been included in the computerized
file and had been selected as a reader. The other 13 were not
considered since their referral to the program office was made
after the readers were selected. (For additional information on

Ny

&

g -

6percentages do not add to 100 percéht due to rounding.

a
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,‘
Assigning readers to panels i
and assigning applications ;
to panels for review ’ f
. * /

: Seventy—f1ve readers were ass1gned to 25 panels. DSS tried
to a351gn to each panel : ! :

y

--one man and' one woman, : i

: J

--one Black and one other minority, |
--one White, and =~ _ )
--one experienced reader. - /

re&lew applications’ from

from the same organization
Banels were constructed so

‘applications. ~Most panels

_ Reviewers were not perm1tted to
their own institution, and reviewers
were not assigned to the same panel.
that each panelist read from 9 to 12
(%8-05 25) read 11 applications.

DSS representatives said that appl1cat10ns were assigned so
that each panel read appllcations from both former Talent Search
grant recipients and from new appllcants. Also, because appli- .
cations differed significantly in length and complexity, DSS
staff said they attempted to balance the workload among panels
in terms of the length and complex1ty of applications read.

Fiscal Year 1983

- DSs off1c1als told us they had’no plans to select 1983
readers, since there would be no competition for Talent Search

igrant awards .and no new grants would be made in 1983.

£}

Characterlstlcs of field readers /l .

I

Seventy—flve readers were used ‘for Talént Search in 1982. .
" We reviewed the files for the 1982 field readers and developed
information on the demographlc characteristics of the group,
which is summarized in the followxng table. -

/' ‘ . i
/ . . P
! F

i
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Percent
: (note a)
Sex: o - T
Male : . 53
- Female o, 47
. Ethn101ty
. Black 45
White ’ D 32 i
Hispanic ' 16 -
Indian/Alaska Native - . 3 : -
Asian/Pacific Islander - 4 ' -
Area. of residence: s . ‘
Northeast 32
.Midwest - 21,
Southeast ° ~ . 16 "' .
_ Northwest : - 7 N
S Southwest , o 25 L
nghest educational level attalned- N ‘
-  Doctorate - : ‘ 48 "
+ -~ Masters o . . 47
- . Undergraduate - = - . v 5
Employer: ' :
Instltuthns of hlgher ~ B 65
learning , . o
) - Secondary- schools * R -
Agenc1es/organ1zat10ns or
self-employed N ; - 35

‘a/Percentages ‘may not add due to roundlng.

As ‘requested, we also developed 1nformatlon on the sex and
ethnicity of 1980- readers in order to compare the 1980 and 1982
readers in terms of these two characteristlcs. The 1nformat10m
is preéénted in the follow1ng table, :

E
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v Percent ,
i c | 1980
# _ : " (note a) 1982
- Sex: ¥ -
Male 69 ' 53
Female ' ; 31 _ 47
- Ethnicity: . - : ' .
T Black . 29 2 45
White . _ 57 32
. Hispanic ' 1 . -16
Indian/Alaska Native 2 3
As1an/Pac1f1c Islander 2 4

a/Percentages may* not add due to roundlng.

The 1980 Evaluation Plan was not as specific as the 1982
Plan regarding required gender and racial/ethnic diversity. The
“Plan, however, provided the following general criteria.

. " pre e Y -

‘mk % * gpecial programs serve a variety of

clienteles and institutions and therefore the

group of reviewers should reflect the char-

acteristics of the population to be served,
***

"Positive efforts will be made to insure that

qualified minority and women reviewers * * *

are given an equ1table opportunlty to par-

‘ticipate in reviews."
Because of- dlfferlng statements by individuals 1nvolved in se-
lecting 1980 readers and because some of the records pertaining
to the 1980 reader selection process could not be located, we
were not gble .to establish how the general criteria were inter-
preted and what, if any, specific gender and racial/ethnic cri-
teria were used in selecting field readers.

““ ' We reviewed the résumes and update sheets to determine 1if
the 1982 readers met the education and experlence selection cri-
teria. All 75 readers met the education criteria--at least an
undergraduate degree. We determined that 55 met the experience
criteria--~the other 20 did not provide enough information to
permit a determination. For example, in some casesvthe reader
did not indicate the level of experience--secondary:or post-
secondary. . 'In other cases 'the level was shown, but the reader
.did not indicate the number of years of experience at that
level. Consequently, we could not determine if the reader met
one or two of’ the six experience criteria.




. APPENDIX I - - APPENDIX I

Conducting the grant
reading session

The 1982 Talent Search reading was held from May 2 through
7, 1982. All readers were required to attend a 3- to 4-hour
orientation on the evening of May 2. A brief welcoming intro-
duction was followed by a group discussion of (1) panel makeup,
(2). panel assignments, (3) paneling sessions, (4) roles of the
panel chairperson, (5) conflicts of interest, (6) field reader
performance evaluations, and- (7) reimbursement policies and pro-
cedures.

Readers were told that to avoid any possible conflict of

- interest, -they could not review an application from their own
agency or institution. Readers were told to look over the ap-
plications they were scheduled to review during .the week, noting
the schools or agencies that applied, to decide whether they had
a conflict. If they did not have a conflict, sthey signed and
dated a Certification of Absence of Conflict of Interest Form.
If there was a conflict of interest, the appllcatlon(s) was as—
signed to another panel.

Later in the orientation session, readers were lelded into
smaller groups and instructed on the Talent Search regulations,
the technical criteria on which applications would be evaluated,
and the use of the Technlcal Review Forms to score proposals.
Readers were also given some suggestions on how to evaluate ap-.
plications. For example, .it was suggested that they read the
entire application completely before attempting to assign scores
and mark up or highlight applications with their notes or com-
ments. They were also cautioned that the best written applica-
tion is not necessarily the best project and that attention
should be paid to pro;ect design and content, rather than writ-
ing style. :

Readers were also told that (1) they must complete two or
sometimes three applications each day, (2) they were not to dis-
cuss appllcatlons among themselves until they met during the
paneling session, and (3) they were not to discuss applications
outside of their panels. ; .

Panellng sessions

. Bach panel and its chalrperson met daily in a "panellng
session" to discuss the applications reviewed that day. Gener-
ally, the chalrperson was responsible for conducting the grant
application readlng process, which 1ncluded

o
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--Reviewing paneliats Technical Review Forms (used in
evaluating the grant applications) for consistency, com-
pleteness, adequacy of responses, and acceptability.

--Answerlng questions on the "legality or illegality" of
the applications' narratives or proposals.

-=-Assuring that no one panel reader dominated or 1nfluenced
other panel members. :

. Paneling sessions allowed readers the opportunity to dis-
cuss applications with each other, compare scores, and discuss
the applications' strengths and weaknesses. During the paneling’
sessions readers could change their scores; however, no panelist:
was required to do so. X

I1f, however, the difference between individual panel mem-
bers' scores was 20 points or moré, the chairperson attempted to
resolve the point variation. The chalrperson determined if the

¢ member whose score varied from those of the other two panelists
understood the proposal and what his/her score was based on. If
the reader changed his/her score, the chairperson requested that
the comments also be changed to reflect the new score. Any
reader who did not want to change his/her score was required to
- Wwrite a dissenting or minority opinion. :

Scoring

During the balance of the week, readers read and .scored  ap-
plications. Each field reader was required to complete a Tech-
nical Review Form for each application read. On the form the
reader documented his/her evaluation of the need for the proj-
ect, the strengths and weaknesses of the appllcant s plan to.
address the needs through the proposed pro;ect, and the appli-
cant's plans for evaluating the project's success. The reader
also identified ways- in which the application did or did not
meet the selection criteria. The reader also assigned points,
within a given range, as to how well the application met each
standard and criterion. The reader then computed a total score
for the appllcatlon from the points a551gned under each criter-
1on. A max1mum score was 100 p01nts.

1

o
\
e

Priority points

Title IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended,
authorizes the Secretary to consider "the prior experience of:
service delivery under the part1cular program for which funds
are sought by each applicant."

EY
. 2
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To implement this provision, DSS officials determined which
of the applicants for 1982 awards conducted Talent Search proj-
ects in fiscal years 1979, 1980, or 1981. DSS staff then eval-.

.uated the previous project and awarded up to 15 points, in addi-

tion to those awarded by the field readers, depending on the
applicant's performance on a previous project. The criteria
used to evaluate the prior project included

--the extent to which the projéét served the number of par-
ticipants it was funded to serve; . '

. -—the extent to which .the high school graduation rate of
project participants was higher than the graduation
rates in the target schools before the project began;

-—the extent to which postsecondary placement of project
participants is higher than the placement rates of the
target schools before the project began;

——the extent to which the applicant had met all adminis-
trative ‘requirements-—including recordkeeping, report-
ing, and financial accountability--under the terms of
the previously funded awards. )

. ‘We reviewed DSS records and determined that 176 of the 177
applicants who had previously participated in a Talent Search
project received priority points. Of the 176 ‘applicants, 158 - .
received between 11 and 15 priority points. : - ‘

Program staff, in accordance with regulations, used the
following sources of information for assessing prior performance
and assigning priority points: grantees' performance reports,
audit reports, site visit reports, previously funded applica
tions, and the application under consideration. :

Ranking and selecting
applications for fuhding

 The field readers' scores and the priority point scores
were sent to a private contractor, who prepared a rank order
listing based on a "composite," or final, score. The composite
score was derived by adding the priority points. to the mean . of

the three readers' scores. .

Initially, DSS recommended funding for the top ranked 161
applications except for those ranked 128, 132, and 158. Funding
was denied for these three because the projects (1) would not
provide Talent Search-type services, (2) duplicated services in
an area served by a higher ranking application, or (3) were too
costly and went beyond the scope -of Talent Search purposes.

e

[ L
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The project ranked 167 was also recommended for funding be-:
cause the State in which the project would be carried out did
not have a Talent Search project; higher or equally ranked proj-
ects.not funded were from States that already had a project,-

Thus, DSS initially recommended 159 applicants for funding.
The Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education approved the
recommended projects on June 16, 1982.

