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The Honorable Austin J. Murphy 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Select Education 
House Committee on*Education and Labor 

The Honorable Carl D. Perkins 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Elementary, 

Secondary and Vocational Education 
House Committee on Education and Labor 

The Honorable Paul Simon 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education 
House Committee on Education and Labor 

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 

( E D I  l 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 
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. 

To identify applicable legislation, regulations, guidelines, 
and directives, we interviewed staff from the three programsl 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. . 
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To determine how field readers were recruited and selected, grant 
competitions conducted, and award decisions 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 information we developed is summarized below and de- 
tailed in appendixes I through V. 

LEGISLATION, 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, established WEEAP, the Unsolicited Proposal Pro- 
gram r and the Talent Search Program. All three programs are 
governed by ED's General Administrative Regulations and General 
Grant Regulations. The General Administrative 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 appli- 
cable to activities assisted by grants. 

Each program's regulations 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 review plans that out- 
line the application review procedures to be used during a speci- 
fic year's grant competition. The Unsolicited Proposal Program 
is also subject to various internal Institute directives. 

ESTABLISHING PROGRAM PRIORITIES --- 

For WEEAP, the Secretary of Education is required to set 
priorities for funding grants. The Secretary published a "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 
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equity for racial and ethnic minority women, (3) on educational 
equity for disabled women, (4) to influence leaders in educa- 
tional policy and administration, and (5) to eliminate persistent 
barriers to educational equity for women. 

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. In 1981, proposals under the first four priorities 
and "other authorized activities" were funded. In 1982, propos- 
als were funded under the five specific priorities only. 

The Unsolicited Proposal Program has no established funding 
priorities since its purpose is to identify unique or alternative 
proposals to those submitted in response to other specific grant 
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 educa.tion at the 
postsecondary level and encourage youths to complete secondary 
school and undertake a postsecondary education program and (2) 
publicize the availability of financial aid for postsecondary 
education. 

FIELD READER SELECTION -- 

ED uses 'field readers to help evaluate applications submit- 
ted under the three grant programs. Each program has different 
bases for selecting field readers. WEEAP criteria provide that 
readers have (1) a commitment to women's educational equity and 
knowledge of and experience in issues relating to educational 
equity, (2) experience in one of the funding priorities, and (3) 
experience in 1 of 11 educational areas. 

The field readers were selected by the 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, other ED offices, and former grant- 
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 attempted to identify new readers with "con- 
servative philosoJ)hies" and give more responsibility to senior ED 
officials for selecting readers. 

3 



B-212000 

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 
"commitment" or "expertise." 

There are no written criteria for the selection of reviewers 
for the Unsolicited Proposal Program; however, according to Na- 
tional Institute of Education staff, reviewers should have knowl- 
edge of the area covered by the proposal and experience in or 
knowledge 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 
50 percent of the reviews. Program staff selected the remaining 
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 to make a determination. Of 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. Initial 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 undergraduate 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 S5 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- 
viewers were Black, Hispanic, Asian American, or Native American; 
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 minorities 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 regulations, evaluation techniques, and 
conflict of interest regulations. At the beginning of the compe- 
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 than in 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 Office of 
the Assistant Secretary for Elementary and Secondary Education 
conducted a l-hour orientation session in which they discussed 
assignments of readers to proposals, scoring procedures, con- 
flicts of interest, field reader reimbursement, and the confiden- 
tiality of information contained in proposals. In 1982, because 
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the administration's budget for 1983 did not contain funding for 
WEEAP, readers were instructed to evaluate applications based on 
whether the proposals' objectives could be achieved with 1 year 
of funding. In 1981 and previous years, multiyear proposals were 
funded. 

SCORING AND RANKING - 

Basically the criteria to be used by the readers in evaluat- 
ing and 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) quality 
of key personnel and the adequacy of resources, and (4) reason- 
ableness of the budget. 

Various methods 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 
readers 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 simple 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 .-e - -.- - 

In selecting applications for funding, ED officials may 
deviate from field reader rankings. However, deviations must be 
explained. Except for the 1982 WEEAP competition, none of the 
programs funded applications according to rank order. Some rea- 
sons given for the deviations were that the recommended project 
(1) duplicated a previously funded project or another project 
being funded in the same year, (2) was not cost effective, (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 explained. 
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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. The recommended budgets are 
forwarded to the cognizant Assistant Secretary or the Director of 
the National Institute of Education, as appropriate, for ap- 
proval. The approved budget is sent to a grants officer, who 
contacts the applicant and negotiates the final funding amount. 

Most Talent Search grants were funded at less than 90 per- 
cent of the amounts requested, and most WEEAP and Unsolicited 
Proposal grants received more than 90 percent of the amounts 
requested. 

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

Copies of this report will be sent to the Secretary of 
Education and other interested individuals and will be made 
available to others upon request. 

' Richard L. Fogel 
Director 
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\ APPENDIX I 

PROCEDURES FOR AWARDING GRANTS 

APPENDIX I 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

In 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 (1) the legislation, regulations, policy, and program 
directives that govern the grant award process, (2) how and by 
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. 

In later discussions with Subcommittee staff, we were asked 
to 

--compare the 1981 and 1982 WEEAP grant competitions and 
develop'demographic information for individuals who 
served as field readers in those years; 

--determine if 1981 and 1982 WEEAP readers met field reader 
selection criteria; 

--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 

--limit 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- 
lines, 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 determine 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 field readers. 

We also interviewed the former Acting Director of NIE and a 
member of the Director's staff involved in identifying and se- 
lecting 1982 field readers, the Unsolicited Proposal Program 
coordinator, and former and current program staff involved in 
conducting the 1981 and 1982 competitions. 

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 
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 representatives) located at ED headquarters. We 
also spoke with the Secretary's 10 regional representatives (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 with generally 
accepted government audit standards, except that we did not 
obtain formal Department comments on a draft of the report. We 
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did, however, discuss the matters contained 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 section: 

"The Congress finds and declares that educational 
programs 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. * * * It is the purpose of this part to 
provide educational equity for women in the United 
States." 

Educational equity for women, as defined in the implement- 
ing regulations, means: 

"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." 

3 



APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

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 achieve 
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 priorities. Applications 
are evaluated by panels of outside experts--field 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 criteria. Applications are then ranked 
according to the field readers' 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 awarded for new grants 
through the competitive process described above. In 1982, about 
$603,000 was awarded for new grants. 

The Assistant Secretary for Elementary and Secondary 
Education is responsible 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. In 1981 WEEAP 
was located in the Office of Educational Research and 
Improvement. 

Legislation, Department regulations, 
and program directives 

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

--ED General Administrative Regulations; 

--ED General Grant Regulations; 

--WEEAP regulations; 

--Ed Grants and Procurement Management Manual, chapter III, 
section 2; and 
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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 Register 
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 receiving 
input from public hearings held throughout the country, the 
Secretary published final WEEAP regulations on April 3, 1980, 
which contained the following five WEEAP funding priorities. 

Model projects on title IX compliance. This priority is -I intended to develor, model proqrams and materials that will 
help educational ikstitutions-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 racial and ethnic 
minority women and airls. This priority is intended to 
address xssues 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 
iris. 

%a- 
This priority is intended to develop model programs 

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 
discrimination, bias, and stereotyping based on sex and 
disability. 

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 individials and organizations 
that affect the development and implementation of education 
policy. 

Model projects to eliminate persistent barriers to educa- 
tional equity for women. This priority is intended to 
support projects that focus on critical issues related to 
intractable-institutional or attitudinal barriers to the 
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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 priority 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. 

Priority 

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 
Projects to eliminate persistent barriers 15 

to educational equity 
Other authorized activities 5 .- 

Total 100 100 
- - 
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Recruiting potential 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 competition, the WEEAP 
staff recruited field readers. According to the WEEAP director, 
recruitment was informal and unsystematic. During speeches be- 
fore educational organizations, at meetings and conferences, and 
in media interviews, the director and her staff discussed the 
program's need for field readers and requested that interested 
individuals submit resumes. Occasionally, organizations to 
which they spoke published 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 Advisory Council on Women's Educational 
Programs, and former grantees. The staff also received unsolic- 
ited resumes following the annual Federal Register announcement 
of the WEEAP grant competition. 

The director said that before the 1981 grant competition 
WEEAP identified and obtained information on about 300 potential 
field readers. 

Fiscal year 1982 

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

In 1982, the Field Reader Outreach Program identified 
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 Secretary's 10 regional representatives, and 
(3) several research organizations, including the Heritage Foun- 
dation and the Conservative Caucus. The Deputy Under Secretary 
for Management characterized the research organizations as being 
"conservative." 

7 
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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 information on the Outreach Program, see app. 
III.) 

Selecting field readers 

In 1981 WEEAP selected its field readers from the pool of 
individuals solicited by the program's staff. In 1982, offi- 
cials from the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education 
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- 
' eludes his/her name, address, social security number, sex, 

race/ethnicity, occupation, employer, educational level, and 
professional background. According to the WEEAP director, be- 

; fore the 1981 competition the information maintained on prospec- 
i tive field readers was reviewed by the program staff. Each 
I staff member recommended to the director the individuals that 
I he/she felt were qualified to read grant applications and justi- 
~ fied the recommendations. 

. 
According to the director and her staff, they recommended 

individuals 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 following education-related 
areas: 

--Educational administration. 

--Curricula, textbooks, and materials development, 

8 
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--Training of educational personnel. 

--Career education. 

--vocational education. 

--Counseling and guidance. 

--Education for adult women. 

--Physical education. 

--Racism and sexism in education. 

--Education of disabled girls and women. 

--Strategies for change, including networking, organiz- 
ing, and organizational development. 

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

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: 

'* * * It 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 
therefore may be unable to invite you to partici- 
pate * * *.I 

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

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 not more than 67 
percent of the current year's readers be the same as the prior 
year's. 

The director said that individuals were assigned to panels 
based on their expertise in the priority in which they would be 
evaluating grant applications. 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 organization were not assigned to the same panel, nor did 
they review applications under the same priority. Applications 
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 

Initially 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 identify additional 
invitees. However, at this point, the Acting Assistant 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 opportunity 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 had iden- 
tified 44 individuals who they believed were qualified to read. 

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. 

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) 
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 11 educationally related 
areas. He said the selection criterion "Commitment to educa- 
tional equity for women * * *" was subjective and difficult to 
apply and "c&mitment" was assumed if the individual had an un- 
derstanding of one of the priority 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. 

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 

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 

11 
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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 fil 
f 

for the 84 readers used 
in 1981 and the 55 readers used in 1982 to obtain information 
regarding sex, race/ethnicity, educational level, area of resid- 
ence, and employment of readers and to determine if the 1981 and 
1982 readers met the selection criteria in the technical review 
plans. 

As shown in the 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 Southeast and Midwest increased, 
and the percentage from the Northeast decreased. In 1982, the 
percentage of readers employed by nonprofit organizations de- 
#creased, and the percentage of unemployed individuals and pri- 
!vately and self-employed individuals increased. 

I 
(mined 

Based on our review.of the field reader resumes, we deter- 
that 1 (or 1 percent) of the 1981 readers and 11 (or 20 

ipercent) 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 provision of educational equity." According 
to the WEEAP director, "commitment" is indicated if the resume 
shows that a reader has had experience in women's educational 
equity issues, has actively participated in organizations that 
promote women's educational equity, or has published literature 

'regarding women's educational equity. 

Similarly, the criterion calling for expertise does not 
state how recently the required expertise should have been 
acquired; therefore, we had to use our judgment in assessing 

certain situations. For example, one of the field readers was 
the president of a local board of education in 1971. We consid- 
'ered that service as giving her expertise in educational admin- 
i istration. Another reader's resume indicated that her only ex- 
lperience relating to the selection criteria outlined in the 
;WEEAP technical review plan was her experience as a basketball 

1 lSix individuals invited by WEEAP were not informed that their 
( invitations were canceled, reported, and were permitted to 
I read. 
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coach in 1942, We did not believe that such service demon- 
strated expertise in physical education, 1 of the 11 areas of 
expertise outlined in the technical plan. 

Demographic Information 
1981 and 1982 WEEAP Field Readers 

Sex: 
Female 
Male 

Ethnicity: 
Black 
Hispanic 
Asian American 
Native American 
White 

Area of residence: 
Midwest 
Nor theas t 
Southeast 
Northwest 
Southwest 

Educational level (note b): 
Doctorate 
Masters 
Undergraduate 
Associate 
Not indicated 

Employer: 
Institution of higher learning 
State or local education agency 
Nonprofit organization 
Private or self-employed 
Federal Government 
Unemployed (note c) 

Percent 
1982 

(note a) 1981 

86 87 
14 13 

:; 
19 
17 
20 

11 
40 
11 

5 
33 

40 27 
40 36 
10 16 

2 4 
7 16 

38 
18 
18 
19 

6 
1 

15 
7 

2 
76 

33 
11 
22 

4 
30 

31 
20 

5 
29 

15 

a/Includes six readers invited by WEEAP who were not notified 
that their invitations were canceled, reported, and were 
permitted to read. 

b/Percentages may not add due to rounding. 

c/If the individual did not indicate 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. 