Later, one of the approved applicants withdrew its applica-
tion, which freed about $70,000; $641,594 was also transferred

" from one of the other TRIO ptogramséggTo use the additional
money, the Assistant Secretary fundgd the applications ranked
163, 164, 165, 169, 170, 172, 175, 178, and 179. These applica-
tions were selected based on their ranking, the relative need
for the project as indicated by the State's poverty popula-
tion, how little the applicant's State was represented among
previously selected projects, and/or the applicant's prior ex-
perience. ' ' . '

'

Determining final funding amounts

Final funding for a project was determined through a three-
step process which included (1) the DSS staff's review of the
proposed budget and development of a recommended budget, (2) the’
grants officer's review of the recommended budget, and (3) nego-
tiations between the grants officer and the applicant.

DSS staff reviewed the applicants' proposed budgets.and
developed- recommended budgets. 1In developing the recommended
budgets, the program staff worked from the individual applica-
tions' 1981 budgets and funding levels (for previously funded
applicants) and considered the following funding guidelines:

-~Projects, partiéhlé:ly new urban projects; should not
be funded to serve more:than 1,000 participants; rural
projects should be limited to 500 participants.

--Individual student cost pér project should be between
$71 and $120. . | ,

——Costs for new projects should not exceed $112,000.
o . N G “ M
—~Administrative, counseling, tutorial, equipment, supply,
communication, and travel costs should be within: certain
preestablished parameters.

-~Increases in the costs of previously funded prdjects
should be restricted to (1) no more than 10 percent above
1981 funding levels for applications whose mean field

0 . o ’ .

W . . L

¥
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reader score was 90 or more, (2) no more than 5 percent

over 1981 funding levels for applicantS'whose mean field
reader score was 80 through 89, and (3) no increase’ for

appllcatlons receiving a mean field reader score of less
than 80.

DSS staff sent the recommended budgets to the grants officer,
who reviewed the recommendations and negotlated the final fund-
ing amount with the applicants. Our review showed that, gener-
ally, the recommended budgets conformed to the funding guide-
lines and negotiated budgets did not differ significantly from
recommended amounts. 2

In 1982, 167 Talent Search applications were funded, repre-
senting about two-thirds of the 268 applications reviewed. Of
those funded, 32 received 100 percent or more of the amount re-
quested, 24 received from 91 to 99.percent, 56 received between
.75 and 90 percent, 49 received-from 50 to 74 percent, and 6 re-
ceived less .than 50 percent. Of the 167 awards, 157 were to
institutions which operated Talent Search projects in one of the-
prev1ous three fiscal years, and 10 were to new awardees.

' Of the 140 grantees who had conducted Talent Search proj-
ects in 1981, 115 received at least 100 percent of their 1981
grant amount. - '

49
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LEGISLATION, DEPARTMENT REGULATIONS,

AND PROGRAM DIRECTIVES

retionary
and pro-

In addition to the authorizing statutes,. the di
grant process operates under the following Departmen
.gram regu}ations, manuals, plans, and directives.

GENERAL GRANT REGULATIONS (34 C.F.R. PART-§4)

These regulations. establlsh unlform requirements for the
administration of .grants and principles for determining costs
applicable to activities assisted by grants.

GENERAL‘ADMINISTRATIVE
REGULATIONS (34 C.F.R. PART 75)

. These regulations apply to each of thé€ three programs under
review and provide general rules on how tg apply for grants, how
grants are made, general conditions that/apply to grantees, '
grantees' admlnlstratlve responsibilities, and ED's compliance
. procedures.

Under "how grants are made," the regulations (1) establish
the general criteria on which applications will. be evaluated,
(2) authorize the use of groups of experts (field readers) to
evaluate grant applications, (3) require a rank ordeting of ap-
plications based on the readers' evaluations, and (4) establish
the items that may be considered when selecting applications for
" funding, including the rank order listing and any other priori-
ties or program requirements published in the Federal Register.

PROGRAM REGULATIONS:

°

In addition to the General Grant and General Administra-
tive Regulations, WEEAP, Talent Search, and the Unsolicited Pro-
posal Program are each governed by individual program regula~-
tions. These regulations basically incorporate and expand on
the provisions of the authorlzlng leglslatlon and - the Department~
regulations. :

WEEAP regulations (34 C F.R. Apart 745)

The WEEAP regulatlons (1) establlsh WEEAP funding prlorl-
ties, (2) establish the specific criteria on which applications
are evaluated, (3) establish additional criteria, in addition to
the rank order listing, on which applications are selected for
funding, and (4) set out certaln allowable and nonallowable
prOJect costs.
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1
Talent Search Program regulationg
(34 C.F.R. part 643)

The reéLlatlons (1) deflne ellglble grant applications and
eligible project participants, (2) establish specific criteria
on which applications are evaluated, and (3) identify certain
allowable' and nonallowable costs not specifically covered by the
General Grant Regulatlons. .

Unsolicited Prqgosal Program regulationé
(34 C.F.R. part 700£ff) °

' '

These regulations establish NIE's Unsolicited Proposal Pro-
gram and establish specific criteria, in addition to that speci-
fied in the General Administrative Regulatlons, on which unso-
licited proposals will be evaluated.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
GRANTS ADMINISTRATION MANUAL '

The manual establishes policies and procedures for the
award, review, and management of grants. Topics covered in the
manual include ' : - :

g

~—-using independent review groups (field réaders),‘
--prevenﬁing confliéts of lnterest( N
--conductlng review sessions,

~—ranking appllcatlons,.

--approving and selecting applications f6r>funding, and
--determining final funding .amounts..

ED GRANT AND PROCURéMENT MANAGEMENT
.MANUAL, CHAPTER III, SECTION 2 "

Chapter III, section 2; of the Grant and Procurement Man-
agement Manual, entitled Discretionary Grant Program Review and
_Administrative Procedures, has not ‘been off1c1ally adopted by
ED. Howevq;, according to an ED memorandum, it is to be consid-
ered in effect for all programs for which guidance is needed on
proper procedures regarding the award of dlscretlonary grants.
Briefly, chapter III, section 2, establishes departmental policy.
- and procedures for the rev1ew, selectlon, and approval of grant
'appllcatlons.

A
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|
K , |
TECHNICAL REVIEW PLANS _ : _ f
A technical review plan is prepared annually for WQEAP and
the Talent Search., Program outlining the specific procedures to
be followed during’ the annual grant competltlons. Included in
the plans are the /
*~--methods of selecting field readers and the f1eld reader
selection criteria; 5 j
--procedures for forming panels and ass1gn1ng appllcatlons
“to panels, : ;
-~-duration and content of field reader orlentatlon a
sessions, _ /

--criteria on which applic¢ations are evaluated, and
s \

--manner in which award decisions are made.

NIE OPERATING GUIDELINES

NIE operating gu1des establish procedures for processing
unsolicited proposals. Generally, these guides describe the
steps in the processing of unsolicited proposals and identify
the NIE office or official responsible for peﬁ%ormlng each step.
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FIELD READER OUTREACH PROGRAM

The Department of Educatlon established ‘the Field Reader
Outreach Program in March 1982 to assist program offices in re-
cruiting field readers. The Outreach Program's objectives were
to ‘ > ‘

;-broaden and update the pool of qualified readers,
, o @ -==improve the procedures for selecting field‘readers,'and

~~-increase State and local partlclpatlon in the recruit-
ment of f1eld readers.

According to ED officials instrumental in establishing the Out-
reach Program, -it was not designed to replace the existing sys-
tem in which program offices developed their own pools of field
readers, but rather to supplement the ex1st1ng pools w1th addi-
tional names. ° :

,According“to these officials. there was concern in ED that
the same field readers were being used year after year, that
these readers exhibited a “11beral" bias, and that they had be-
come a part of the programs' networks,' thus minimizing the in-
. dependence of the field reader evaluation procegs. - They said ED
attempted, through the Outreach Program, to solicit new readers
with "conservative" phildsophies and to give more respon51b111ty
to Assistant Secretarles and other senior officials in selecting
field readers..

To develop a pool of field readers, the Director of the
Outreach Program surveyed program offices to assess their needs
for field readers in 1982. Twenty of 143 discretionary grant

- programs indicated a need for field readers-—-the other programs
either'hqd completed their grant competitions or had .selected,
or were in the .process of s€lecting, field readers for -1982.
The Outreach Program obta1ned the field reader selection cri-
teria from each of the 20° programs. New readers were recruited
through the Assistant Secretarles, other senior officials, .and
the Secretary s 10 regional representatlves. These officials
were given the field reader selection criteria for each program

«xneéding field readers along with instructions that readers
should include* handicapped individuals and reflect diversity in
sex, race, and geodraphical locatlon{* Instructlons were not
provided on how to SOllClt potent1a1 readers.

Also in March 1982, according tovED_s then Executive Secre-~
tary, he, the Comptroller, and the Director of the Outreach Pro-
- gram met with representatives of several "conservative" research

e X o »
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;

orgadizations and briefed them on the Outreach Program and the
need for new readers. Individuals attending the briefing were
given the field reader selection criteria and were requested to
solicit resumes of prospective readers and submit them to ED.

In response to these efforts, the Outreach Program received
about 700 resumes, most of which were submitted by the regional
offices. According to the Outreach Director, she and other De-
partment employees reviewed thé resumes, grouped them according
to the various programs' selection criteria, then forwarded
them to the appropriate Assistant Secretaries.

" Fourteen of the 20. program offices that received -resumes
from the Outreach Program used one or more of these referrals.
Of .about 800 field readers used by the 20 prograps, about 100
(or 12.5 percent) were Outreach Program recruits.