Conducting the grant reading session 

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

On the session’s first day, the WEEAP director conducted a 
4-hour orientation session for readers during which she dis- 
cussed WEEAP’s purpose, the applicable regulations, the scoring 
process, and the necessity for 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 
another copy of the information package which had been mailed to 
them with their invitation letter. 

After the director’s orientation, the monitors met with 
~ their panels to discuss the reading process and to reiterate, if 
1 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- 
I 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 quality of the application plan of operation (10 
points). 

--The applicant’s commitment to educational equity for 
women (10 points). 

--The qualifications of the project staff (10 points), 

--The extent to which the project employs a new or innova- 
tive approach to achieving educational equity for women 
(5 points) (small grants only). 

Readers used the application review form to record their 
i numerical scores and narrative comments supporting those 
1 scores. 

14 
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The 1982 grant reading session was held in Silver Spring, 
Maryland, from May 17 to 21, 1982. Fifty-four2 readers were 
assigned to 18 panels and read 528 applications. Five WEEAP 
staffmembers 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 expenses. 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 Acting 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 the objectives could be achieved with 1 year of 
funding. 

After the initial session, the readers formed into panels, 
and each panel monitor continued the orientation. Several panel 
monitors said that no instructions 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- 
tions using the application review forms described previously. 
Each panel read between 17 and 43 applications. 

Ranking and selectin 
applications for fun 

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 

2Another individual read for 1 day, 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. 
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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 applications 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 distribution of projects through- 
out the Nation. 

--The need for projects that collectively 

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

(2) ;fE;!;s all levels of education, including pre- 
elementary and secondary education, higher 

education, and adult education; 

(3) use a variety of strategies for 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. 

Ijn 1981 WEEAP initially proposed to fund 33 applications (in- 
'icated by a "P" 

% 
in the following table). ED policy requires 

hat justifications, based on the award decision criteria, be 
provided when an application is proposed for funding before a 
higher ranked one. 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 
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recommending the 38th and Slst ranked applications under "Equity 
for Racial/Ethnic 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 its prior- 
ity from an Indian tribe, a Black college, and a minority organ- 
ization. 

Initial recommendations were based on the presumed avail- 
ability of $2.5 million for new grants. However, 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, 

1981 WEEAP Funding 

Projects 
Title IX Bquity for WW to Other 
carpli- racial/ethnic for disabled influence authorized 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13-37 
38 
39-50 
51 

an-&2 minority wanen mn leaders activities 
G S G S G S GS G S 

P 
PF 
PF 

P 

P 
PF 

P 

- - - 

PF P P PF PF 
PF PF P PF 
PF PF 

PF PF PF P PF 
PF 

PF PF 

PF PF 
P 
P 

P 

P 

PF 

P= proposed for funding 
G= general grant 
s= small grant 
F= revised recarmendation (funded) 
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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 stated8 

"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 
successful) model." 

hnother 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 
address several issues on interinstitutional 
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 
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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. 

Fiscal 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. 

1982 WEEAP Funding 

Equity for Equity 
Title IX racial/ for Projects to 

comoli: ethnic disabled influence 
Eliminate 
persistent 

e -  

Rank ante minorities women leaders -barriers 
5 s G s G S 5 s G S - 

1 x x x x x x x X 
2 - x x x - - - x 

1 2 2 2 1 11 2 
= = = :: =: = = = 

X=funded 

X X 

II 

1 2 
= = 

Determining final funding amounts 

Final funding amounts are determined through a process 
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 grants 
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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 Regulations (34 C.F.R. 
part 74). After any differences between the project officer and 
the grants officer are resolved, the two jointly contact the ap- 
plicant and negotiate the final award amount. 

Funding patterns were similar in 1981 and 1982. In both 
years relatively few new grants, measured as a percentage of ap- 
plications, 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. 

suNnuUyofwEEAP 
Discmt~ GrantFunding (notea) 

qE= of 
“pp,gy- - I 
General 
I 
small 

1981 

Applica- Grants Funding percentage (rwteb) 
tions awarded Belcm 100 or 
read No. Percent 50 SO-74 75-90 91-99 more -- 
632 12 (1.9) 1 - 3 3 5 

(4.7) = = 2 2 1 
824 21 (2.5) 1 - 3 5 12 
- mr31 =a = =I m == 

1982 

General 

mall 

429 6 (1.4) - - 2 3 1 

(9.1) = 1 1 3 2 

528 15 (2.8) - 1 2 6 6 
1111 =m 011 31 is s m 

@/Rxs not include one general grant which was reviewed in 1980, but not 
funded in 1980 because of an oversight. The grant was funded in 1981 at 

~ 110 percent of the arrant requested. 

ing percentages are based on a marison of the amount initially 
: requested and the amount finally awarded. 
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In 1981, 7 of the 13 new general grants were for projects 
covering more than 1 year1 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 multiyear grants were not made in 1982 and be- 
cause 1982 is the final year of all previously awarded grants 
and contracts, the entire WEEAP appropriation ($5.7 million) 
will be available fpr new awards in 1983. 

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 authorizes NIE to conduct its activities and 
achieve its objectives through a program of contracts and grants 
to qualified public and private agencies and individuals. 

NIE supports research projects through discretionary grants 
in three discrete program areas: 

--Through the Teaching and Learning Proqram, NIE seeks to 
improve reading, writing, and other essential skills. It 
awards grants to support research on such topics as 
language, mathematics learning, basic cognitive skills, 
teaching in school settings, and testing and evaluation. 

--Through the Educational Policy and Organization Program, 
NIE supports research on such issues as organization, 
management, law, finance, and government in education. 
Research activities include increasing equity in financ- 
ing education, improving the organization and management 
of educational institutions and their relationships with 
the communities they serve, and examining how Federal, 
State, and local educational policy is developed and 
implemented.' 

--Through the Dissemination and Improvement of Practice 

Y=' 
NIE attempts to increase the availability and 

e fective use of new knowledge by policymakers, teachers, 
and administrators, in order to improve local educational 
practice. 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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NIE also awards discretionary grants under its Unsolicited 
Proposal Program, through which it seeks to encourage eligibl,e 
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 a 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 unsolicited proposals may address 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. 

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 
lare monitored by staffs of the three discrete program areas. 

The Unsolicited Proposal Program is directed by a coordina- 
itor, who is assisted by a liaison from each of the three program 
areas and one or two representatives from the NIE Director's 
office. 

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

ILegislation, Department regulations, 
:and program directives 

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

--ED General Administrative Regulations. 

--ED General Grant Regulations. 

--Unsolicited Proposal Program Regulations. 

--Department of Health and Human Services Grants 
Administration Manual. 

I 
I --Various NIE implementing directives. 
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Each of these regulations or directives is discussed 
briefly in appendix II. 

Selecting reviewers 

NIE selected reviewers in a different manner in 1981 and 
1982. In 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 compiled by the Office of the 
Director. 

Fiscal year 1981 

In 1981, unsolicited 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 specialization. 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 recruiting efforts, staff- 
members said they identified potential reviewers based on their 
knowledge of experts in the field addressed by the proposal or 
obtained recommendations and input from 

--major associations in education and related fields; 

--directories of prominent researchers, educators, and 
other specialists; 

--current and former reviewers; 

--past recipients of NIE grants: 

--professional colleagues outside of NIE; 

--NIE program staff, most of whom have research backgrounds 
in education and related fields; 

--other researchers in education and related fields; and 

--unsolicited resumes from individuals who wanted to serve 
as reviewers. 
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In addition, a few individuals were nominated by the Director. 

Program staff prepared a one-page information sheet con- 
taining some or all of the following information on each re- 
viewer: (1) name, (2) gender, (3) race/ethnicity, (4) organiza- 
tional affiliation, (5) area of expertise, and (6) whether the 
individual 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 published by the reviewer, or telephone calls to the poten- 
tial reviewers. The information was used to verify compliance 
with an NIE policy, established in 1979, that reviewers show a 
balance by gender, race/ethnicity, and occupation, that is, 
practitioner or researcher. 

Fiscal year 1982 

In preparation for the 1982 competition, program staff 
began selecting reviewers in the manner described above. How- 
ever, when program staff were ready to invite selected individ- 
uals, they were notified that the Director's office would select 
1982 reviewers. The Director later modified this policy to re- 
quire program staff to select a portion of the reviewers from a 
4ist of names compiled by the Director's office. According to 

1 

he then Deputy Director of NIE, who helped establish the selec- 
ion policy, the intent was to broaden the pool of reviewers and 
o recruit readers who would give a "fresh look to what tax- 
ayers are spending their money on." 

The Deputy Director said the policy was developed because 
he believed the same people 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 unqualified. Yet, he said he believed reviewers 
influence the "philosophy" of what gets funded and, if the same 
reviewers were used repeatedly, the potential existed for the 
same types of proposals to be funded. However, he had no in- 
dication that the same types of proposals had been funded. 

Two officials in the Director's office recruited new re- 

i 

iewers, including personal and professional contacts--such as 
ollege and university professors and economists, or individuals 
ecommended by them. Based upon telephone conversations with 
roapective reviewers, the officials recorded each individual's 
nstitutional affiliation and area of expertise on an informa- 
ion sheet. According to one of the officials, about half of 
he individuals also sent their vitae to NIE. 
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The Director's office sought to recruit reviewers who had 
not reviewed NIE proposals in 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 
of Practice Program area. 

To assure that program staff would use individuals recom- 
mended by the Director's office, the Director required each pro- 
gram area to u6e 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 officials responsible for selecting review- 
ers objected to the new selection requirements for one or more 
of the following reasons: 

--Information provided by the Director's office was, in 
some cases, insufficient to adequately assess the 
qualifications. 

--Available information indicated that some reviewers 
lacked educational research backgrounds or were other- 
wise unqualified to review research 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 match proposals to reviewers, which hampered 
their ability to select three maximally qualified indi- 
viduals to review each proposal. 
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--For some proposals no individual on the Director's list 
had the necessary expertise. 

--In their opinion program staff are better able to find 
qualified reviewers because of their understanding 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 technical 
competence. 

Program staff were initially instructed to use all the in- 
dividuals on the Director's list; however, because staff found 
that some of the individuals were either unavailable or appeared 
unqualified, ultimately the Director made exceptions to the re- 
quirement so that all the individuals from the list did not have 
to be selected. Program staff said that they attempted to com- 

P 
ly with the Director's policy by selecting the most qualified 
ndividuals from the Director's list and assigning them to re- 

view several proposals. For example, of reviewers selected from 
he Director's list to read proposals relating to reading and 
anquage, six were assigned to read five or six proposals each-- 
or a total of 33 proposals. 

read one proposal each. 
By comparison, 13 were assigned to 

, 
Of the 119 individuals recommended by the Director's of- 

fice, 96 were used to review unsolicited proposals. This rep- 
kesented about one-third of the 272 reviewers used in 1982. 
;;;;fding to the Unsolicited Proposal coordinator and program 

about 50 percent of the reviews were conducted by indivi- 
duals'from the Director's list. Program staff selected the 
remaining reviewers independently as they had done in previous 
years. 

Although NIE received 334 referrals from the Field Reader 
K)utreach Program, none were used because NIE had already begun 
lselecting reviewers. (For additional information on the Out- 
/reach Program, see app. III.) 

Fiscal Year 1983 

According to the Unsolicited Proposal Program coordinator, 
11983 reviewers will be identified and selected independently by 
'the staffs of the three discrete programs as was done for the 
11981 competition. 
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Characteristics of reviewers 

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. 

Gender, race/ethnicity 

We estimate that information on ethnicity was not available 
for 16 (or 8 percent) of the 205 reviewers used in 1981. 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 
1981, 46 percent of NIE's reviewers were women and 54 percent 
were 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) 
. 

Ethnicityt 
Black 
Hispanic 
Asian American 
Native American 
White 
Information not 

available 
Sex: 

Female 
Male 

1981 1982 

18 
10 

4 

8 

5 

60 75 

8 10 

46 
54 

c/Sampling errors are available on request. 

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 
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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 competition. 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. 

A practitioner is an individual whose primary current re- 
sponsibility is the delivery of educational services in an area 
and at a level appropriate to the competition, which qualifies 

: him/her to identify the most educationally significant problems 
addressed in the proposals. In 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 addressing the educational 
problems identified. 

The common element in each definition is an understanding 
of educational research. In the former case, the individual 
must currently perform educational research; in the latter, the 

~ individual must be able to understand issues of research design, 
) methodology, measures, and analyses. 

We reviewed the information available for each reviewer in 
I our sample to determine if the individual possessed experience 
~ in or knowledge of educational research. We considered an indi- 

vidual’s academic training, occupation, and institutional affil- 
: iation as, they related to NIE research topics, and professional 

accomplishments, such as published books or journal articles on 
education-related issues. 

In 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. All of the other 152 reviewers, in 
our estimation, had experience 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 generated 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 experience in the area addressed 
by the proposal(s) he or she reviewed. 
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Evaluation of prOpOSalS 

In 1981 proposals were reviewed 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 it. NIE used both field reviewers and panels to increase 
the objectivity of the review process, which, in turn, might 
help deflect complaints from unsuccessful applicants. In 1982, 
to reduce costs, proposals were reviewed by field reviewers 
only, and panels were not used. 

In 1981 NIE contracted with a firm to provide logistical 
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, 
rules, regulations, and deadlines, (3) an Unsolicited Proposal 
Information Statement, and (4) a field reviewer 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. 

Reviewers rated proposals according to five criteria pub- 
lished in the.regulations: 

--Significance of the proposed research for American 
education. 

--Quality of the proposed research project. 

--Qualifications of the principal investigator and other 
professional personnel. 

--Adequacy of the facilities and arrangements available to 
the investigator(s) to conduct the proposed study. 

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

Reviewers wrote comments, describing the proposals' strengths 
and weaknesses, and assigned a score for each criterion. The 

~ maximum score possible for each proposal was 100. Reviewers 
~ were instructed that: 
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1. A score of 90 or more indicates that the proposal is 
probably among the top 10 percent of the proposals sub- 
mitted and that you strongly urge support. 

2. A score of 80-89 indicates that the proposal is 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 
dropped, were referred for panel review. 

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 panel review and was eventually 
funded. In 1981, of 137 eligible proposals reviewed by field 
reviewers, 78 (or 56 percent) were further reviewed by 
panelists. 

Conducting the 1981 panel sessions 

To save time, the contracting firm sent the reviewer con- 
tracts, proposals, and field reviewers' comments on the pro- 
posals to panelists about 3 to 4 weeks before the panel.session, 
Panels convened in Washington, D.C., on July 16 and 17, 1981, to 
rate the proposals. 

Three or four reviewers served on each of eight panels, 
divided by program area. Five panels reviewed proposals relat- 
ing to the 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 Dissemination and Improvement of Practice Program area. 
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On the first morning of the panel sessions, panelists 
received a a-hour orientation, conducted by a member of the Di- 
rector's office, the Unsolicited 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's 
strengths and weakndsses and to engage in group discussions in 
order to clarify individual judgments, rather than reach a 
consensus. 

Program officials served as panel monitors. Their respon- 
sibilities included clarifying instructions, communicating pan- 
elists' concerns to the Unsolicited Proposal coordinator, and 
collecting and organizing panelists' scores. Monitors were not 
permitted to participate in the panelists' discussions, except 
to answer questions concerning the program areas' activities. 
Panelists rated proposals using the same criteria used by the 
field reviewers. They were given copies of the forms that had 
been completed by the field reviewers to consider during their 
evaluation. 

In 1982 each proposal was reviewed by three or four review- 
ers in the field. -To- 
or a contractor. 

reduce costs NIE did not use review panels * 

Ranking and selecting 
proposals for funding 

In accordance with ED regulations, NIE prepares a rank 
ordering of proposals based on the reviewers' scores. In 1981 
panelists' scores were standardized,* and proposals were ranked 
overall and by program area, according to the average standard- 
ized score. In 1982, the field 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 
not statistically feasible. 

The NIE Director makes the final selection of proposals to 
be funded after receiving recommendations from the program area 
staffs. The program staffs independently assess the research 
--- -- 

*If 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. 
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proposals. Based on their assessment and their review of the 
evaluations of field reviewers and/or panelists, the staffs 
recommend proposals for funding. Staffs also give the NIE Di- 
rector suggested funding levels and rationales for their recom- 
mendations. 

In 1982, guidelines established 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 proposals which received average scores below 80. Of 20 
proposals the Teaching and Learning Program area recommended for 
funding, 1 had received scores of 89, 88, and 59, which averaged 
78.3. The proposal was not funded. 

The Educational Policy 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. 

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

The Director makes the final selection of proposals and 
isets the final funding level. NIE regulations state that in 
Iaddition to considering reviewers' rankings and the staffs' 
jrecommendations, the Director, in making award decisions, will 
iconsider the extent to which 

--the proposal addresses NIE's mission, which includes 
promoting educational equity and advancing educational 
practice; 

--the proposal represents a unique opportunity for use of 
resources or conditions to conduct research or develop- 
ment with potential for important advancement in 
knowledge; 

--the proposal addresses an ED priority 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, complied 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 proposals for funding. 
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, 42r 47, 71, 
73, and 75. 

The Acting Director justified selecting the 13 proposals 
that were not among NIEns 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.5 

Conversely, the Acting Director did not select 13 proposals 
that were among NIE's top 17 ranked; he justified 12 of the 13 
deviations. According to the Unsolicited Proposal coordinator, 
one justification was omitted because of an administrative over- 
sight. Of the 12 justifications 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 not 
selecting for funding NIE'S fourth ranked proposal, entitled "A 
Developmental Study of Black English," because 

5Numbers total more than 13 because, in some cases, the Acting 
Director provided more than 1 justification. 
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“* * * it would be unwise for the Federal govern- 
ment to subsidize studies concerned with the hows 
and whys of non-standard English speech. Rather 
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 

“* * * The subject matter was interesting. (Per- 
haps it could be funded by some research office 
in the Justice Department--which is not to say 
that it is not of significant interest in the 
field of education). NIE does not currently have 
a research area that this proposal fits into 
* * *n 

The Acting Director also denied funding for the 5th, lOth, 
and 11th ranked applications proposing desegregation research, 

; on the basis that 

“* * * during 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. * * *n 

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 

“Too 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. 
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* * * The Federal government should not 
appear to be supporting the erasure of these 
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' comments 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. 

After the preparation of a Funds Commitment Request, au- 
thorizing the expenditure of funds at the level approved by the 
Director, the following steps are taken to negotiate the final 
award amount: 

--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. 

--Based upon this conversation and a subsequent letter 
from the project officer documenting the conversation, 
the apblicant submits to the project officer and the 
responsible NIE grants officer a revised budget, if 
appropriate, and an up-to-date schedule and staffing 
plan. 

--After the project officer's technical review of the 
revised proposal and his/her recommendation to the Grants 
Office, 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. 

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. 
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Out-of-cycle grants 

In 1982, NIE funded two out-of-cycle unsolicited proposals 
totaling $75,859. 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 directives 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 
having 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-cycle proposals was submitted to NIE 
bn April 1982, after the February 1982 deadline for receipt of 
unsolicited proposals. Because it was received by NIE before 
khe 1982 unsolicited proposals were sent to field reviewers for 

1 
ev iew , the proposal was sent to three field reviewers and re- 
iewed similarly to other unsolicited proposals. The applica- 

Ition, which proposed collecting, organizing, and disseminating 
ito 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 year funds; NIE awarded 
i$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 economic alternatives for education. 

The proposal was reviewed by one grants officer and two 
program officials. In a September 15, 1982, memorandum to the 
Acting Director, 

Icordingly, 
the program officials recommended funding: ac- 

NIE awarded $25,000 to the applicant on September 24. 

ITALENT SEARCH 
, 

Talent Search, Upward Bound, Special Services for Disad- 
ivantaged 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 
Higher Education 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 TRIO. 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 training program for per- 
sonnel of Special Programs projects. This training authority 
program was further modified by the Education Amendments of 
1980. Nevertheless, the TRIO appellation is often used in ref- 
erence to the Special Programs. 

As indicated earlier our review was confined to the Talent 
Search Program. The program's purposes are: 

"* * * to identify qualified youth with potential 
for education at the postsecondary level and to 
encourage such youth to complete secondary school 
and to undertake a program of postsecondary educa- 
tion; to publicize the availability of student fi- 
nancial 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. * * *" 

The act authorizes 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 designed to achieve 
the program's objectives. 

Talent Search projects 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. 
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In 1982, as in prior years, the Secretary conducted a 
grant competition to determine Talent Search projects to fund. 
Agencies, private organizations, higher education institutmions, 
and secondary schools submitted applications to obtain funds for 
conducting such projects. 

In 1982, each eligible application was reviewed by three 
field readers, who scored the proposal based on a set of pre- 
established evaluation 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. 

For fiscal year 1982, 167 projects were funded at a total 
cost of about $17.1 million. 

The Talent Search Program is managed by the Division of 
Student Services, which is located in the Institutional Support 
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 

In addition to the Higher Education Act of 1965, various 
Department regulations and departmental and program directives 
govern the operation of the Talent Search Program. These in- 
clude the: 

--ED General Administrative Regulations. 

--Ed General Grant Regulations. 

--Talent Search Program Regulations. 

--Department of Health and Human Services Grants Adminis- 
tration Manual. 

--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 .- -- 

DSS staff initially obtained the names of potential 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 criteria outlined in ED 
policy and program directives. 

Field reader file 

The Office of Postsecondary Education maintains a computer- 
ized file of 5,000 potential readers; of this number, about 
1,700 are identified as potentially qualified to evaluate TRIO 
grant applications. 

The file may include the individual's name, address, sex, 
race, ethnicity, current position 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 which the individual 
is qualified to read grant applications. 

A DSS official 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 systematic recruitment 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 eEfort 
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 interested individuals. 

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 cjuirlified to read applications 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 were also requested to provide information on 
(1) gender and ethnicity, (2) current employment, (3) educa- 
tional attainment, (4) professional 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. 

Selecting field readers 

Readers were selected from the group of individuals who 
indicated that they were available to read. Readers were se- 
lected based on the criteria delineated in the Talent Search 
Evaluation Plan, which among other things 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 experi- 
ence, (2) 2 or more years of postsecondary experience, 
(3) working knowledge of the Talent Search program, (4) 
experience directing programs similar to Talent Search, 
(5) experience in working with disadvantaged youths or 
adults, and/or (6) experience in counseling or tutoring 
youths. 

--Sixty percent of the readers to be employed by 2-year 
or,4-year institutions of higher education. 

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

--Twenty percent of the readers to be employed by public 
or private agencies or organizations. 

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

--The ethnic/racial distribution of readers to be in the 
same proportion as the ethnic/racial distribution of 
the individuals served through Talent Search projects 
in the most recent program year--43 percent Black, 30 
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percent White, 21 percent Hispanic, 4 percent Indian/ 
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. 

--The 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. 

The prior performance of the individual as a Talent Search field 
reader was also considered, when appropriate. 

Invitations were sent to the selected readers specifying 
the scheduled dates and location of the S-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 
to read the material enclosed with the invitation before report- 
ing to the grant reading session. The material included 

--the application booklet, 

--the program regulations, 

--the Technical Review Form which would be used to evaluate 
applications, 

--a conflict of interest form, and 

--miscellaneous logistical information. 

Subsequently, 14 individuals were referred by the Field 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 
the Outreach Program, see app. III.) 

6Percentages do not add to 100 percent due to rounding. 
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Assigning readers to panels 
and assigning applications 
to panels for review 

APPENDIX I 

Seventy-five readers were assigned to 25 panels. DSS tried 
to assign to each panel 

--one man and one woman, 

--one Black and one other minority, 

--one White, and 

r-one experienced reader. 

Reviewers were not permitted to review applications from 
their own institution, and reviewers from the same organization 
‘were not assigned to the same panel. Panels were constructed so 
that each panelist read from 9 to 12 applications. Most panels 
‘(18 of 25) read 11 applications. 

DSS representatives said that applications were assigned so 
that each panel read applications from both former Talent Search 
grant recipients and from new applicants. 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 complexity of applications read. 

I Fiscal Year 1983 

DSS officials told us they had no plans to select 1983 
readers, since there would be no competition for Talent Search 
grant awards and no new grants would be made in 1983. 

Characteristics of field readers 

Seventy--five readers were used for Talent Search in 1982. 
;We,reviewed the files for the 1982 field readers and developed 
1 information on the demographic characteristics of the group, 
i which is summarized in the following table. 
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Sex: 
Male 
Female 

Ethnicity: 
Black 
White 
Hispanic 
Indian/Alaska Native 
Asian/Pacific Islander 

Area of residence: 
Northeast 
Midwest 
Southeast 
Northwest 
Southwest 

Highest educational level attained: 
Doctorate 
Masters 
Undergraduate 

Employer: 
Institutions of higher 

learning 
Secondary schools 
Agencies/organizations or 

self-employed 

Percent 
(note a) 

53 
47 

45 

:z 
3 
4 

32 
21 
16 

7 
25 

48 
47 

5 

65 

35 

s/Percentages may not add due to rounding. 

As requested, we also developed information on the sex and 
ethnicity of 1980 readers in order to compare the 1980 and 1982 
readers in terms of these two characteristics. The information 
is presented in the following table. 
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Percent _ 
1980 

(note a) 1982 
sex : 

Male 69 53 
Female 31 47 

Ethnicity: 
Black 29 45 
White 57 32 
Hispanic 11 16 
Indian/Alaska Native 2 3 
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 4 

a/Percentages may not add due to rounding. 