According to program officials responsible for selecting
field readers, most of the individuals.whose resumes were pro-
vided by. the Outreach Program were not qualified to read grant
_appllcatlons in those programs.:. Other candidates not selected
to read were either invited but unavailable to read oredisqual—
ified because of a possible conflict of interest. Also in some
instances, programs received resumes from the Outreach Program
after f1eld reader selections had been made and, thus, were un- -
able to use these referrals.

g

There was no Department policy regarding the use of indivi-
‘duals solicited through the Outreach Program. The decision to
use or not use the referrals was left to the discretion of the
Assistant Secretary who had responsibility for the grant pro-
gram. WEEAP and one other program were required by the Acting
Assistant Secretary for Elementary and Secondary Education to
use the Outreach Program as the sole source for field readers.
Ten other programs were required to give preference to qualified
readers referred by the Outreach Program, and eight programs had
no policy regarding the use of Outreach Program referrals.
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EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND, EMPLOYMENT,
AND ORGANIZATIONAL f

AFFILIATIONS OF 1981 WEEAP FIELD READERS

\,

)

ABBREVIATIONS

a

Race/ethnicity ' L ‘\\

AA -~*Asian American

B - Black.

H - Hispanic :

NA - Native American - e
W - White

Degree

AA - Associate in Arts _
AAS - Associate in Applied Science

. AB - Bachelor of Arts ’

"BA - Bachelor of Arts )
B.Ed. - Bachelor of Education
BM - Bachelor of Music
BS --Bachelor of Science: .
BSE - Bachelor of Science in Education _
BSEE - Bachelor of Science in Elementary Education
CAS - Certificate of Advanced Study
DDS - Doctor of Dental Surgery
Ed.D - Doctor of Education
Ed.S - Education Specialist
JD - Juris Doctor
MA -~ Master of Arts
M.Ed - Master of Education
MH - Master of Humanities
MS - Master of Science :
MSW -.Master of Social Work
NI - Not indicated
Ph.D - Doctor of Philosophy

Other/miscellaneous

CC - Community College

CETA - Comprehensive Employment and Training Act
'Coll. - College .

DHEW - 'Department of Health, Education, and’ Welfare
DHHS - Department of Health ang Human Services
DHUD - Department of ‘Housing and Urban Development

dis - Disabled 5
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Ed.- Education

-EEO - Equal, Employment Opportunity

ERIC - Educational Resource Information Centerx

ESAA - Emergency; .School Aid Act ~s
ESEA - Elementary and Secondary Education Act T

Jr. Coll. = Juniox ‘College

NEA - National Education Association

S.E. - Southeast .

TRIO - Spéc1a1 Programs for the Disadvantaged .
U. - Univer51ty : N
WEEA - Women's Educational'Equity Act

YMCA - Young Men's ‘Christian Association

YWCA - Young Women' s Chpistian Association

&
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MODEL PROJECTS ON TI'J.'LE IX CWLIMCE

Degree Field
1. BA Sociology
}
2. Ph,D  Ed, Leadership
. MA Ed.
BA, - Ed.
3. NI General Ed.
General Ed.
Business -
4, E4.D Curriculum
© MS Elementary Ed.
BS Biology/
Chemistry
¥
5. Ph.D Physical E4.
m L L
8s Physical Ed./
: English
¢ Fn.D Indian Ed.
Policy )
M:Ed  Ed. Adminis~
, tration
BA . Elementary Ed.
7. JD " Law
’ BA Politicet
: Science

Ethni-*
University/college city
A B
Temple U, ’ AA
r
U.S. Intermational U. B
U. of California, Berkeley
San Francisco State
U. of Anzona W
George Washington U.
Strayer Coll. -
’ L]
. K o
2 o0
)
N
North Illinois U. B.
Indiana U.
Hampton Institute
U, of Iowa "W
. U. of North Carolina
Middle Tennessee State U,
Pennsylvania State U.'ﬁ NA
' L] L] » ]
Arizona State U,
New York U. School of Law W
U. of Rochester
. .
< _
- °-v\’

f’ Employment history covers January 1, 1975, thmugﬁ January 1981,

.  affiliations cover January %, 1980, through January 198l1.

@, ‘ ‘

- .

ERIC -

PAruntext provided oy enic [N

APPENDIX IV

E3

Occupation/employer *
affiliations (if listed) **

Néws Editor, Organization of Chinese
American Women

Program Analyst, Office of Special
Concerns; Asian American Affairs -

Program Analyst, Office of Special
Concerns; Steering Committee on
Women's Issues - DHEW

Information Specialist, Pro;ect on
the Status and Ed. of Women

Research Assistant, Dept. of Public
Safety -

Assistant Chz.ef, Intergroup Relatlons, :
California State Dept. of Ed.

Executive Director, Tucson Women's
Commission

Coordinator of Grants, Pima Community
Coll.

NAACP - ¢

New Directions for Young Women

Pima County CETA Board

ExXecutive Women's Council -

Judicial Nominating conmttee

-/
Vice President, private consultmg Enm
Project Director, Title IX Sex
Desegregation

<

‘Supervisor, Title IV-C Ed. Innovations

Dept« Chairman, Special =" |, Hetropolitan

State Coll.
Chairman of Gradiuate wiixjvam, U, of Iowa
Title IX Consultant, Midwest Area S
Acting Executivé Director, Association
. for Intercollegz.ate Athletlcs for

Women

Instructor, Pennsylvania §tate u.
Director, Project Media, National
tndian Ed. Associction

cional Resources Information _
iter (Clearingbouse) T

Director, Office on Domestic Violence -
DHHS ‘
Special Asgistant to General Counsel -~
Legislative Assistant; U.S. House of
Represent.atives *
Staff Cuumse,/ New York State Poreland
Commissipn on Nursmg Hames

D.C. Commiz#iion for:Women

. Committed: ‘on Sexual Assault and Intra—-
Eamlly ‘DEfenses

Women's Zegal Defernse Fund

My Sistsyz's Place °

. 8BS .
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Degree
8. Ph.D

.
BA

11. Ph.D,

MA
AB

12. BA

13. MA
BA

O

ERIC .

PAruiitex: provided by ERiC v R

: Ethni-
Field University/college city
"Political U. of Chicago B
Science
Political .- " =
Science < )
Political Albertus Magnus Coll.
Science .
Physical Ed. 'U. of Washington S H
Biology & o New Mexico Highlands U.r )
Physical Ed. .
. ' Texas Tech U. . W
‘Counseling & Atlanta U. ' : B
Guidance :
Counseling & oo .-
Guidance -
Speech, Drama, West virginia State Coll.
English N
Political U. of California, Berkeley AA
Science o ]
’ .
Ad#Znistration San Francisco State U. AA
Mathematics Brewn U.
)
¢
. 58
i
@ -
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? \

mwpatign/enployer
affiliations (if listed)

Assistant Professor of Government,
Dartmouth Coll.

Visiting Assistant Professor of Political
Science, Howard U.

Lecturer in Government, Dartmouth Coll.

Physical Ed. Instructor, Bellevue
Community Coll.

pPhysical.Ed. Workshop Director for Displaced
Homemakers, Bellevue Community Coll. .

Coordinator of Special Projects, KLRN-IV.
PDirector of Personnel, Affirmative Action
Officer - State Bar of Texas
Community Services Coordinator, State
Bar of Texas
(Various Consultant Positions)’
Pmerican Soc:.ety for Training & Development
International Industrial Television
’l_\ssomation
Associate Professor of Counseling,
North Carolina Central U.
Assistant Professor of Counseling,
Auburn U.
Counselor, CETA Program, Dakalb County
Board of Ed.

Ed. Progyam Officer - Dissemination, u.s.
. Dept. of Ed. :

Ed. Program Officer - TRIO, U.S. Office
of Ed. .

Contracts & Grants Officer, U.S. Office’
of E4.

National Organization of Scholars of
Asian Descent

Association for Asian Studies

California Association for Asian
Bilingual Ed. e

National Association for Asian-American
& Pacific E4,

Oakland Asian American lerary Pdvx.sory
Committee

Chinese for Affirmative Action

Pacific & Asian American Women Bay Area
Coalition

Asian & Pacific American Concerns
Cormittee

Asian & Pacific Americans Federal Employee
Counsel

Organization of Chinese Americans

‘Staff Assistant, Office of Special Funded

Projects - CETA

-Planning Officer, San Francisco Unified

School District
Ed. Specialist, U.S. Office of Ed., ESEA
Title I

Council of Chief State School Officers,
Committee on Evaluation & Information
Systems

Board of Directors, Children's Garden
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15. ph.D

M.Ed

Field

Administration
Bilingual Urban

Ed.

English

Ed.

Ed.

Liberal Arts

University/college

Harvard Graduate School of

Ed.
Long Island U.

Brooklyn Coll.

» U, of Mi‘chigan
Wayne State U.
Ll n L]

Ethni-
city

APPENDIX 1V

Occupation/employer
affiliations (if listed)

Instructor, Bilingual Ed., Harvard

Graduate School of Ed.

Spanish Materials Assessor, Lesley Coll.
Project Director - Emergency School Aid

Act, Bridgeport Board of Ed. .

Equity Policy Center
National Association for Women Deans,

Bd. Consultant, Self-Employed
American Association of U. Women

Administrators & Counselors

Students

' - B
MODEL PROJECTS ON ECUCATIONAL EQUITY FOR RACIAL AND E'I}NIC. MINORITY MEN

16. MSW

18.

T,

20.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

BS

Xininistration

Ed.

Counseling -
Econcmics

Native Amer—
ican Ed.

Speech
L

Speech/

Engl iPsh

Human Resources
_ Development

Business

Administration

Fordham U.

St. John's U, .

E

San Diego State Coll.
San Francisco State Coll.