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. 

"* * * Special 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 equitable opportunity to par- 
ticipate in reviews." 

Because of differing statements by individuals involved 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 able 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 resumes and update sheets to determine if 
the 1982 readers met the education and experience 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 cases the 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. 
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Conducting the grant I 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, they signed and 
dated a Certification of Absence of Conflict of Interest Form. 
If there was a conflict of interest, the application(s) was as- 
signed to another panel. 

Later in the orientation session, readers were divided into 
smaller groups and instructed on the Talent Search regulations, 
the technical criteria on which applications would be evaluated, 
and the use of the Technical 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 project 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 applications among themselves until they met during the 
paneling session, and (3) they were not to discuss applications 
outside of their panels. 

Paneling sessions 

Each panel and its chairperson met daily in a "paneling 
~ session" to discuss the applications reviewed that day. Gener- 
i ally, the chairperson was responsible for conducting the grant 
~ application reading process, which included 
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--Reviewing panelists' Technical Review Forms (used in 
evaluating the grant applications) for consistency, com- 
pleteness, adequacy of responses, and acceptability. 

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

--Assuring that no one panel reader dominated or influenced 
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. 

If, however, the difference between individual panel mem- 
bers' scores was 20 points or more, the chairperson attempted to 
resolve the point variation. The chairperson 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 
write 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 applicant's plan to 
address the needs through the proposed project, 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 application from the points assigned under each criter- 
ion. A maximum score was 100 points. 

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 particular program for which funds 
are sought by each applicant." 
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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 project 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 selectin 
applications for fun 

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. 
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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 projectt 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 programs. To use the additional 
money, the Assistant Secretary funded 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 fundinq 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. In 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, particularly 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 per project should be between 
$71 and $120. 

--Costs for new projects should not exceed $112,000. 

--Administrative, counseling, tutorial, equipment, supply, 
communication, and travel costs should be within certain 
preestablished parameters. 

--Increases in the costs of previously funded projects 
should be restricted to (1) no more than 10 percent above 
1981 funding levels for applications whose mean field 
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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 
applications receiving a fnean field reader score of less 
than 80. 

DSS staff sent the recommended budgets to the grants officer, 
who reviewed the recommendations and negotiated 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. 

In 1982, 167 Talent Search applications were funded, repre- 
sentiny 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 
previous three fiscal years0 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. 
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LEGISLATION, DEPARTMENT REGULATIONS, 

AND PROGRAM DIRECTIVES 

In addition to the authorizing statutes, the discretionary 
grant process operates under the following Department and pro- 
gram regulations, manuals, plans, and directives. 

GENERAL GRANT REGULATIONS (34 C.F.R. PART 74) 

These regulations establish uniform 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 the three programs under 
review and provide general rules on how to apply for grants, how 
grants are made, general conditions that apply to grantees, 
grantees' administrative 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 ordering 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 authorizing legislation and the Department 
regulations. 

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

The WEEAP regulations (1) establish WEEAP funding priori- 
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 certain allowable and nonallowable 
project costs. 
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Talent Search Program regulations 
(34 C.F.R. part 643) 

The regulations (1) define eligible 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 Regulations. 

Unsolicited Proposal Program regulations 
134 C.F.R. part 7UOff) 

These regulations establish NIE's Unsolicited Proposal Pro- 
gram and establish specific criteria, in addition to that speci- 
fied in the General Administrative Regulations, 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 

--using independent review groups (field readers), 

--preventing conflicts of interest, 

--conducting review sessions, 

--ranking applications, 

--approving and selecting applications for funding, and 

--determining final funding amounts. 

ED GRANT AND PROCUREMENT 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 officially adopted by 
ED. However, 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 discretionary grants. 
Briefly, chapter III, section 2, establishes departmental policy 
and procedures for the review, selection, and approval of grant 
applications. 
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TECHNICAL REVIEW PLANS 

A technical review plan is prepared annually for WEEAP and 
the Talent Search Program outlining the specific procedures to 
be followed during the annual grant competitions. Included in 
the plans are the 

--methods of selecting field readers and the field reader 
selection criteria; 

--procedures for forming panels and assigning applications 
to panels, 

--duration and content of field reader orientation 
sessions, 

--criteria on which applications are evaluated, and 

--manner in which award decisions are made. 

NIE OPERATING GUIDELINES 

NIE operating guides 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 performing each step. 
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FIELD READER OUTREACH PROGRAM 

The Department of Education 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, 

--improve the procedures for selecting field readers, and 

--increase State and local participation in the recruit- 
ment of field 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 existing pools with 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 "liberal" bias, and that they had be- 
come a part of the programs' "networks," thus minimizing the in- 
dependence of the field reader evaluation process. They said ED 
attempted, through the Outreach Program, to solicit new readers 

I: 
ith "conservative" philosophies and to give more responsibility 
o Assistant Secretaries and other senior officials in selecting 

field readers. 

To develop a pool of field readers, the Director of the 
butreach 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 had completed their grant competitions or had selected, 
or were in the process of selecting, field readers for 1982. 
The Outreach Program obtained the field reader selection cri- 
teria from each of the 20 programs. New readers were recruited 
through the Assistant Secretaries, other senior officials, and 
the Secretary's 10 regional representatives. These officials 
were given the field reader selection criteria for each program 
needing field readers along with instructions that readers 
should include handicapped individuals and reflect diversity in 
sex, race, and geographical location. Instructions were not 
provided on how to solicit potential readers. 

Also in March 1982, according to ED's then Executive Secre- 
tary, he, the Comptroller, and the Director of the Outreach Pro- 
bram met with representatives of several "conservative" research 
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organizations 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 the 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 programs, 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 
applications in those programs. Other candidates not selected 
to read were either invited but unavailable to read or disqual- 
ified because of a possible conflict of interest. Also in some 
instances, programs received resumes from the Outreach Program 
after field reader selections had been made and, thus, were un- 
able to use these referrals. 

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 

AFFILIATIONS OF 1981 WEEAP FIELD READERS 

ABBREVIATIONS 

Race/ethnicity ' 

AA- Asian American 
B- Black 
H- Hispanic 
NA - Native American 
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 
Coil. - College 
DHEW - Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
DHHS - Department of Health and Human Services 
DHUD - Department of Housing and Urban Development 
dis - Disabled 
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Ed.- Education 
EEO - Equal Employment Opportunity 
ERIC - Educational Resource Information Center 
ESAA - Emergency School Aid Act 
ESEA - Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
Jr. Coil. - Junior College 
NEA - National Education Association 
S.E. - Southeast 
TRIO - Special Programs for the Disadvantaged 
u. - University 
WEEA - Women's Educational Equity Act 
YMCA - Young Men's Christian Association 
YWCA - Young Women's Christian Association 
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K)m, PRDJocls ON TITLE IX CCWLIANCE 

apra 
1. BA 

2. ph.0 
HA 
BR 

3. NI 

4. I13.D 
Ns 
Bs 

5. Ph.0 
NA 
Bs 

~ 6. Ph.D 

U.&l 

BA 

7. JO 

Field 

8ociolcc$y 

Ed. Leadership 
m. 
Ed. 

General Ca. 
Gmeral D3. 
BlmineM 

curricu1un 
Elementary Fd. 
BioNw/ 
Chraiiltry 

. 

Phy6ical Ed. 
I . 

Physical Ed./ 
PrrglM 

IndiM Ed. 
m1iCy 
Ed. Adminis- 
tration 
Elenmntaty Ed. 

Law 
Folitical 
science 

University/college 

TQd@e U. 

U.S. Intarnational U. 
U. of California, Berkeley 
San FancLsoo state 

u. of Arhna 
George Naehington U. 
strayer -11. 

NDrth Illinois U. 
Indiana U. 
Hsaptm Institute 

U. of Iowa 
u. of North Carolina 
Middle Tmneseee State U. 

Rmwylvanis State 
I I 

Ari!xma state u. 

Nkw York U. School 
U. of &cheater 

U. 
l 

of Law 

Ethni- 
city 

AA 

B 

W 

B 

W 

NA 

W 

Occu~ticm/enployer l 

affiliations (if listed) ++ 

News Editor, Organization of Chinese 
iunerican Wam 

Progrm Analyst, Office of Special 
Concerns; Asian American Affairs - 
EJHS 

Program Analyst, Office of Special 
cixlcetns; steering Carmittee on 
Wanen’s Issues - DHIW 

Information Specialist, Project Q1 
the Status and Ed. of Wanen 

ksearch Assistant, Dept. of Public 
Safety 

Assistant Chief, Inteqmup Relations, 
California State Dept. of Ed. 

Executive Director, lWsm V&mm’s 
Carmission 

Coordinator of Grants, Pima Immunity 
-11. 

New Directiars for Yoq Wcmm 
Pinq County CkTA Board 
Eixecutive Wanen’s Council 
Judicial Naninatinq Carmittee 

Vice President, private aruwlting firm 
Project Director, TitIe IX Sex 

l&segregation 
Supervisor, Title IV-C Ed. Innovations 
Dept. Chairman, Special Ed., Metrqmlitan 

State Coil. 

Chaim of Graduate Program, U. of Icwa 
Title IX Consultant, Midwest Area 
Acting Executive Director, Association 

for Intercollegiate Athletics for 
Ween 

Instructor, Pennsylvania State U. 
Director, Project Media, National 

Indian RI. Association 

Educational Resources Infotmtim 
Center (Clearinghcuse 1 

Director, Office on IZvmestic Violence - 
Ems 

Special Assistant to General Counsel - 

IecyE.ative Assistant, U.S. tiouse of 
F4epresentativss 

Staff Counsel, New York State Moreland 
Ckmission on Nursing Wmes 

D.C. bunission for Wnen 
Comnittee cm Sexual Assault and Intra- 

family Offenses 
Nmm’s Legal Defense Fund 
My Sister’s Place 

1 l Ehployment history covers January 1, 1975, through January 1981. 

~ l * Affiliations cover January 1, 1980, thraqh January 1981. 
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E!zax - Field 

8. Ph.0 Alitical 
scienos 

WA Rmticd 
Bci8no8 

BA twitiu1 
schna 

Ethni- Occupaticn/enployer 
Unlverrity/college city affiliaticms (if listed) 

u. of Chicago B Assistant Rofessor of Govenmmtr 
DartlNnJth Cdl. “. I Visiting Assistant Professor of Rditical 
Science, Howard U. 

Alkrtu8 Pbgnus 0311. Lecturer in Govemnt, Dartmxth Cdl. 

9. WB u. of Washington H Physical Ed. Instructor, Bellevue 
BA zc$‘“- NW Hsxico Highland5 u. wmulnity till. 

Physical m. Physical Ed. Workshop Director for Displaced 
Hcmmakers, Sellevue Cmmunity Coil. 

10. Bs M. mca8lbchu. W Com-dinatxw of Special Projects, iU.mIv 
Director of EWsonne 1, Affirmative Action 

officer - State Bar of %xas 
Qmmity Secvices Coordinabx, State 

Bar of T&as 
(Various Consultant PositiCW 

American Society for Training L Oevel~nt 
International Industrial Television 

Amxiation 

11. Ph.D Atlanta u. B Amociate Professor of Cmnselingr 
North Carolina Central U. 

MA cblmmlinp L l I  Assistant Professor of Counselingr 
chJidmw8 Auburn u. 

AB sp8.h ma-, mot Virginia State Coll. Counselor, CETA Program, Dekalb County 
hglhtl Board of Ed. 

12. M Rditicd U. of California, Berkeley AA Ed. Pmgran Officer - Disseminaticm, U.S. 
&hna Dept. of Ed. 

Ed. prosram Officer - TRIO, U.S. Office 
of Ed: 

Cartracts b Grants Officer, U.S. Office 
of Ed. 

National Organization of Scholars of 
Ahu~ De.scent 

Aesociatim for Asian Studies 
California Fwsociation for Asian 

Bilingual Ed. 
National Association for Asian-Amrican 

6 Pacific Ed. 
O&land Asian Amrican Library Advisory 

comnittee 
Chinese for Affirmative Action 
Pacific 6 Asian American Wanen Bay Area 

Coalition 
Asian L Pacific American Concetns 

calnittee 
Asian & Pacific Americans Federal hployee 

GXlIlM!l 
Organization of Chinese Amricans 

13. fu Mnini8tration San Frantaco state u. AA Staff Amistant, Office of Special Funded 
M M8tharticr Bram u. Projects - CEPA 

Planning Officer, San Francisco hified 
School District 

Pd. Specialist, U.S. Office of Ed., ESEA 
Title I 

Council of Chief State School Officers, 
Comnittee on Evaluation & Infonnation 
systelns 

Board of Directors, Children’s Garden 
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oesraa Field 
14. D3.D P&ninietration 

MS Bilingual U&an 
Ed. 