The Evergreen State Coll.

o

Louisiana State U.
U. of Michigan .
Oklahama Coll. for Women
"Union Graduate School

Bluefield State Coll.

H

M .

NA

NA

| 448

Office of Ed.

National Endowment for the Humanities
JWK International Corp.
American Institute for Research

Intercollegiate Association for Women

Consultant - Tltlﬂs IV, VII, IX, U.S.

Consultant, Midwest Race & Sex Desegrega—

tion Assistance Center

Consultant, Aspira of Illinois, Inc.
Project Director, Aspira of New York, Inc.
Senior Researcher, Aspira of New York, Inc.

The Hispanic American Career Ed.:
Resources Inc.
National Association of Soc1a1 WOrkers

Deputy Director of épecial Projects, City
. & County of San Francisco
Voting Rights Consultant, Office of the

Secretary of State, California *

tion Corp.

Personnel Consultant, California Construc-

Dept. Chairman, Asian American Studies,
U. of California

School Counselor/Pre~School Coordinator/

Teacher, Wa-He-lLute Indian School

Coll.

YWCA® i
Racial Justice Committee -
American Indian Wdmen's Gathering

Project

Faculty Member, The Evergreen State

Program coordmator, Olympm School

Scripts Writer-Radio, Oklahoma image

F‘11m Narrator, Forest Heritage Center
{1m Producer/Director, Northeastern State

“cordinator/Org. Specialist,

Waic 1 Leadership Development - NEA

Training, NEA

71

Program Coordinator - Minority Leadership

a4
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Degree Field
21, MSW Social Work
: Public Policy
MA Counseling
Psychology
BA Social Research
22. E4.D Ed. Psychology
MA School &
‘Counseling
= Psychology
’ BS Psychology/
Sociology/
Philosophy
23. MA S 0
o nications
BS Ed.
o
240 MA Home Economics
- & Nutrition
JBA "Home Economics
. & Consumer
© Studies
25, Ph.D History
m L]
BA' "
26. Ph,D : Political
Science
MA Political ~
o . Science
BA Political
Science &
Latin American
Studies
27, MSW Generic Social
Work
BS Sociology/ -
. Psychology

ERIC ..

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: <

"University/college

U. of California, Berkeley

Not indicated

U. of California, Santa

Barbara

U. of Tennessee

Austin Reay State U.

Cklahoma State Uf

New York U.

Brooklyn Coll. of CUNY

U. of Colorado
L] - L]

U. of'California

Yale U.

U. of California .

-Howard U. /

Pl

Loyola Coll.

60

Ethni-

APPENDIX IV

Occupation/employer
affiliations (if listed)

Administrative Fellow, San Jose State U.
Student Affairs Officer, California
Polytechnic State U.

National Association of Women Deans &
Administrators

Mexican American National Women's
Association

President's Task Force on Outreach/
Retention

Regional Director Organization
Assistance Center, U. of Tennessee

f

-

Co-Director, Indian Teacher 'I‘cammM
Northeastern State U.

Director;, Indian Ed., Tulsa Pubh’c

o Schools

National Indian Ed. /iation

Help~in-Crisis Task Force

United Council o lahoma Indian
Educators -

Cherckee Tribe BEd. Committee

American Indian Theatre Company

Consumer Ed. Teacher, New York City
Board of Ed.'s Adult Consumer & Home-
making Ed. Program

Teacher - English as a Second Language,
New York City Board of Ed.'s Adult
Basic Ed. Program

First National Asian/Pacific Women's
Conference

Women's Action Alliance

Instructor; U. of Lovisville, U. of
Colorado, U. of Mississippi

Chairman, Pan African Studies Dept., U.
of Louisville

Consultant on Black Stud1es, Natmnal
Council on’ Black Studies and Ed. >
Testing Center

Associate Dean, Labor Coll., State U.
of New York
Program Officer, Fund for the Improvement
of Postsecondary Ed. - DHEW
Academic Advisor & Executive Assistant
to Provost, Antioch Coll. West, Antioch U.
Director, Imnxgratxon, Natlonal Lawyer's
Guild

_ Senior Development Offxcer, U.S. Human

Resources Corp. :
Associate Instructor, U. of California,
Riverside Community Coll.

. Coordmator, Mayor's Offlce of Human

" Development °
® Coordinator, Management by d:]ectwe,
Baltimore City Dept. of Ed.

~I
S .
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Degree Field
28, NI
29, MA Social Service
+ . Administration
BA Psychology
30, MA History
BA History = -
. Anthropology/
- Econcmics

AA Liberal Arts

31, Ph.D Ed.
MA English
& L]

32, BA - 'Fine Arts

33. ph.D Ethno-History *

(cand) .
MA Science Ed.
BS Secondary Ed.

34, MSW -Social Work
' BS Sociology

O

ERIC

s 4 -

o

University/college
e 14

]

C
U. of Chicago

U. of Puerto Rico

Duke -U, .
Vassar Coll.

CUNY-Staten Island Coll.

Us of Califutnid, Betheley

Columbia U, ~

U. of Pennsylvania

[

Art Institute’”

of Chicago \
Bl

Bm'ryu. '

West. Carolina U.

Howard U.
Morgan State U.

. San Francisco Korean Forun //

APPENDIX IV

Occupation/employer
affiliations (if listed)

Indian. E‘d. Consultant, Salish Kootena1
Community Coll. . v

Consultant, Self-Employed
Executive Dxrect:or, Latino I.nstn:ute,

Chicago =, g

Instructor of Black Studies, Wellesleyh
Coll.
(Various Teaching & Consulting Positions)

- North Carolina Land Trustees of America

American Historical Association

Assistant Professor of Asian American
Studies, U, of California °

Instructor of English as a Second Language.
Laney Coll.

Acting Assistant Professor of Asian
American Studies, U. of California

Producer, Community Affairs - KTVU

National Association of Bilingual :Ed.

Asian Manpower Services

Korean Community Center of the East. Bay

National-Association Eor Asian & Pacific
American Ed. i

Korean Christian’ Scholars Assoc.

National Korean-American Bilingual Ed. i/
Association - .

Association for Asian-Pacific Arerican
Studies )

Northern California Korearz ior Democracy

Asian Media Alliance

‘Asian Women United. - y

Minister, Spanish Christian Church
Producer-Host, WLS~TV

‘Science Dept. Chairman, Lovett School
Science Teacher, Lovett School
Instructor - Adult Ed., Clayton Jr. Coll.
Instructor, Emory U. ’

American Indian Oenber of Atlanta

National Indian Ed. Association

National Science Teachers Association
- American Business Women's Association
North American Indian Women's Association
Georgia Association of Independent Schools
-Georgia State Commission Indian Affairs

Consultant, National Institute of Health

Program Analyst, Division of Planning & «
Evaluation - DHHS-

Director of Special Projects, National .
Center on Black Aged

-~
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37.

38.

39.

40.

 Degree
35. M5

Ph.D
(cand)

B E

E4.D

Field

Ed.

Bilingual/
Multicultural
Ed.

Ed. Adminis~

‘tration

English

Political

Science -

Business

'

Armerican History

Secondary Ed. & .

Mmerican History
Ed. Research &

American History
Secondary Ed. &
Arer ican-History

Curriculum &

_ Instruction

Curriculum &
Instruction
History

v

Ethni-
» University/colleqe city’
[=3

Central- cticut H.
St:ate Coﬁmj J-, . ’

[

AN

U. of San Francisco AR
San Francisco State U.
U. of'Califormia, Berkeley
San Francisco State U. AA
Alfred State Coll. NA
U. of Pittsburgh - B
U, of Alabama
L] L] -
L] " L]

U. of California, Berkeley H

62

- Owner/Operator of Tribal Business

"APPENDIX IV

Oécupation/é.nployer
affiliati‘ons (if listed)

Program Officer, U.S. Dapt:. of Ed Youth
. E:nployment Program
Policy Fellow, George Washington U,
Goordinator, Upward Bound-CETA: Demonstra-
- tion Project, U.S. Dept. of Ed.
Newspaper Advisor, Hartford Public Schools
Téacher - Language, Reading, Career
Development, South Windsor & Hartford

Coordinator, Social Literacy Institute,
U. of Massachusetts

American Association of Teachers of
Spanish.& Portuguese

Connecticut Council of Language Teachers

Cuban-American. Legal Defense & Ed. Fund,
Inc.

League of Cuban—M\encan cOmnumty—Based
Centers, Inc. .

NEA, Chicano Hispano Caucus

NEA, Women's Caucus

Northeast Conference on the 'Deachmg of
Foreign Language. \

Consultant, Self-Employed

4

Ass:.stant Director, Center for S.E.
Asian Refugee Resettlement

Community Liaison Coordinator/Employment’
Counselor, Center for S.E. Asian Refugee
Resettlement °

Manager, Holiday Inn Restaurant

Financial Affairs Agent, Real Estate Firm

Administrative Assistant, Buropean Book o
Company

Editor,” Press Secretary, Seneca Nation of
Indians' Newspaper .

Public Relations, Seneca Nation of Indians'
Newspaper

@
o

. &
Assistant Professor, Remedial Coll.
Reading, World Civilization &
Women in World History, Alabama AsM U.
Public Speaker, 'Conf. Organizer, Lecturer—
Women's History - Carlow Coll., U. of
Pittsburgh, Historical Associations
Teaching Fellow in American History &.
Women's History, U. of Pittsburgh
Book Reviewer on Women's History

Southern Conference on Afro-American Studies
President's National Advisory Council on
© women's Ed. Programs

Associate Professor, Dept. of Ed.,

Texas AsM U,
Assistant Professor, Dept? of Ed.,
Texas AsM U,

National Council for the Social Studies
Society for Historical Ed.
’lhe Elementary =d. Sectlon of Soc:.al Ed.

e

‘
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Degree
41. Ph.D

MA
BA-

42. MA

45, MA
BA

46. Ph.D
T omA
BA

Iy

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e

Field

Political
Science
Asian Studies

Social &
Cultural .
Anthropology
Social &
Cultural
Anthropology

Ed. Administra-

tion

.Ed. Adminis-

tration
Political «
Science

Linguistics
Supervision &
Administration
History

Ed,/Cultural
Studies .
Ed./Spanish

Ed./Psychology
Psychology

" State U, of New York

Ethni~
city

U. of California, Berkeley AA

University/college

U. of Hawaii
Swarthmore Coll.

Duke U. ) B

U. of California ,

Harvard Grad. School of Ed.  NA
Harvard Grad. School of Ed.