M Ehglhtl 

15. Ph.D 
M.W 2: 
BA Libsral Arts 

Ethni- 
University/college City 

Harvard Gus&ate School of H 

~hnd u. 

&ooklyn Coil. 

U. of Michigan 
Wayne State U. 

*I I . 

W 

Occupation/enplcyer 
affiliations (if listed) 

Instructor. Biliwual Ed., Harvard 
Graduate-S&ml-of Ed. 

Spanish Materials Assesscr, Wesley till. 
&oject Director - Emergency School Aid 

Ret, Bridgepxt Board of Ed. 

Ed. Cmsultant, Self-hployed 
American Association of U. Women 

Eguity Policy Center 
Naticmal Association for Warn Deans, 

tiinistrators 6 Counselors 
Natimal Rdoment for the Hmanities 
JWK International Corp. 
Amsrican Institute for Hesearch 
Intercollegiate Association for kk.man 

Students 

16. MW 
Bs 

~ 17. MA 
AB 

~ 18. BA 

19. Ph.D 
MA 
m 

20. Fh.0 

BA 

Ahini6tration 
Ed. 

Native her 
ican Ed. 

Hunsn F&scunas 
Dwmlqxmnt 
Butmess 
Mniniatrath 

Fordhmn u. 
St. John’s 0. 

San Diego state -11. 
San Frurisco stata cbll. 

The Evergmfm State till. 

Lulisiana state u. 
u. of Michigan 
Ckldxana Coil. for Wanan 

Ihim Graduate school 

Bluefield State till. 

&flsultant - Titles IV, VII, IX, U.S. 
Office of Ed. 

Consultant, Midkrest Race h Sex Dassgregb 
ticm Assistance Center 

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

Tb.3 Hispanic Amarican Career Ed. 
Resouroes Inc. 

National Association of Social Workers 

Deputy Directcr of Special Rejects, City 
h County of San Francisco 

wting Rights Consultant, Office of the 
Secretary of State, California 

Parsonwl Consultant, California Ccnstruc 
tion Corp. 

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

School Counselor/Pre-Schcol Coordinator/ 
lbacher, Wa-He-Lute Indian S&ccl 

Faculty Member, me Evergreen State 
till. 

Program coordinator, Olympia School 

Racial Justice Cunsittee 
knerican Indian V&men’s Gathering 

Scripts WriterRadio, Cklahcm Imags 
Project 

Film Nsrratcr, Forest Heritage Center 
Film Pra?ucer/Director, tbrttmstern State 

Rcgram coOrdinator/Drg. Spscialist, 
Wanen’s Leadership Dsvelopnent - NFA 

Program Coordinator - Mincrity Ieadership 
Training, N!&4 
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Ethni- cccupaticn/emdoyer 
CC2 affiliation8 (if listed) 

H Administrative CLllar, San Jose State U. 
Student Affairs Officer, californla 

m1ytechnic state u. 

National Association of bbmn DBeanS & 
Administrators 

Mexican Pmerican Natimal V&men’s 
Associatim 

Pt7?e~?t~~ Task Rx-a? on m-ah/ 

piald 

U. of California, Berkeley 

Not indicatad 

u. of California, Santa 
Barbara 

Social WDrk 
Public Rlicy 

B Regional Director Organizatim 
Assistance Center, U. of lbnnesaee 

u. of Rnnerua 
Nlstin F#ay state 0. 

NA Co-Director, Indian Teacher Training, 
Mrtheastern State U. 

Director, Indian Ed., Tulsa Public 
!WloOlS 

adal%Ym state u. 

Natia3a.l Indian Ed. Aeeociaticn 
Helyin-Crisis Task Force 
tk-lited Ccuncil of dtlatmna Indian 

Educators 
cherdree Tribe Ed. Camrittee 
knerican Indian Theatre Comply 

New York U. 

Brooklyn cdl. of CUNY 

Ah Cmauner Ed. Teacher, New York City 
Board of Ed. ‘s Adult Camner 6 Hone- 
making Ed. Program 

24. M 

Sk 

Hamscuxxnics 
6 tbtrition 
HansEmmoKdcn 
b Cmsuasr 
studies 

IkaEher - mglish a8 a Seccd Idww-we, 
New York City Board of Ed.‘s Adult. 
Basic Ed. Program 

First National Asian/Pacific Wnan’s 
Conference 

htmn’s Action Alliance 

B Instructor, U. of Icuisville, U. of 
Colorado, U. of Mississiwi 

25. Dh.D 
MA 
BA 

Hbtory . 
. 

0. of oolmedo “I I 
“” . Cbait-mn, Pan African Studies nhpt., U. 

of Iouisville 
Consultant on Black Studies, National 

Council on Black Studies and Ed. 
Testing Center 

m1iticd U. of California 

Yale u. 

U. of California 

H Associate Dean, Labor Cell., State U. 
of New York 

Program Officer, Fund for the Improvement 
ofraetsecondaryEd.-CHEW 

Academic Advisor 6 Executive Assistant 
to Provost, Antioch till. West, fmtioch U. 

Director, Imigration, National Lawyer’s 
Olild 

Senior Development Officer, U.S. Hunmu 
Fwources Corp. 

Associate Instructor, U. of California, 
Riverside Qemunity (311. 

26. Ph.D 

HA 

BA. 

Bcienos 
FolitAd 
Bed 
Political 
&ionca b 
&tin knsric4n 
StLXWS 

B Cncrdinator, Mayor’s Office of Humn 
Cevelapnent 

27. tm 

Bs 

Gsnric Social 
work 
~~losY/ 
WY-logy 

tkward U. 

Icyola Coil. Coordinam&x, Management by Cbjectiw, 
Baltimore City Dept. of Ed. 
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28. NI 

29. MA 

M 

M. nA 
BA 

M 

31. Ph.D 
CIA 
M 

Field 

Social Service 
khinistration 
~YchomY 

HiUtOry 
History 
Anthrqrolw/ Erxnaaictl 
Liberal Arts 

Ei+h 

u. of chhgo 

U. of Puerto Rim 

mks u. 
V-r Cell. 

CUNY-Gtaten Island C&l. 

U. of Caliiurllia, &xkeiey 
colhia 0. 
U. of Fwmylvania 

32. BA Fin Arts Art Institute 
of Chicagc 

33. Ph.D EthIW-HiStary opory u* 
(cud) 
NA science od. I I 
Bs secadary Ed. west. Carolina u. 

34. MWJ social work ward 0. 
Bs -.iOwJY Cb~an state u. 

Ethlli- 
city 
NA 

H 

B 

AA 

H 

NA 

B 

Dccupatim/enWyer 
affiliaticns (if listed) 

Indian Ed. Consultant, Salish Kmtenai 
Ccmnunity 0311. 

Consultant, Self-Enplcyed 
Executive Director, Iatinc Institute, 

Chicago 

InstructDr of Black Studies, Wellesley 
Coil. 

(Various lkaching 6 Consulting IQsitims1 

North Carolina Land Trustees of Amrica 
knerican Historical bscciation 

Assistant Professor of Asian &nerican 
Studies, U. of California 

Instructor of Rqlieh as a Seamd Ianguage, 
Iamy Cell. 

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

Prcducar, bnnunity Affairs - KTVU 

Naticnal Ammciation of Bilingual Ed. 
Asian blmpcwer Services 
i&man Qmunity Center of the East Say 
Natimal Association for Asian c Pacific 

American Ed. 
Fazean Christian Scholars Assoc. 
Natimal Korean-Mwican Bilingual Ed. 

Associatial 
Aascciaticm for A&an-Pacific k8erican 

studies 
San EWmcisa, Ibrean Fbrun 
Northern California IWeans for De-racy 
AsianMedia Alliance 
Aeian Wamn ulited 

Minister, Spanish Christian Church 
Producer-Host, WLsm 

Science Dept. Chainnan, bvett Schcol 
Science Teacher, Iovett School 
Instructor - Wult En., Claytcn Jr. Cell. 
Instructor, Ebty U. 

Junerican Indian Center of Atlanta 
Naticnal Indian Pd. Associaticm 
Naticnal Science Tkachers Asaociatim 
knerican Business WOnen’s Asscciaticn 
Nxth American Indian Wanen’s Association 
Georgia Association of Independent schools 
Georgia State Cunaissicn Indian Affairs 

Consultant, National Institute of Health 
Program Analyst, Division of Planning b 

Evaluation - UiHS 
Director of Special Projects, Naticnal 

Center on Black Aged 
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36. t;d.D 

MA 

BA 

37. BA 

3s. AAS 

39. Ph.D 
(CandJ 
AA 

MA 

Fs 

40. Ed.D 

MA 

BA 

eiungual/ 
Multiwltural 
Ed. 
Ed. Mminie- 
tration 
English 

Political 
Science 

Businsa 

hnerican History 

seoondaty Ed. 6 
kaerican History 
Ed. &march L 
Anerican Histay 
secadary Ed. 5 
American History 

cuKriculuil6 
Instruction 
Curriculum b 
Instruction 
Histmy 

Univerrlty/oollwe 

Central CavlecticUt 
state aal. * * . 

ahni- 
city 

occupatim/enplOyeK 
affiliatiotw (if liSted 

H Ptmgrm Officer, U.S. Dapt. of Ed. youth 
.wloyment Rosrm 

Ed. FQlicy Fellw, GsOrge Washington U. 
Cwrdhator, t&ward BouncKFpA Dexcmstrb 

t&xl Project, U.S. cept. of Ed. 
Newspaper Advisor, Hartford hblic Schools 
mw2her - Izs-quage, Reading, Career 

Davelqmnt, South Windsor 6 &iKtfOKd 
Rlblic schools 

C00rdinatOr, Social Literacy Institute, 
u. of Massachusetts 

u. of San FKancisaY AA GMsult3rlt, Self-BnplOyed 

San Francieco State U. 

U. of California, Berkeley 

San f'rancisoo State U. AA Assistant Director, Center for S.E. 
Asian Befugee Resettlement 

Cannunity Liaison CcOrdinator/Enployment 
Counselor, center fOK 4.E. Asian &fL##?e 
Pesettlemnt 

Arferican Association of machera of 
Spanish 6 Portuguese 

- uxmecticut COuncil Of Iarguage lkachers 
Cuban-&rim Legal Defense L kkl. Fund, 

Inc. 
League of Cuban-American Comnunity-Based 

Centers, Inc. 
NEA, Chicam Hisp~o Caucus 
NEA, Wunen's Caucus 
Northeast Conference On the Teachiq of 

Fmeign Language 

Alfred State Coil. 

u. of Pittsburgh 

u. of Alabma 

“I I) 

“I * 

NA 

B 

u. of California, Berkeley H 

I * * I 

I  l * I I  

WK, tloliday IN) &staurant 
Financial Affairs &ent, &al Estate Firm 
ministrative Assistant, k~cpean Bmk 

CarpanY 

Editor, Press Secretary, Seneca Nation of 
Indians’ Newspaper 

kblic Eelatkins, Seneca Nation of Indians’ 
-PW= 

Omer/@eratm of Tribal Business 

Assistant Professor, Remedial Coil. 
Haading, WOrld Civilization d 
Women in World History, Alabama AhM U. 

Public Speaker, Ccnf. Organizer, Lecturer- 
‘&mm’s History - Carlm Coil., U. of 
Pittsburgh, HiSbKiCal k%Cx2iatiOnS 

,Teachirq Fells in American History & 
Wanen’s History, U. of PittsbuK9h 

look Reviewer on Womn’s History 

Southern COnfeerence On Afro-American Studies 
President’s National Wvisory Cinmcil on 

Wanen’s Ed. &OgKdlW 

Associate Professor, Dept. of Ed., 
Texas A&M U. 

Assistant Professor, Dept. of Ed., 
Texas A&M U. 

National Council for the Social Studies 
SOciety for Historical Ed. 
?he Elementary Ed. Section of Social Ed. 
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41. Ph.0 

44. HA 
MA 

BA 

~ 45. HA 

BA 

PM. ~irtra- 
tial 
m. Malnia- 
tration 
mlitical 
scbnce 

LinguiatiQ 
sup8rvi8iul 6 
khiniatrd.on 
Hietory 

. 

Univar6ity/oollega 

u. of c%lifornia, Berkeley 

u. of Waii 
Swarttmlwm cdl. 

[wu u. 

u. of California 

Hamud Qrd. adloo of M. 

H8rvad Qad. school of Ed. 

State U. of Hew York 

Coluleicr u., hera Cdl. 
Rurr u. 

City Qll. of lw York 

M.~ltural Miula u. 
studir 
M./@mimtl ”  l 

Ethhi- 
citv 

AA 

B 

HA 

AA 

H 

63 

Ckcupatim/enployer 
affiliaticns (if listed) 

nssistmt Professor of Asian Psnerican 
Studies, U. of California 

Asian Imricah Studies 

Nati- Rubdrb?nt for the Hunanities 
&&ley Academic Senate Council for Ethnic 

Studies Curricula 

*?chni~al Support Specialist, Clearing 
iiowe for Camnunity-Based pd. Insti- 
tutions 

Research Consultant, Fair Hosing 
Ptoject-WUD, A.L. Nelltnn 6 Associates 

Rssearch Assistant, Institute for the 
Study of Ed. Folicy, tkward U. 

hacciate Director of Ihformstioh L 
Publications, Dsvelpnent Associates 

tiitizz Specialist, office of 
., U.S. Office of Ed. 

Director of Adult Ed. PrcgraIG B3WJn 
Indian Council 

Associate Ed. program Specialist, New York 
State Ed. Dspt. 

Coordinator of Evening’English Progranw 
&Cbardia hmnmity College 

Coordinator of Funded Programs, Lower 
East Side High School 

Chinese Service Center of New York 
National Association of ‘I&aching English as 

aSecondLan3uage 
t&w York State Association of Bilingual 

Pducatora 
New York State Association of Teaching 

mlish as a Seccod Ianguaqe 
camrvlity Plannihg eOard 
Municipal Financial Committee 
olinatowh Planning Council 
Washingtoo Irving Qannuhity Associatioh 

Chief Curriculun Dsvelcper, u. of Colorado 
Manager, Apartment Building 
Dissemination 6 Workshop Specialist, Social 

Science Ed. Gmeortiun 
lhcher/ccmnUnity Training Consultant, Pace 

L Sex Dxwgregation Aasisbnce Centers 
Assistant Director/Rxruitmnt 6 Ebllw 

lhmugh Specialist, Washington State U. 
M. EQuity Specialist, New Mexico State 

Dept. of Ed. 

Associaticm for Humahistic Psychology 
Association for Trahspersoual Psychology 
Bstiorml Association for Bilingual Ed. 
Colorado Aseociatioh of Bilingual Ed. 
National Council for the Social Studies 

Executive Staff, Program Development 6 
Evaluaticn, mOntgaexy Gxinty Cbvernment 

Director, Foreign Student Admissions Office, 
Montgomty County public Schools 

Lecturer, Psychology Dept., Montgawry Coil. 
School Psycholqist, Mmtganery Ccuhty 

LQblic Schcols 
Iecturer, Varies Universities & Cumwity 

Colleges 
Gmsultant 6 Statewide Set-vices Grant 

Rviewer - DHEM 
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E5fE!!E - Pleld 

47. n.m. tie Mainiktra- 
tion 

Bs Elmnntly Ed, 

(8. Ed.D Ed. kmFnistra- 
timl 

Mm. Ed. AtMnlstre 
BA tbm 

Elmntiay Ed. 

University/oollegtt 

Fmnsylvahia State U. 

u. of North mkot4 

We/ken, colosado u. 

u. of TirwYna 
.  I  l 

Gsneral 

50. m SOCiO~ 
As Public Speaking 

51. BBch- Architecture 
elm 
in 
kchi- 
tacturn 

52. Ph.D W-$J9Y California Weetsrri U. 
E(B I I I 

cussunity till. of 
Philadelphia 

IJ. of California, Berkeley 
San Ranci6ca State 

u. of Michigan 

Ethhi- 
c* 

NA 

W 

W dis 

B dis 

W die 

RA 

cccupatim/e@oyer 
affiliations (if listed) 

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

Cmsultaht, Pmericah Indian Higher Ed. 
Consortium 

chhdsmm, lbzscn Public Schcols 
Director, Career Ed., mz3on Public Schools 

Program Specialist, Regiohal l&hhical 
Assistance Staff - tXSiS 

Program Coordinator, Public Interest Law 
tinter of Philadelphia 

-1 Cpportuhity Specialist, Office for 
Civil Rights - CHEW 

Staff Assistant, Assistant Secretary for 
Public Affairs - DHaJ 

Natiormide Affirmative hction Task Force 
Funerican Frierwls Service Comaittee 

Training/O.itreach Coordinator, Center for 
hdepmdent Living, Disability law 
EU33cn1rce Center 

Project Coordinator, Antioch till. 

C&land New Careers Developimt Corp. 
%lunteer Bureau of A.lam& 
West Oakland Iegal Suit&board 
YWCA 
Serkeley Pmject Advisory Qisnittee 
Cons-r Cooperatives of Berkeley 
Magmlia Street Three Dafehse Fund 

Cmnittee 

Self+nployed 

High Spirit Multiple Sclerosis 
White House Conference on handicapped 

Individuals 
__ 

West Virginia Advisory Council on the 
Ed. of Exceptional Children 

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

Cohsultmt/Iechnical Assistance, National 
Office of Sanuan Affairs, Inc., u. of 
Califotnia San Francisco Far-Mast *I&. 

Coil. Counselor, San Rahcisco Ccmuhity 
Coil. District 6 Skills Center 

Principal Training Officer/Assistant 
Swxetmy of State, Prims Minister’s 
Office - Governmnt of Tmga 

&&m/Pacific National Wcmn’s Network, 
San Mateo Camnuhity Coalition 

National Island Women’s Association 
Asian American Cannuhity ciavlcil 

. 
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Ethni- 
city 

W 

Dccupaticn/e@oyer 
affiliations (if listed) 

Instructor, New York Feminist Art 
Institute 

Assistant to the Chairman, Art Dept., 
Hunter Coil. of New York 

Instructor of LMguage Arts, Coil. of 
Nsw Rochelle 

Free Lnnce writer b Consultant, Art 
Organizations 6 Ed. Programs 

Executive Director, Texas Job Bank 

k!iE!!i - Field University/collew 

53. pu Rqlirh/Prench New York U. 
Literature 

Bs AnwicM city Coil. of New York 
Literature 

Ed. ?uitioch Coil. 
-blosY u. of mxas 

Counselor/Ekl . 
Guidance/ 
counseling 
-Y-logy 

nDtor Lsarning 
-t 
sciences 
rQ1itica1 
science 

New York U. 
u. of San Prancisuo 

u. of the Philippines 

54. H.Ed. 
BA 

55. Ph.D 
HA 

56. Ed.D 
HA 

AB 

ti 

AA 

W 

Director of Financial Aid, York Coil. 
of CUNY 

Associate Professor, Director of Research 
I&., U. of Georgia 

Associate Professor, Director of Graduate 
Studies, 0. of Georgia 

Associati Professor, Cleveland State U. 
Assistant Professor of Physical EB. and 

Wanen’s Studies, Queens Coil., City U. 
of New York 

Director of Overseas Ed. Assistancm, NBA 
Seminar Director - Wanen’s Leadership Train- 

ing Programs, World Confederation of 
Drganizations of the Teaching Profession 

Colunbia U., Teachers Coll. 
. I I . 

Hanhattarwille Coil. 

57. ed.0 
HA 

TUcher Ed. 
Studsnt Pet- 
scnnel Artnin- 
istration 

African Studies 
English/Fd. 

Political 
Science 
Political . 
science 
kwitica1 
science 

Early Child- 
hood Ed. 
Early ChilcF 
hmd Pd./Social 
science 
Elementary Ed. 
Blenrrntary Cer- 
tificate 

Pacific Island 
Studies 
Bnglish 

Cborge Washington U. 
Colunbia U. Teachers Coil. 

B 

BA 

58. Ph.D 

HA 

BR 

Virginia mien 0. 

Lt. of Chicago 

.* ” 

B Chairman & Professor, E+Aitical Science 
Dept., Fkward U. 

Assistant Professor, Princeton U. 
Olast Scholar, Brookings Institution 

Antidl Coll. 

Bite Administrator, Washington Children’s 
Center, Sacramento City Unified School 
District 

Site Supervisor, Sierra Children’s Center, 
Sacramento City Unified School District 

59. MA 

BSE 

Sacramento California 
state u. 
California State U. 

AA 

WEE 
Iu 

Philadslphia Mrmal Coll. 
I I I 

W Research Specialist, Public Service 
Satellite Coneortiwn 

Special Assistant to the Regional Director - 
hlce corps 

Pacific Area Specialist, Pacific 6 Asian 
Affairs Ccuncil h Q&reach Ccordinatca, 
U. of Hawaii 

Project Coordinator, Sast-Wast Learning 
Institute 

H Research Associate, American Institutes 
for Research 

leacher - Migrant Program, Elemntaty Ed., 
Bilingual Program, Schcol Mstricts in 
Kansas c Michigan 

Lansing Schools Ed. Association 
Michigan Ed. Association 
NEa 

U. of Hawaii 

Bates -11. 

60. HA 

AB 

61. MA Ed. Psychology Michigan State U. 

BA Psychology c lhas A&I u. 
Sociology 
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nesrm - Field 

62. Fh.D Puhini8tration 
WI Horn EcofKlnics 
Bs . g 
NB Ed. Adminis- 
bq~~iv- tration 
alent) 

63, Fh.D Vocational Fd. 
(cand) 
eA Business -in- 

istration 
BA NI 
NI Business MJnin- 

istratico 

64. BA Firm Arts 

65. Ph.D m. mnin- 
iatraticm 
suprvision 

MA History 
CUtTiCUlUn 

86 General 
science 

1 66. NI 

67. Ph.D Bilingual Ed. 
(cand) Wninistration 

6 su tvisiofi 
ns Ed. Eminis- 

tratim 4 
Suprvision 
UnguageS 

Bs lwitica1 
Science 

68. Ph.D Bicultural/ 
(cand) Bilingual Ed. 
WA ~~ropolosy 

M. 
a4 SOCiOlogy 

Walden u. 
u. of caklatnm 
LangsKnl u. 
San Pranciaoo State Coll. 

thiotl west Graduate school 

Michigan state Coil. 

Ihe Evergreen State Coil. 
r.ing u. of rwaim~s 

Ward U. 

U. of Illimis 

“I * 

U. of Alabims 

0. of 111inois 

Southern Illimis u. 

.  .  ”  

u. of NabI Mexico 

u. of Arisona 

Mt. Mercy Coil. 

Ethni- 
city 

occupticm/~lcyar 
affiliations (if listed1 

B Consultant, California State a?pt. of MQ 

Funericah Ham3 Econanics kmociation 
knericah Association of U. Wanen 
NAACP 
California Personnel 6 Cuidahcf? Association 
Narin County RAitical Wunsn’s Caucus 
?he Fen&e Executive 

NA Director - Multicultural Student Services, 
Highline Cammity Coil. 

Pug& murld regialal Comeunity Cbll. 
Association 

Anerican Indian t&mm’s Service League 
Northwest Indian hbnen Circle 
Mrttmest American Wanen’s Fwociatioh 
National Indian Ed. Associatico 

B Self-Rnployed Ed. Ccnsu1tant 
Associate Director, Wanen’s Equity 

Action kague 
FToject Coordinator, E&cation 6 legal 

Defense Fund 
Executive Associate, Project on the Status 

h M. of Warm, Association of American 
Coll. 

W Associate Professor of Ed., U. of Iowa 

NA Fublic Information Specialist, Indian 
Information Program 

H Director, Bilingual Multicultural Ed., 
Illihois State U. 

Assistant to the Direc!torbk%terials 
Specialist, Bilingual Ed., Western 
Illinois U. 

NA Free Lance Consultant for Various 
Organizations 

Field Project Director, Colorado State U. 
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!i?Y.?E - Fhld 
69. Ph.D Linguistia 

HA NI 
Bs Elemntary Ed. 

70. l4.m. curricu1un 
supsrviaion 

88 Artblw- 
chandking 

Carti- Daat Ed. 
ficate 

72. rn.D Instructicnai 
-Logy 

w ml. 
BB Biology 

Ethni- 
University/college city 

Atemo de Manilla u. AA 
Philippine Normal Coil. 
U. of Huaii 
mi1iFyine NoMl 

Texas Abw AA 

UCLA 
0. of mxas 

weal u. 
u. of California 

W dis 

Syr~ u. 
Gnllaudet Coil. 
mton Institute 

B 

occup3ticn/enplayer 
affiliaticna (if listed) 

Associate Ftvfessor, Multicultural 
Ed. emgmm, U. of San Pranciscc 

Credential Cbordinator, Multicultural 
Ed. Program, u. of San Francisco 

i+saistant Professor, Multicultural Ed. 
Program, U. of San hanciscc 

Instructor, U. of the Philippines 
Assistant Professor, U. of the 

Philippines 

California Asscctation for A5ian 
Bilingual Pd. 

Naticnal Association for Asian Pacific 
laerican Ed. 

l&where of hglish tc Speakers of Other 

Linguistic Society of the2 milippiIu5a 
lw+West Center Alumi Asacciaticn 

Financial Planner, Cunfi SerViCes 
Project Coordinator, Organization of 

Pan Asian Wanen 
lbgistered Representative, Investors 

Diversif ied Services 
Project Cccrdinatcr, Wam Indepwdent 

School District 

Director, Client Services, BoSton Self- 
Help Center 

Instructor of *Evaluation Counseling 
for Disabled Msnbers of a Camunity 
~rscxtal Qzwt.h 6 Support Netuork 

Rehabilitation Clinician, Nsw Fr3gland 
Sinai Hospital 

Chairperscn, Special Ed., Virginia 
bicn U. 