<

Columbia U., 'lbachers Coll. AA
° Pace U, .

Cjty Coll. of New York = -

Indiana U. o NI(
' 9 Y .-
U. of Maryland H

U. of pPuerto’ Rico
- - - L]

APPENDIX IV

sOccupation/employer
affiliations (if listed)
Assistant Professor ‘of Asian Amencan
Studies, U, of California
Asian American Studies

National Endowment for the Humanities
Berkeley Academic Senate Council for Ethnic
Studies Curricula .

Technical Support Specialist, Clearing
House for Community-Based Ed. Insti-
tutions . '

Research Consultant, Fair l'busmg
Project-DHUD, A.L. Nellum & Associates

Research Assistant, Institute for the
Study of Ed..Policy, Howard U.

Associate Director of Information &
Publications,- Development Associates

Ed. Program Specialist, Office of
Indian Ed., U.S. Office of Ed.

Director of Adult Ed. Program, Boston
Indian Council

Associate Ed. P_rc')gram Sbecia'lfst, New York
State.Ed. Dept.

_ Coordinator of Evening English Programs,

LaGuardia Community College
Coordinator of Funded.Programs, Lower
East Side High School

Chinese Service Center of New York

National Association of Teaching Ehglxsh as

a Second Language

" ‘New York State Association of Bxlmgual

Educators
New York'State Association of 'I‘eachlng
English as a Second Linguaye

‘Community Planning Board

Municipal Financial Committee
Chinatown Planning Council
Washington Irving CommunitycAssociation

1

Chief Curriculum Developer, U. of Colorado

Manager, Apartment Building

Dissemination & Workshop Speqxal:.st, Social
Science Ed. Consortium

Teacher/Comunity Training Consultant, Race
& Sex Desegregdtion Assistance.Centers

Assistant Director/Recruitment & Follow
Through Specialist, Washington State U.

Ed. Equity Specialist, New Mexico State
Dept. of_ Ed.

Association fbr Humanistic Psychology
Pssocxatxon for Transpersonal Psychology

“National Association for Bilingual Ed. :

Colprado Association of Bilingual Ed.

National Council for the Soc:.al Studies

Executive Staff, Program Development &
Evaluation, Montgomery County Government

Director, Foreign Student Admissions Office,
Montgomery County Publ:.c ‘Schools

Lecturer, Psychology Dept.; Montgomery Coll.

School Psychologist, Montgomery County
Public Schools

Lecturer, Various Universities & Community -
Colleges

Consultant & Statewide Ser:vxces Grant
Reviewer - DHEW

v o



APPENDIX IV

o v ' - Ethni-
s . s !

-
Degree Field™ iversity/college city
47. M.Ed. Ed. Administra-  Pennsylvania State U. NA-
Co ¢ tion '
BS Elementary Ed. U. of North Dakota -
. . - * <] i
48. E4.D Ed. Administra- Western Colorado U. T W
tion :
M.Ed. Ed. Administra- U. of Arizona
& tiOﬂ L] L] L]

Elemantary Ed.

MODEL PROJECTS ON EDUCATIONAL EQUITY FOR DISABLED WOMEN

49. AA General , Community Coll. of W dis
. . Philadelphia
50, MA Sociology U. of California, Berkeley B dis
AB Public Speaking San Francisco State

L

51. Bach- Architecture U. of Michigan . W dis
_elor : .
" in
Archi-
tecture’

OTHER AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES

- 52, PhiD Psychology : California Western U. AA -
m - N L] L] L]

< . . .

v

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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APPENDIX IV

o

" Occupation/employer
affiliations (if listed).

Program Developer, Baker U. & Haskell
Indian Jr. Coll.

Consultant, American Indian- Hl.gher Ed.
Consortium

Ombudsman, Tucson Public Schools
Director, Career;.' Ed.,, Tucson Public Schools

Program Specialist, Regional Technical
Assistance Staff — DHHS

Program Coordinator, Public Interest Law
Center of Philadelphia

Bqual Opportunity Specialist, Offxce for
Civil Rights - DHEW

Staff Assistant, Assistant Secretary for
Public Affairs - DHEW ) o

Natiomwide Affirmative Action Task Force
American Friends Service Committee

Training/Outreach Coordinator,.Center for
Independent Living, Disability Law
Resource Center ’

Project Coordinator, Antioch Coll.

Oakland New Careers Development Corp.

Volunteer Bureau of Alameda

West Oakland Legal Switchboard

Berkeley Project Advisory Committee

Consumer Cooperatives of Berkeley

Magnolia Street Three Defense Fund
Committee 1

]

»

Sel f-Bnployed

High Spirit Multiple Sclerosis

White House Conference on Handicapped .
Individuals o

West Virginia Advisory Council on the
Ed. of Exceptional Children

Principal Investigator, U. of California
San Francisco Far-West Lab.

Consultant/Technical Assistance, National .,
Office of Samvan Affairs, Inc., U. of
California San Francisco Far-West 1lab.

Coll. Counselor, San Francisco Community
Coll. District & Skills Center

Principal Training Officer/Assistant
Secretary of State, Prime Mirnister's
Office - Government. of Tonga

Adian/Pacific National Women's Network,

San Mateo Community Coalition
National Island Women's Association
Asian American Community Council
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APPENDIX IV

Degree
53. MA

54+

55.

.59,

60.

61,

=
B

5 5E B E¥ B

(=}

Field
English/French

‘Literature ’

American
Literature

EQ.
Sociology

Counselor/Ed.
Guidance/
Counseling
Psychology

Motor Learning
Movement
Sciences
Political
Science

Teacher E4d.
Student Per-
sonnel Admin-
istration

- African Studies

English/Ed.
Political

" Science

Political
Science
Political
Science
Early Child-
hood Ed.

Early Chilg>
hood Ed./Social

" Science
.Elementary Ed.

Elementary Cer-
tificate
Pacific Island
Studies

English

Ed. Psychology -

Psychology &
Sociology

University/college

New York U.

City Coll. of New York™,

Antioch Coll.
U. of Texas

New York U.
U. of San Francisco

U. of the Philippines

Columbia U., Teachers Coll.
L] L] L] L]

Manhattanville Coll.

George Washi;\{jton U, .

Columbia U. Teachers Coll.

virginia Union U.

U. of Chicago

L] - Ll

3

Antioch Coll.

Sacramento California
State U.
California St"te U,

Philadelphia Normal Coll.
" k4 " "

U. of Hawaii

Bates Coll.

Michigan State U,

" Texas AsI U.

Ethni-
city

W

APPENDIX IV

Occupation/enployer
affiliations (if listéd)

Institute

Instructor, New York Feminist Art

Hunter Coll., of New, York'

New Rochelle

Free Lance Writer & Consultant, Art

Organizations & Ed, Programs

of CUNY

Studies, U. of Georgia

of New York

Executive Director, Texas Job Bank

Instructor of lLanguage Arts, Coll. of

Director of Financial Aid, York Coll.

44

Assistant to the Chairman, Art Dept.,

1

Associate Professor, Director of Research
Lab., U. of Georgia
Associate Professor, Director of Graduate

Associate Professor, Cleveland State U.
Assistant Professor of Physical Ed. and'
Women's Studies, Queens Coll., City U

Director of Overseas Ed. Assistance, NEA
Seminar Director - Women's Leadership Train-

ing Programs, World Confederation of

Organizations of the Teaching Profession

.

District

Peace Corps

U. of Hawaii

for Research

Kansas. & Michigan

o

X

a

Research Specialist, Public Service
Satellite Consortium
Special Assistant to the Regional Director -

Lansing Schools Ed. Association
Michigan Ed. Association
NEA

¢

Chairman & Profegsor, Political Scxence
Dept.,’ Howard U.

Assistant Professor, Princeton U.,.,
Quest Scholar, Brookir}gs Institution

Site Supervxsor, Sierta Children's Center,
Sacramento City Unified School pxstrxct:

Pacific Area Specialist, Pacxfxc & Asian
Affajrs Council & Qutreach Coordinator,:

Project Coordinator, E‘ast-hest Iearmng
. Institute

Research Associate. American Institutes

Teacher - mgrant Pr:ogram, E:lementary E‘d.,
Bilingual Program, School Districts in

Ki

Site Administrator, Washington Children's;
° Center, Sacramento City Unified School

~

o



APPENDIX 1V

Degree ~ Field
62. Ph.D ‘ Administration
MH Home E‘.concmics
BS
MS Ed. Adminis-
(equiv- tration
alent)
. 63. Ph.D Vocational Ed.
(cand) St
BA - Business Admin-
P istration
BA NI o
NI ~ Business Admin-
" istration -
"* 65, Ph.D  Ed. Admin-
istration
o . " Supervision
v MA Hi'story
. Curriculum
BS General
Science
66. NI
2
67. Ph.D  Bilingual Ed. -

(cand) Administration
& Supervision

MS - Bd. Adminis-
tration &
Supervision
Languages

"BS Political
Science *

68. Ph.D Bicultural/
(cand) Bilingual Ed.
MA Anthropology
BA Sociology

]

ERIC -

Aruntoxt provided by Eic:

University/college

Walden U..
U. of Oklahoma
Langston U.

- San Francisco State Coll.

Union West Graduate School
'Michigan State Coll.

The, Evergreen State Coll.
tansing U, of Business

Howard U.

U. of Illinois

U. of Alabama

U. of Illinois‘

Southern Illinois U,

U. of New Mexico
U. of Arizona

Mt. Mercy Coll.

Ethni-
city

APPENDIX IV

Occupation/employer
affiliations (if listed) . v

&
Consultant, California“State Dept. of Ed.

American Home Economics Association

‘American Association of U, Wonen

NAACP

California Personnel & Guidance Association
Marin County Political Women's Caucus

The Female Executive

Director - Multic'u,ltural Student Services,
Highline Community Coll.

.Puget Sound Regional Community Coll.

Association
American Indxan wWomen's Service League
Northwest Indian Women Circle °
Northwest American Women's Association
National Indian Ed. Association

Self-Employed Ed. Consultant

Associate Director, Women's Bquity
Action League

Project Coordinator, Education & Legal
Defense Fund

- Executive Associate, Project on the Status

& Ed. of Women, Association of American
~ Coll,

Associate Professor of Ed., U. of Iowa

Publxc Informatxon Specialxst, Indxan
Information Program

Director, Bilingual Mulncultural Ed.,
Illinois State U, N

Assistant to the Director/Materials"
Specialist, Bilingual Ed., Western
Illinois U. . .

Free Lance Consultant for Various
. Organizations
Field Project Director, Colorado State U.
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APPENDIX IV

o
’ : Ethni- Occupatxon/employer .
Degree Field University/college city affiliations (if listed) "
69. Ph.D  Linguistics Ateneo de Manilla U. AA Associate Professor, Multicultural ~
Philippine Normal Coll. Ed. Program, U. of San Francisco ) .
MA NI U, of Hawaii " Credential Coordinator, Multicultural - .
. BS Elementary Ed. Philippine Normal Ed. Program, U. of San Francisco -
© . . - Assistant Professor, Multicultural Ed. L .
° Pprogram, U. of San Francisco ) L
Instructor, U. of the Philippines
» Assistant Professor, U. of the
Philippines .
California Association for Asian
Bilingual Ed.
National Association ‘for Asian Pacific
American Ed.
Teachers of English to Speakers of Other
Languages
Linguistic, Society of the Philippines
. : East-West Center Alumni Assocx.atl.on
70. M.Ed, . Curriculum Texas A&M AR 'E‘manéial Planner, Comfi Services .
Supervision - Project Coordinator, Orgam.zatx.on of
BS Art & Mer- N ) Pan Asian Women
chandising UCLA ’ Registered Representative, Investors =
Certi- Deaf Ed. U. of Texas Diversified Services
ficate ) Project Coordinator, Waoo Independent
b School District
71. MS Speech Pathol- Boston U. W dis Director, Client Services, Boston Self-
: ogy : Help Center -
.BA Linguistics U. of California Instructor of Re—Evaluation Counseling
Psychology . » for bisabled Members of a Community
B * personal Growth & Support Network 2
. , . Rehabilitation Clinician, New England L
4 - Sinai Hospital
72. Ph.D Instructional Syracuse U. B Chairperson, Special Ed.. Virginia
'Dechnology Union U. o7
MS Ed. Gallaudet Coll. Director, Student Services, Kendall
BS Biology Hampton Institute SChool Gallaudet Coll.
MODEL PKUEI.‘I‘S TO INFLUENCE LEADERS IN EDUCATIONAL POLICY AND AmINISTRATIm ’ . ) //
- /
73. NI : : . ' B .Self-Bmployed Consultant ~ / .
74. D.Ed, Higher Ed. Pennsylvania State U. o H Program Director, Minority E‘d., Western L
. Administration R . Interstate Commission for Higher Ed. . R
M.Ed. Cultural Foun— U. of Utah ° : Research Associate & Vice President for
dations in Ed. ' : Planning & Development, National K
BA ., Political - .- - Institute for,Multicultural Ed. /
Science Y Director of Coll. Relations & Assistant :

to the President, Coll. of the V).rgl.n
Islands
Self-BEmployed Oonsultant/Cmtractor,
Higher Ed. State Coll.
Research Assistant & Assistant to the
Acting Dean of ‘the Colls of E‘d.,
Pennsylvania State U.

American Association of Higher Ed.

> ASsociation for the Study of Hl.ghe Ed,

: Association for Institutional Research
American Ed. Research Associatio .
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Degree
75. Ph.D

*+ 76. Ph.D

MA
' o
PO A

77. Ph.D
.G A

BA

78. MA

Cer-
tifi-
cate
NI

- 79. Ph.D

MA

' BA

~NI

4 .

80: Ph.D
MA
AB

8l. MA

BA

82.. NI

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Field

Political
Theory

Public Admin-
istration
Political
Science
Political
Science .

Ed. Adminis-

tration & Super- °

vision-

Ed. Adminis~
tration & Super-
vision

' History

*

‘Speech Commur—

nication
Speech Commu-
nication

" English/Drama

-

‘English

Literature -
Shakespea're

. English

Ed.
Ed./Counseling
Elementary Ed.
Counseling Psy-
chology & Prac-
ticum

Russian History
English History -
History

Ed. Adminis-
tratidn
Secondary Ed.

¢ University/college

U. of Wisconsin

Claremont Graduate School

Claremont Graduate School

Immaculate Heart Coll.

Northwestern U. ¢

_ Columbia U, - -

Goucher Coll.

New York U.

Shakespeare Institute

New York U.B

U ¢% St. louis
L] L] L]

" Harris Teachers Coll.

Southern Illinois U.

U. of Illinois

U. of Missouri

U. of Iowa
L]

U. of Detroit e i

U. of WiscOnsm v
U. of New Mexico

68 -

Ethni-
city

APPENDIX IV

Occupation/employer
affiliations (if listed)

Professor, Political Science, U. of .
W1sconsm

Executive 'Director, Natxonal Commission on
the Observance of International Women's
Year .

Deputy Conference Coordinator, National
Commission on the Observance of Interna-
tional Women's Year

National Association of Commissions for
Women

Alverno College, Pres1dent's Adv1sory
Council

Associate Professor, California State U.
Assistant Professor, California State U,

National Ed. Association

Corgress of Faculty Associations

Higher Ed. Council

Higher Ed. Caucus

Women's Caucus

Chicano Caucus

California Colleges and U. Faculty
Association” :

Minority Affairs Adv1sory Committee -

Full ‘Professor, American University
Associate Professor, American ‘University.

Speech Comunication Association,
Eastern Communication Association ,
Intermational Communication Association
Communication Association of the Pacific
Netropohtan Wmhmgton Ccmnunlcatxon
Association
American Association of U. Professors
Society for Intercultural Ed., Training,
& Research

Retired Teacher

\

uperintendent of Schdols', Wellston Schools
Assistant Director of Admissions/Counseling
Psychologist/Professor of Ed., Washington U.

'

President, Metropolitan State Coll.
Vice President, Academic Affairs, U of
-Fran. .

Assigtant Supervisor, Indian Ed., Wisconsin
De t. of Public Instruction

can Indian Specialist, New Mexico
State U.

. Resource Room Teacher, Albuquerque Ind1an
School




APPENDIX IV

a

. ’ ’ Ethni~
Degree Field University/college city
83. PheD . Curriculum Indiana U. W
(cand)
M.Ed. Ed. Stephen F. Austin
BA English Keuka Coll. : ‘
84. NI Sociology U. of Maryland W dis

i

<

——————
P
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Iv

Occupation/employer
affiljations; (if listed)

Associate Instructor, Indiana U,
Program Specialist, Sex Desegregation,
Assistance Center of the Southwest

]

Commissioner, Employment Development
Commission, Montgomery County Government

Chairperson, Training & Development Com~
mittee, Montgomery County Government

Lecturer, Handicapped Citizens: Human
Services & Human Relations

Lecturer, Handicapped Citizens in the Family--

& Cammunity, U. of Maryland

Lecturer, Montgomery Coll.

Handicapped Representative, Long Branch
Library, Montgomery County .

Ay

ot
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¥
)

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND, EMPLOYMENT,

AND_ORGANIZATIONAL

AFFILIATIONS OF 1982 WEEAP FIELD READERS

ABBREVIATIONS

Race/ethnicity

“AA - Asian American
B - Black

H - Hispanic

NA - Native American
W ~ White

. .

. Degree

AA - ASSOC1ate in Arts
AAS - Associate in Applied Science
AB - Bachelor of Arts
BA - Bachelor of Arts .
B.Ed. = Bachelor of Education
BM - Bachelor of Music
BS - Bachelor of Science
BSE - Bachelor of Science in Educatlon
BSEE - Bachelor of Science in Elementary Educatlon
CAS - Certificate of Advanced Study
DDS - Doctor of Dental Surgery
Ed.D - Doctor of Education
Ed.S - Education Specialist
JD - Juris Doctor - -
MA - Master of Arts
M.Ed. - Master of Education
MH - Master of Humanities
© MS - Master of Science
MSW - Master-of Social Work
NI - Not indicated : : _
Ph.D, — Doctor of Phllosophy : : s
. -

Other/miscellaneous

¢ - Community College. _ ' ' R
CETA - Comprehensive EmplOyment and Training Act-

Coll. - College

DHEW - Department of Health, Educatlon, and Welfare
DHHS - Department of Health and Human Services

DHUD -.Department of HOUSlng and Urban Development

dLS - Disabled

. 70 8;3”
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-

Ed.— Education . : : .