Director, Student Services, Kendall 
Schcol, Gsllaudet Coil. 

~ 73. NI B Self-hplcyed Consultant 

74. D.&l. Higher Ed. Wnnsylvania Stats U. Ii Program Mrector, Minority Ed., Western 
khinistrat ion Interstate Ccmnissicn for Higher Ed. 

N.M. Cultural Fbun- u. of Utah msearch Associate & Vice President for 
dations in Ed. Planning c Developnent, National 

BA Ib1itica1 “I ” Institute for Multicultural ed. 
Science Director of Coil. Relations 4 Jwaistant 

to the President, Coll. of the Virgin 
Islands 

Self-mplcyed Cbnsultant/Cmtractororr 
Higher Ed. State till. 

I&search Assistant 6 Assistant to the 
Rcting Dean of the 0211. of Ed., 
Pennsylvania State U. 

American Association of Higher Ed. 
Association for the Stdy of Higher Ed. 
Association for Institutional Hesearch 
Pmerican Ed. Research Association 
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GEEs 

15. Ph.D 

MA 

m 

76. Ph.D 

NA 

m 

77. R.D 

NA 

m 

w 
plolkical 
T-m 
Iublic Matn- 
ietratim 
RaiticA1 
ficienoa FD1itkd 
Science 

M. hmnir 
tration i Super 
VidOfl 
Ed. Mninim- 
trdcm al supor 
Vi8iar 
History 

University/collegs 

U. of Wisconsin 

Claramnt ckaduate school 

C1wamtlt chduate Schcol 

Inmaculate Heart Coil. 

Nwttwe8tem 0. 

Coltiia U. 

Oouchr till. 

70. Nh Rlgli8h Nw York U. 
Literhare 

car -w-m Shhmpsare Institute 
tifi- 
ate 
NI English wYorlrU. 

79. Ph.D Ed. 0. of St. louis 
NA Ed./cwneeling . ” l 

m Elrrrntrw Ed. Harris lbchers Coil. 
NI CoiJnselikj FBy- Southam Illinois u. 

cholcq L R-u? u. of Illinois 
ticuo U. of Whumuri 

80. k%,D RAmhn Hirtoty U. of Iowa 
NA 
As 

pi& Hi8toty ”  l 

u. of mtroit 

81. NA Ed. Mainis- U. of Wisconsin 
tration 

SA kamdary Ed. u. of Mu Maxico 

82. NI 

tthni- 
city 

W 

H 

AA 

B 

B 

W 

NA 

H 

occupation/wloyer 
affiliations (if listed) 

Rofessor, Political Science, U. of 
Wisconsin 

Executiw? Mrector, National cusnission cn 
the Observance of Intematicnal Wamn’s 
Year 

lkpty Conference Coordinator, National 
Ckinaission on the obearvance of Intema- 
tional hbmn’s Year 

Naticnal Association of Comnissions for 

Al-yiollege, President’s Advisory 

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

National Ed. Association 
Ccmgress of Faculty Associations 
Higher Ed. Council 
Higher Hd. Caucus 
Wanen’s Caucus 
chicarlo caucus 
California Colleges and U. Faculty 

Association 
Minority Affairs Advisory Comnittee 

Full Rofessor, American Ulivereity 
Associate Professor, Psnerican tlniversity 

Speech Camunication Association 
&stem Cimmunicaticm Associaticn 
International Canwnication Association 
Qxmurkation Association of the Pacific 
Metropolitan Washington Cumwnicaticn 

Associatial 
knerican Association of U. Professors 
Society for Intercultural Ed., Training, 

& Research 

Retired Teacher 

Superintendent of Schools, Wellstcn Schools 
Assistant Mrector of Admissions/Qunseling 
Psychologist/Professor of Ed., Washington U. 

President, Metropolitan State 0311. 
Vice President, Academic Affairs, U of 

Ban Fran. 

Assistant Supervisor, Indian Ed., WisoDnsin 
Dept. of Fublic Instruction 

&nerican Indian Specialist, New Mexico 
state u. 

Resource Roan Teacher, Albuguerque Indian 
schcol 

Director, ED3, MJD 
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4E w 
83. Rh.D curr1cu1un 

(oud) 
H.rH. Ed. 
aA Ehglish 

84. NI SOCiOlogy 

Univ4rsity/oollsg4 
Ethd- 

city 

occup4ticn/taylayer 
affiliations (if listed) 

Indiana u. 

Staphsn P. Austin 
mlk4 toll. 

W Associate Instructor, Indiana u. 
Progum Specialist, Sex m34w49atim, 

As4istance Center of the Soutlwast 

u. of n4ryl4nd W dis cuunissLor*?r, rd@wnant Rwelcpnent 
Canif~icf~, Hartsornery county Ciwemnt 

Ch4irperea?,Training 6 D4velqmmtCow 
mitte4,HDntgaPsryCcuntyQwemmmt 

bcturer, Handicapped Citizens: Human 
services 6 Hman rCa14tions 

Iecturer, Handicapped Citizens in the Fdly 
. 6 -ity, u. Of fhFCyli%ld 

tecturer,HmtgmxyColl. 
fhndicaFped Fqxesentative, Jmg Br4t-h 

Libr4ry,uontgmxyanlnty 
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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- 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 
I CETA - Comprehensive Employment and Training Act 

Coil. - College 
DHEW - Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
DHHS - Department of Health and Human Services 

I DHUD - Department of Housing and Urban Development 
dis - Disabled 
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Ed.- Education 
EEO - Equal Employment Opportunity 
ERIC - Educational Resource Information Center 
ESAA - Emergency School Aid Act 
ESEA - Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
Jr. Coil. - Junior College 
NEA - National Education Association 
S.E. - Southeast 
TRIO - Special Programs for the Disadvantaged 
u. - University 
WEEA - Women's Educational Equity Act 
YMCA - Young Men's Christian Association 
YWCA - Young Women's Christian Association 
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MMIU P#3JEZI’8 ON EWCATICNAL EQUITY FOB RACIAL AND eTt(NIC MINORITY WcMEN AND UIw 

Ethni- OccuPat ion/clPlover ** 

2. E2i.D M. 4 public u. of Idaho 
Plrbainistraticc 

M.Ed Ed. Administra- ” . ” 
tim 

fs Wcational Agri- Utah state 0. 
cUltlll3? 

3.W.S Special Ed. 
MA Elemntaty Ed. 

@orge WThihgton U. 
l 

I  

W 

8 

4. NI 

5. KS 
8s 

constitutioM1 PrincetDn u., cont. Ed. W 
Law Rutgers cl., cont. Ed. 
Wmen’s Hights kdrda.le (311. 
Family Law Trentoh State Coil. 

Public Relations Phoenix U. W 
JoutnalimVFbli- Maquette u. 
tical Scierice 

I 6. NI Ed. U. of South Florida W 

‘Drigihally invited by WEEAP staff; invitatioh was wt canceled. 

** Unployment history covers January 1, 1975, through April 1982. 

***Affiliations cover January 1, 1981, through April 1982. 

affilikic& (ii 1ist.q ‘*’ 

Ccordinator, Title IX, Cuyahoga 
comaunity collegs 

Federation of Business 6 Professional 
Waasn 

National Ckgdzatim for Women 
Wcxnen~s Bquity Action rslague 
knerican Society for Rersamel Admih- 

istratioh 

President, Utah !Jkhnical College 
President, South Utah State College 
Associate Gxnnissiooer of Higher 

Ed., Utah 
President, Highline Collage 

Zion Natural History Asscciatim 
Iowa Association of College Presidents 
PI&get sound Pegional 

Minority Affairs Consortiun 
NEA 

Principal, Stevens Elemsntary Schcol 
Assistant Principal, Weatherless 

Elementary School 

Black Congressional Advisory Committee 
YMCA 
&eerican Psychological Association 
Nat&ma1 Council of Negro Wanen 
Psychiatric Institute, Inc. 

Naticnal Association for Mental Health 
National Association of Elementary 

School Principals 

Canaultant, Heritage Rnindaticm 
Advisor, Superintendent of Schmls 
Lecturer, Hutgers U., kntclair 

Stats College 

Self-enrployed Fine Arts Appraiser 
Manager of law office 
State Press Secretary, George Bush 

Crrpaign 
Administrative Specialist, 0. of 

Wisconsin, Spanish Speaking cxlt- 
kach Institute 

Project Specialist, U. of Wisaonsih 
Business Manager, Antiques Limited 

Womn in Camwicatims, Inc. 
American Association of U. Women 

Me indicated 

Eagle Form 

72 



APPENDIX V APPENDIX V 

Field 

curriar1un 
Schwl Artninis- 
tration 
political scierwx 

University/mllege 

U. of South Califot-hia 
Califotnia State 0. 

occidental college 

Atlanta Lm School 
Wright State U. 

Central State U. 

9. Ph.D ccnKunlcations ahi0 State U. 
MA cTanulicatia u. of Cincinnati 
m SP-b BobJonaeU. 

lO.rn.~~ Ed. sociology u. of North camlina 
MA *Lology “I . I 

11. M.Ed 

I BA 

12. Ph.0 
llEk0 

MA 

~ 13.%l.D 
MA 

14. w) 
BA 

it&cation Evalu- 
crticm/Soclal 
StLJdieRJ 
&l/&cial Studies 

Ed. A&in. 
Rychiatric 
Social Work 
l?&jli8h 

Mniniatration 
Zlolitical Scierxx 

Ptlyaical M 
Biology L mys. 
Ed. 

~ P- a8 a f hid ma&r for 

u. of klatyland 

0. of Mat‘ylatxl 

u. of Michigan 
IbaIrd u. 

kwatd u. 

tbva U. 
u. of San Francisco 

U. of Washington 
New Mexico Highlanda U. 

1 day only. 

Ethni- 
city 

W 

ckcupaticu/eWoyer 
affiliations (if listed) 

Professor of Ed., King College 

Consultant, private consulting firm 
R-ug Abuse munaelorr 

southside Camunity Health Ctr. 
mecxltiva Director, Miami Valley 

Child Dwelopmnt center 

Naticmal Association of BlacK 
Wnen Attorneys 

National council of Negro Wanen 
Geoqia !IYial Imyers Asacciaticn 
Jack L Jill of America, Inc. 

Aesociate Professor, Cedarville till. 
Associate Academic Dean, Cedarville 

toll. 

Sociologist of Ed., 
Research Scientist/Project Directof, 
Center for Social GrgahiZatian of 
Scbcols, J. Hopkin U. 

AasLtant Professor of Sociology, 
t+fen&iE state 0. 

knarican Sociological Amociatim 
Anerican Educaticmal Review 

Association 
Society for the Study of Social 

Roblams 

Contract Beaearcher, Oft. of Ed 
?e!zewch b Inproveme nt, Dept. of 
Ed. 

Piano and Music mmcher, 
tiane Music ‘Ileachers Iwo. 

Servi~ Parsonnel Manager, Recycled 
Paper Products 

Alexandria Hospital Corp. 
Keyette International Sw. Club 
Parish Advisory Council 

Director, Continuing Ea. for Girls, 
Detroit Public schools 

Republican Wunen’a Task Force 
Detroit Young Republicans 
IheRofessional Wamn'eNetwork 
Michigan Asecciation Qzmcemed With 

S&co1 Age Parents 
National Alliance of Black schools 

EdUCatorS 
(Several others1 

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

Physical Ed. Instructor, Bellevue 
cJumnity toll. 

Doctoral Student, Higher Ed., 
U. of Washington 
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Fani- Cccupaticn/exployer 
!!!sE! Field llniversity/mllege city affiliations (if listed) --- 

15.w w 

16. MS Qunssling b Mt indicated NA Doctoral Student, coUnseling and 
hreonnel Personnel Administration, 
AMinistration Michigan State 

MXIELPXXECPS CN ECUCATICNAL EQUITY FOR R%IAL AND EIlINIC MINORIT’Y m AND GIRLS 
MwEt PwJExlIs ‘IQ INFLLJFXE LEAIXRS IN EECCATICNAL POLICY AND ALMINISTRATION 

17. Ph.D Linguistics Indiana 0. W Chairman, Curricula Comittee for 
MA hglish U. of North Carolina hglish Skills Textbcoksr Bet, Jobs8 
BA Bible, English IbbJonesu. U. 

Chairman, Dspt. of bglish Ed., 
BobJonesu. 

Directcr, Missimary Lhguistics 
Seminar Chnmvx) 

18. Ek3.D Ed. 
MA English 

u. of aklahana 
u. of Arkansas 

W Dean of Acadmic Affairs, 
Director of Graduate Studies 6 
Professor of Ed., East l&as State 
0. 

Vice President for Acadmic Affairs 
c Professor of Ed., Waylaid Baptist 
Coll. 

Association for Supsrvisicc & 
Curriculun Cevelopnent 

WWJ Assoc. for Supervision and 
Curriculum 

Taxas Association of Coil. Taachers 
Lions Club 

19. nS Interdisciplinary 0, of Cmgob W Director, Fd. Opportunity Program, 
bs rwertieing ”  l ”  u. of Oregon 
B.Ed Fd. East. cksgon Coil. Director, Iearning I&ource Center, 
Bs General Science Oragcn State U. u. of orajon I 

I KylEL PR~TDCTS 'Xl INFUJEXE W IN EDUCATICNAL POLICY AND AUMINISIPATKN 

I 20. as Enqliah/speech Bradley 0. W None Indicated 

Delegate - White House Conference 
on Pying - DIMS 

21. Ed.D Mninistratioh a West Virginia U. 
SUpViSh Rutgers Graduate 

school of Ed. 
MA Ed. West Virginia U. 
A8 Music Ed. Fairmht State Coil. 

22. MA Guidanoe U. of South Florida 
BA Elemntaty Ed. U. of Florida 

I 23. MS carnse1ing/m. RJrdus 0. 
MS Remedial Reading l * 

Bs Elemsntary/ Brighan u. 
Special Ed. 

24. BS Elementary Ed. Abilene Christian U. 

W Professor, Elementary/Special Ca., 
Rutgers Coil., Rutgers U. 

Wanen’s National Republican Club 
Westfield Wanen’s Republican Club 
Republican Warren of Union County 
Republican Presidential Task Fbrce 
Interaction Platform Association 

H Princikul, Oak-Land Jr. High Schcol 
Administrative Rssistant, Msemunt 

High School 
Dean of Girls, Blake Jr. High School 

W Teacher, Learning Disabilities, 
Fairfax County Public Schools 

‘Ieacher, Waltham Jr. 6 Senior High 
School, Battle Grcmcl Elementary 

W Teacher - 6th Grade 

. 
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!?zE!!! Field Univer8ity/college 

25.V’h.D Reading Florida State 
Kh E1emmtm.y PA. Hanptm Institute 

WKIBL Pm ‘ru SLIMINATE PmSIS!mm BAPRIEPS 

@CL NI 

27. Bs 

20. NI 

HOme Bmmnics u. of lmOa%me 

Liberal Arts u. 0e mtdt 

Dentistry u. 0e Calif0th3 
School 

Dental W Dentist, self-enplayed 

Fire Protection Illinois Institute of 
6 safety zbchnola~y 
hqineering 

~ish/Prmch 
u. of Havana 
Mes@is state u. 

Ethni- Oc~upati0rVenpl0yer 
city affiliations (if listed) 

B Director of Sex Dxsegregatim 
Training Institute, Jackson State U. 

Asmiate Professor of Continuing 
Ed/F.lermntary Ed., Jackson State u. 

Reading Instructor, Bishop State Jr. 
toll. 

Inbxnati0nal Reading Association 
Alabama Reading Aseociation 
National Reading Council 
kmricah Association of leachers of 

hglish 
Carcerned Educators of Black Students 

‘IQ EDUCATIONAL EQUITY mR WOMEN 

W ulenployed 

W Self-Fa@oyed Genealogist 
Senefit Authorizer, Social Security 

Mninistration 
Instructor, Dept. of Continuing Ed., 

u. of Alabama 

W WlW 
Alternate Delegate, Republicah 

state IMlmJ Comnittee 

Michigan Citizens to Support the 
Prea idency 

Reprblican State Issues Comittee 
Wren’s Republicah Club 

31. MA Mu1t 136. Cbxge Washing&m u. 
AB wcho1owm. u. of Illinois 

H Executive Director, Latin American 
FM. Center 

Ed. Project Director, Dept. for the 
Spanish Speaking Pecple 

Language Dept. Chaitntan, St. Prancis 
till. 

NER, Indian State lhchers Asscc. 
National Iedgue of Cuban &nerican 

QmnunityM Centers 
Cuban Americah Iegal Dafenae a 

&hationa1 Fuhd 
Naticnal Aesociati0n of Cuban 

American Warm 

W COnsultant, Displaced fkmmakers 
Netmrk 

Program Coordinator for R4mricm 
Aseociirtion Ckmunity 6 Jr. Coil. 

Jewish Cmwhity Center’s @en U. 
Jewish Wxational Setvice hrplay- 

ment Service 
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Ethni- occupatim/enyloYer 
Dlrqree Field lJniveraitv/college citlv affiliationrr (if listed) 

32. Ph.D hanCh/~lied U. of Maryland W Coordinator, hgliah as a secmd 
(and) Linguistics language, Fairfax County 
MA Govemnsnt/ morgeranr u. mblic Schools 

l?CUDlliCS Teachar of Enqlish as secwIc language, 
A0 mliticsl Sci- Rlqlmsn u. French, Spanish, Govenumnt L Social 

erice/Eanomics Studies, Fairfax County Public Schools 

&nerican Council on the Teaching 
of Foreign Ianguage 

‘lbchers of English to Speakers 
of other Lsnguages 

Virginia Association for Curriculm 
6 supemision 

Virginia Foreign Languagebhgl~sh as a 
13013~3 lmgoage Supervisors Asfmciation 

33. t4A QIidance c Thxas southanl u. 

Bs 
Counseling 
Industrial Ed. 

34. BA CheKiistty 

35. Bn M.lSiC 

u. of Cincinnati 

Northveetarn U. 

36. Ph.D Carparative Ed./ U. of Renhsylvahia 
(and.) HietDry of M. 

r4.M Psychology Of Teqle U. 
Resdinq 

BR Anthmpology u. of Pittsburgh 

37. I!Ji Rlglish/mli- 
tical Science 

Brigham Young u. 

30. nA Not indicated Sang- State U. 
BA Ed Southern Illinois U. 

39. NI 

40. NI 

General Sciehce Portland C.C. 
RsycholslY mrtland State U. 

Musicmglish Wichita U. 

B Director, Cccfzerative Ed., Texas 
Southern miv. 

Coordinator Cooperative Fd., T&533 
southern miv. 

Instructor, North Harris county -11. 
Head ~aftankm/&3sistant Personnel 

Adninistrator, private engineering 

CrneanY 

Naticnal Cooperative Ed. Association 
Texas Cocperative Ed. Association 

W Teacher, Alamgordo 
Public Schools, New Mexim 

W Omer 6 Manager of Farm Busirms 

Bo.aTI;: Directors of -Family 
. 

W Director of Almi As%ciatim 6 
Actirq Publications Director, 
Intercoll. StMies Institub3 

Consultant, Dspt of Ed., BBS 
District Supervisor, National 

Asms5smt of Ed. Progress Project 
&search Triangle Park, North Carolina 

Proofreader 6 w Editor for the Inter7 
collegiate &view, ‘Ihe Bolitical Sci- 
ence Reviewer, b ?he Academic Beviewer 

W National Director - Center of Family 
Studies, Freemn Institute 

Author & lecturer, Brigham Young U. 
and other Institution5 

W llscher 

Advisory Board, Elemntaty and 
secondary Ed. 

Illinois Comnunity College Trustees 
Association 

Trustee Lincoln Land Comunity College 

W Realtor, Nr. Beal Estate Inc. 

W loan Processor for local Federal 
Savings 6 Loan 

Prestmwest Republican Wanen’s Club 
Eagle Forum 
Daughters of the American Revolution 
hqineers’ Wives Club 
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Ethd- Dccupation/eqMyer 
!z!!!EE F&a Univw6ity/college City affiliations (if listed) 

41, MA Ed. A&ain. tkward u. B consultant, Tsws Coordinating 
BA Ehgli6h/sm- Fisk U. Soard of College C Univ. 

ofdaty Ed. Peraavlel officer, Texas Rehabil- 
it&ion Carmission 

Training Manager & Internal Cmeultant 
for private firm 

Special Rmearch projects Cmrdinatorr 
private aircraft cuqany 

Wxaa Stat6 Board of Dental E&miners 
caspfire Inc. 
mitad N8gro college Purr3 
Austin urban League 
imrican Society of Training b 

Developlent 
Whited Way bard 

42. MA Ekqliah 0. of south Carolina W Ekeelanca Writer 
AB Journaliml I. I . 
NI Ehglhh nlk6 u. 

43.tPh.D Ed. Ieademhip U.S. Intarnational u. B Assistant Chief, Inte~mup Ralatims, 
MA Ed. U. of California, Derkeley state Dept. of Ed. 
BA En. San Frmisa> state 

IQW,P#JJECISONElWMI(&4ALEQIJITYPCRDISASLED~ANDGIRLsAND 
KXXL PfwEcrs m ETrJmwrE Ptasmmwr EAl?RIH(s 10 EiimxTIm EQJrn FOR KMEN 

( 44. Ph.D cd. p*yctr>logy U.S.C. W Senior School psychologist, la 
PES special Ed. California State U. Angeles Unified School District 
BA Rqlish mmt St. Mary’s toll. school myckr&gist/&mselor, Ins 

Angeles Unified; Grange Coast Coil. 
. 

California Association for Neurolo- 
gically handicapped Children 

Naticnal Society for Autistic 
Children 

I 45. NI Nma hdicatad tzxi6 Micatad W Dccupation/hployer not indicated 

Eagle Fbrun ti. C3mittee 
lWttxmk Selection Comnittee 

46. AA Sp66Chb[krprr San Bernardino Jr. Call. W m-NW 
bomber, Nevada State Board of Ed. 

IIcpublican Wmsn’s Club of South 
N6Vada 

Las Vegas Valley Pepublican k&am’s 
Club 

Nevada kocational Aesociatim 
National Associaticm of State Board 

of Ed. 
Naticnal Adult Ed. Association 
Mvada Cmnunity Ed. Association 

I 47. Ed.D wx!ationa1 M. tbva U. 
I Postscoadaty Ed. 

MA Dsglish U. of Want Florida 
%A English Ed. * ” ” ” 

W Dept. Head - Fnglish, Pensacola 
Jr. Coll. 

Pree-lance curriculum writer, 
Baptist Sunday S&ml Board 

Writing lab instructor, Pensacola 
Jr. Coil, 
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M#XL P#uKXS ON TITLE IX CU’iPLuNcE 

50. BA 

51. NI 

1 52. I44 
88 

Ethni- 
UnherriWqllWe s&Y 

x ,“* W 
. 

l&a&w Ed. 
kt EM. 

Wwtnr Cbll. 
wlode Illand till. 

W 

chmintry u. of clclahaoa 
Vauar Qll. 

W 

u. of 11linoin W 

rwnic m. 
Munic En. 

Scutheant Himouri U. * .  q 

W 

53. MA Blaaytary M. Southant Hisnouri State 0. W 
Bs I I * * * 

54. Ia Ed. Butler U. 
B8 CriJnimlogy Indiana state u. 

W 

55. Bs Eammtary &I. u. of Utah 

(104535) 

W 

APPENDIX V 

Occupaticn/en@oyer 
affiliations (if listed) 

Doctoral Student 
Library Acquisition Assistant, Dept. 

of Qmeunication, Purdw U. 
Graduate Teaching Aaeistmt, Wept. of 

amunications, Purdue U. 
High School hglish Teacher, Marquette 

Hat-or High School, Illinois 
Assistant Forensics Director, Memionee 

Falls East High School, Wifmnsin 

Christian Legal Society 
Speech Cumwications Association 
Institute for the Study of Trial 
Central States Speech Association 
American Association of Univ. Wanen 

Mcational Teacher, N.Y. Schcol of 
Printing 

Curriculun IWelopxnent Wcational/ 
Occupational N.Y. City 

CWahma Federation of Heplblican Nanen 

President, private consulting firm 

National Cunnittee for the status of 
Wanm 

Indiana mission of the Inter- 
national Year of the Child 

Instructor of voice & piano, South- 
east Missouri State U. 

Skin are miaultahi, Jafra QIprrptios 

Southeast l@achers Afmciation 
Susiness Nomen’s Asscxiatico 
Hunane Society 
Red Star Baptist Church 

Private piano teacher 
6th Grade hg. Teacher, Sikeston 

Middle School 

Lecturer in Ed., Butler U. 
Branch Director, Day Mx’sery 

Association 
President, N.W. c%perative Pre-Schcol 
Consultant, Episcopal Ccmunity 

Services 
Director Counselor, Patsie ‘I’nanas 

ktns for Girls 

&merican Association on Mental 
Dsf iciency 

Neal Estate Agent, Salt Lake Realty 
Certified ‘leacher, Jordan Valley School 

for the Retarded h Handicapped 

National Hoard of Realtors 
Salt Lake Board of Pealtors 
NE3 
Utah Ed. Association 
Jordan Ed. Association 
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