EEO - Equal Employment Omporfuniky : :

ERIC - Educational Resource XLiformation Center

ESAA -~ Emergency School Aid Act

ESEA - Elementary and Secaondary ¥Yducation Act

Jr. Coll. = Junior College

NEA' - National Education AuSOCldthn

S.E. = Southeast

‘RIO - Special Programs for the Dlsddvantaged

U. - Unlver51ty ¢ P

WEEA - Women's Educational) Equity Act — e

YMCA ~ Young Men's Chffistian Association ’ '
. YWCA - Young Women's Chr*stlhn Assoc1at10n

. ; . o

P
-

o

S

NS

>
B




APPENDIX V- APPENDIX V

' MODEL PROJECTS ON EDUCATIONAL BQUITY FOR RACIAL AND ETHNIC MINORITY WOMEN AND GIRLS -

. . : : s Ethni- OCccupat ion/employer **
© ‘ Degree Field University/college city ™ affiliations (if liated) **w
, 1.*BA Spanish/ Baldwin-Wallace College ., H  Coordinator, Title IX, Cuyahoga
Sociology ; Community College
- . : Pederation of Business & Professional
Wamen
National Organization for Women
. Women's Bquity Action League
- : American Society for Personnel Admin-
’ istration
‘2. Ed.D 4 Ed4. & Rublic U. of Idaho President, Utah Technical College
] Administration President, South Utah State College
M.Ed Ed. Administra— ... Associate Commissioner of Higher
h tion . . - Ed., Utah
- BS - Vocational Agri~ Utah State U. President, Highline College
: culture :
: : Zion Natural History Association
- . Iowz Association of College Presidents
Puget Sound Regional
. & Minority Affairs Consortium
_ NEA
~ 3.*Ed.S Special E4. George Washington U.’ Principal, Stevens Elementary School
MA Elementary Ed. - . - Assistant Principal, Weatherless
- Elementary School
© Black Congressional Advxsory Commi ttee
. w™CA
\ - American Psychological Association
National Council of Negro Women
- Psychiatric. Institute, Inc.
NAACP LI ’ .
o National Association for Mental Health
National Association of Elementary
School Prxncxpals
4. NI Constitutional Princeton U., Cont. Ed. Consultant, Heritage Foundation
Law Rutgers U., Cont. Ed. Advisor, Superintendent of Schools
Women's Rights Brookdale Coll. Lecturer, .Rutgers U., Montclair
Family Law Trenton State Coll. State Oollige ]
‘e . d -
- 5, 'MS Public Relations Phoenix U. So*f-employad Fine Arts Appraiser
’ BS Jouknalism/Poli~ Marquette U. Ma.iager of law office
i tical Science State Press Secretary, George Bush
‘ a Campaign
. - Administrative Specxalxs‘., U, of
‘ Wisconsin, Spanish Speaking Out-
) Reach Institute
: . . PrQject  Specialist, U. of Wisconsin
. < ' Busmess Manager, Antiques Lmuted .
* Women in Oomnumcat:xons, Inc, :
. American Association of U. Women
s, NI Ed. U. of South Florida :None indicated - N
A - . Eagle Forun '
‘Otu;nally invited by WEEAP staff; xnvu:atxon was not canceled,
** Pmployment hxstory covers January 1, 1975, thmugh April 1982.

***affiliations cover January 1, 1981, through April 1982, - ,

I72' i ¥
o . E o ) Y

ERIC ™

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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ES

Degree Field

7. E4.D Curriculum

' School Adminis-
tration
Political Science

E =z

Law

Quidance & Coun-
seling
Elementary Ed.

B &g

11. M.Ed Education Evalu-
ation/soclal
. . Studies
BA Ed/Social Studies

12. ph.D  Ed. Admin,

MSW Psychiatric
. Social Work
- MA English

13.*E4.D Administration
T MA Political Science

4. ms° Physical. Ed
BA Biology & Phys.

" 1/Served as a field reader for

ERIC. R

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

University/college

U. of South California
California State U.

Occidental College

Atlanta Law School
Wright State U.

Central State U.

Ohio State U..
U. of Cincinnati
Bob Jones U.

U. of North Carolina

U. of Maryland

U. of Maryland

o
;:,’,“

U. of Michigan
Howard U.

Howard U.

Nova U,
U. of San Francisco

U. of Washington
New Mexico Highlands U.

1 day only.

73
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Ethni- | Occupation/enployer
city affiliations (if listed)

Professor of Ed., King College

'

Consultant, private consultmg fxrm
Drug Abuse Counselor,
Southside Cormunity Health Ctr.
Executive Director, Miami- Valley
child lkvelopnent Center

National Association of Black

. Women Attormeys

National Council of Negro Women
Georgia Trial Lawyers Association
-Jack & Jill of America, Inc.’

Associate Professor,i Cedarville Coll.,
Associate Academic Dean, Cedarville
Coll.

Sociologist of Ed.,

Researcn Scientist/Project Director,.

Center for Social Organization of
Schools, Js Hopkins U.

Assistant Professor of 50cxology,
. Memphis St:ate uU. :

- American Sociological Association

AMmerican Educational Review
Association

‘Society for the Study of Social

_ Problems -

NAACP

Contract Researcher, Ofc. of Ed
Pacearch & Improvement, Dept. of

Piano and Music Teacher,
Home Music Teachers Asso.

Service Personnel Manager, Recycled
Paper Products -

. Alexandria, Hospiital Corp.
Keyette Inte ional Svc. Club
Parish Advisory|Council

Director, Continuing . for Girls,
; Detroit Public Schools

NAACP

Republican Women's Task Force

Detroit Young Republicans

The Professional Women's Network

Michigan Association Concerned With
School Age Parents

National Alliance of Black Schoolv
Educators

,({Several others)

Munager, Secondary Field Services,
Calif, State Dept. of Ed.

Physical Ed. Instructor, Bellevue
Comunity Coll.

Doctoral Student, Higher Ed.,
U. of Washington
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APPENDIX V
. Ethni- Occupation/employer
Degree Field University/college. city affiliations (if listed)
15.*NI o W -
16, MS Counseling &- Not indicated , NA Doctoral Student, Counseling and
Personnel Personnel Administration,
Administration chhxgan State

20. BS Fn3lish/Speech Bradley U. W’
‘ Journalism/Ed. g : ‘
; ' f ‘ Delegate - White }buse Conference ”
!‘A ! N . on Aging - DHHS ;
21. E4.D Administration & West Virginia U. W Professor, Elementary/Special:Ed.,
Supervision Rutgers Graduate Rutgers Coll., Rutgers U.
School Of Ed. | _ , '
MA Ed. West Virginia U, - Women's National Republican Club
AB Music Ed. . E‘an:'nnnt State[ Coll. . ,~.° Westfield Women's Republican Club
5 w8 Republican Women of Union County .
. * Ve Republican Presidential Task Force
Interactxon Platform Association
! 22. MA . Guidance U. of South Florida H Principal, Oak-Land Jr. High School
BA Elementary Ed. U. of Florida . " Administrative Assistant, Rosemount
N . F High School B
, Dean of Girls, Blake Jr. ngh School .
23. MS Counseling/Ed. Purdue U. W Teacher, l'.earnmg Disabilities,,
T M3 Remedial Reading * " Fairfax County Public Schools
! BS Elementary/ " Brigham U. Teacher » Waltham Jr. & Senior High
Special Ed.- . School, Battle Ground Elementary
. o .
24. BS Elemgntary Ed. Abilene Christian U. W Teacher - 6th Grade

ERIC
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MODEL PROJECTS: ON EWCATIWAL EQUITY FOR RACIAL AND ETHNIC MINORITY WOMEN AND GIRIS
MODEL PROJECTS TO INFLUENCE LEADERS IN EDUCATIONAL POLICY AND ADMINISTRATION

17. Ph.D
MA
BA

18. E4.D

19. MS
Ms
B.Ed
BS

nguxstxcs
Bnglish
Bible, English

mnglish

Interdisciplinary

Advertising
Ed.
Cengral Science

Indiana U.
U. of North Carolina
Bob Jones U.

U. of Oklahma
U. of Arkansas

U. of O::égon
L] O L]

East. Oregon Coll.
Oregon State U.

W

Chairiman, Currxculum Committee for
English Skills ’Dewtbocks, Baob Jories
U.

Chairman, Dept. of English Ed.,

Bob Jones U.

Director, Missionary Linguistics

Seminar (Summer)

Dean of Academic Affairs,
Director of Graduate Studies &
Professor of Ed., East Texas State
u. . _
Vice President for Academic Affairs
- & Professor of Ed., Wayland Baptist
Coll. .

Association for Supervision &
Curriculum Developments

-.'nexas Assoc, for Supervxsxon and

Curriculum-
Texas Association of Coli. "'\eachers
Lions Club
Director, l-.‘d Opportunxty Program,
U. of Oregon
Director, Learning Resource Center, .
U." of Oregon '

MODEL PROJECTS TO INFLUENCE LEADERS IN EDUCATIONAL POLICY AND ADMINISTRATION
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. None Indicated

@
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APPENDIX V
Degree Field
25."Ph.D Reading
MA Elementary Fd.

MODEL PROJECTS TO ELIMINATE PERSISTENT BARRIERS 'TO EDUCATICNAL H)UITY FOR WOMEN

26. NI

27. BS Home Economics

28. NI Liberal Arts

]
29. DDS Dentistry
BS Fire Protection

& Safety
Engineering

30. E4.D Ed.
BS Spanish/French

31. MA Ault Ed.
. AB Psychology/Ed.

N

i}

Q . : : "

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

" University/college

Florida State

- Hampton Institute

o

U. of Tennessee

. U. of Detroit -

U. of Cahforma Dental

School

* 1llinois Institute of

Technology

e

U. of Havana

Memphis ‘State U.

George Washington U.
U. of 1llinois :

3

Ethni~

city
B

W

W

‘Michigan Citizens to Support the

APPENDIX V

0ccupanon/enployer
aff leatxons (if lxsted)

Director of Sex Desegregation ~
Training Institute, Jatkson State u. )

Associate Professor of Continuing
Ed/Elementary Ed., Jackson State U.

Reading Instructor, Bishop State Jr. .

Coll. .

International Reading Association

Alabama Reading Association-

National Reading Council

American Association of Teachers of
English

Concerned Educators of Black Students

tnesmployed

.

‘ Self-Bmployed Genealogxst

Benefit Authorizer, Social becuru:y
Administration ©

Instructor, Dept. of Continuing E4.,
U. of Alabama -

" Unemployed

Alternate Delegate, Republxcan
State Issues Comittee

Presidency - - ¢ .
Republican State Issues Cmmir_tee
vomen's Republican Club

Dentist, ,seli'-enplcyed

Executive Director, Latin American
Ed. Center

»d. Project Director, Dept. for the
Spanish S;making People

Language Dept. Chairman, St. Francis
Coll.

\,. Indian St"l.ate Teachers AssoC.
Natjional League of Cuban American
ity-Based Centers

Cuban American Legal Defense &
Educational Fund B

_National Association of Cuban

American Woien

Consultant, Displaced Homemakers
Network
Program Coordinator for American . R
Association Community & .0r. Coll. o a
Jewish Community Center's Open U. .
Jewish Vocational Service E)nploy- -
ment Service .
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ERIC
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APPENDIX V = APPENDIX
. &
® o e Ethni- .. Occupation/employer
Degree Field University/college city < affiliations (if listed)
32, ph.D French/Applied U. of Maryland . W Coordinator, English as a second
(cand) Linguistics lanquage, Fairfax County
MA Government/ Georgetown U. ~ Public Schools
> Econamics Teacher of English as'second language,
AB Political Sci- Duquesne U. French, Spanish, Covernment & Social
ence/Economics . Studies, Fairfax County Public Schools
y Armerican Council on the 'I\eaching‘7
of Foreign Language
Teachers of English to Speakers
of other Languages
Virginia Association for Currxaxlum
& Supervision
. Virginia Foreign Language/a'lglxsh as a
second language Slpervisors Association
33. MA Guidance & Texas Southern U. ‘B Director, Cooperative Ed., Texas
v } Counseling * - Southern Univ.
BS Industrial E4. . Coordinator Cooperative Ed., Texas
~ . Southern Univ.
‘ Instructor, North Harris County Coll.
Head Draftsman/Assistant Personnel
Administrator, private engineering
company
. National Cooperative Ed. Association
Texas Cooperative Ed. Association
34. BA . | Chemistry U. of Cincinnati W Teacher, Alamogordo
. - Public Schools, New Mexico '
35. BM Music torthwestom U. W Owner & Manager of Farm Business
Board of-Directors of Pro-Family
of Ill.
36. Ph.D  Comparative EU./ U. of Pennsyivania W Director of Alumni Association &
(cand.) History of Ed. ActingPublications Director,
M.Ed ° Psychology of Temple U. Intercoll. Studies Institute
Reading ¢ Consultant, Dept of Fd., HHS
BA Anthropology U. of Pittsburgh: District Supervisor, National
‘ ] ' - " Assessment of Ed. Progress Project, «..
L Research Triangle Park, North Carclina
; ‘ . Proofreader & Copy Editor for the Inter-
v : collegiate Review, The Political Sci-
! ence Reviewer, & The Ad3demic Reviewer
37. BA English/Poli- Brigham Young U. W National Director - Center of Family
tical Science . Studies, Freeman Institute
) Author & Lecturer, Brigham Young U.
and other Institutions
38..MA Not indicated Sangamn State U. W 'I\eacher s
BA EJ Southerh Illinois U. )
Advisory Board, Elementary and
W Secondary "Ed.
- e “. - Illinois Conmumty College 'I‘rustees
v g .- Association
Trustee Lincoln Land Comnumt:y College
39, NI . General Science Portland C.C. W . Realtor, Mr. Real Estate Inc.
Psychology Portlan?d State U. '
40. NI Music/English Wichita U. W Loan Processor for Local Federal

t

Savipgs & Loan

Prestonwest Republican Women's Club
Eagle Forum

Da_ghters of the American Revolution.
Engmeers Wives Club
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APPENDIX V

VODEL PRQJECTS ON TITLE IX COMPLIANCE
WDDEL PROJECTS TO ELIMINATL PERSISTENT BARRIERS TO EDUCATIONAL ﬂ)UI’I'Y FOR WOMEN .

M

E_::g_e; Field
41, MA Ed. Admin.
BA English/Sec—
. ondary Ed.
42, MA English
AB. . Journalism
NI Ernglish
43.*Ph.D Ed. Leadership
MA Ed.
BA Ed.

University/coll_ege

Howard U.
Fisk U.

Us of South Carolina
L] " L] . LJ .

Duke U. : N

U.S. International U.

U. of California, Berkeley

San Francisco State ‘@

Ethni-
city

B

W

= . APPENDIX V

Occupatxon/etnployer
affiliations (if listed)

Consultant, Texas Coordinating’
Board of College & Univ.

, Personnel Officer, Texas Rehabll—
itation Commission

Training Manager & Internal Consultant

for private firm

Special Research Projects Coordinator,

private aircraft company

Texas State Board of Dental Examiners

Campfire Inc.

United Negro College Fund -

Austin Urban League

American Society of Training &
Development .

_United Way Board

Freelance Writer

e

Assistant Chief, Intergtoup Relatxons,

State Dept. of Ed.

'MODEL PK)JECI’S ON EDUCATIONAL EQUITY FOR DISABLLN AHFN AND GIRLS AND
MODEL PROJECTS TO ELIMIEM‘E PERSISTE‘N’I‘ BARRIERS '} EDUCATIONAL BQUITY FOR WOMEN

44, ph.D Ed. Psychology
MS Special Ed.
BA English
45, NI None indicated
46. AA Speech & Drama
47. B4.D = Vocational Ed.
Postsecondary Ed.
MA English
BA English Ed.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

?
U.S.C.
California State U,

Mount St. Mary's Coll.

t)'one indicated

a

San Bernardino Jr. Coll.

Nova U.

U. of West Florida
" ) [ : 'l

W

w

Senior School Psychologist, los
Angeles Unified School District

Schéol Bsychologist/Counselor, Los
Angeles Unified; Orange Coast Coll.

California Association for Neumlo—
gically Handicapped Children

National Society cor Autistic

" Children '

|
Occupation/Fmployer not indicated

Eagle Forum Ed. Conmittee
Textbook Selection Committee
4

Unemployed
Member, Nevada State Board of Ed.

Republican Women's Club of South
Nevada

" Las Vigas Valley Republxcan Women's

Cluo

' Nevada Vocational Assocxatxon

National Association of State Board
. of Ed.

National Adult Ed. Association
Nevada Community Ed. Association

Dept. Head - English, Pensacold

Jr. Coll.
Free-lance- curriculum writer,
Baptist Sunday School Board °

’ Wntmg lab instructor, Pensacola

Jr. Coll.

S, ot
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- MODEL PRQJECTS ON TITLE IX COMPLIANCE

2 . -Ethni- Occupation/employer
" Deqgree. Field Un1ver51ty/ lleg_ city affiliations (if listed)
48, MA Speech Matquette U. ' W Doctoral Student : L
o BS . Bob Jones U. Library- Acqu1sit1on Assistant, Dept.
‘ of Communication, Purdue U.
¢ = Graduate Teaching Assistant, Dept. of
. o : - Communications, Purdue U. -

High School English Teacher, Marquette
- Manor High School, Illinois
i . : Assistant Forensics Director, Menomonee
Falls East High School, Wisconsin

Christian Legal Society )
Speech Communications Association
Institute for the Study of Trial
. . Central States Speech Association

’ , American Association of Univ. Women

49. MA ° Teacher Ed. , Hunter Coll. W ' Vocational Teacher, N.Y. School of
) BS Art Ed. Rhode, Island Coll. « Printing
“ ' Curriculum Development Vocational/ «

N " QOccupational N.Y. City
50. BA Chemistry " U. of Oklahoma W Unemployed B -
. > Vassar Coll. . } . ’
' . Oklahoma Federation of Republican Women
51. NI Pre~med U. of Illinois LW President, private consulting €irm

' . National Committee for the Status of
Women -

o © Indiana Comission of the Inter— .
) % national Year of the Child o .
52. MA Music Ed. Southeast Missouri U. ‘W Instructor of voice & piano, South- R
BS Music E4. " " " east Missouri State U.
* K . skin care coisultani, Jafra Cosmetics |,

. »
Southeast Teachers Association

- ' _ T Business Women's Association |
. - : Humane Society B

N : . Red Star Baptist (1hurch :
mDEL PROJECTS ON EDUCATIONAL EQUITY FOR DIS+BLED WOMEN AND GIRLS* ‘ “‘3 , ' ° '
53. MA Elementary Fd.’ Southeast Missoun State U. W Private piano teacher :

BS o " " b 6th Grade Eng. Teacher, Slkeston

. ’ Middle School .
. ) .

54, MS Ed. Butler U. W' Llecturer in Ed., Butler U. . & :

BS Criminoclogy Indiana Sta, u. , Branch Director, Day Nursery .

‘Association
. ‘ ) President, N.W. Cooperative Pre-School :
' . ’ Consultant, Episoopal Community
{? . Services
' Director Counselor, Pat51e Thomas
Bome for Girls -

American Association on Mental
Deficiency *

55. BS ' Elementary Ed. ° U. of Utah, W Real Estate Agent, Salt Lake Realty.
) o A T Certified Teacher, Jordan Valley School
: ’ for the Retarded & Hand1capped

@ . . ’iatlonal Board of Realtors ,“
E Salt Lake Board of Realtors :
NEA E
] Utah Ed. Association ’
(104535) “ Jordan EQ. Association ST e
) . N ] s ) : .

- L . |
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