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NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20550

=insf June 18, 1976

OFFICE OF THE
DIRECTOR

MEMORANDUM FOR: Glenn Schleede

Dick Allison

SUBJECT: Comments by Congressman Jim Symington on June 15, 1976

at the American Association for the Advancement of
Science Colloquim on R&D Budgeting

In the course of an address to approximately 200 people in attendance
at an AAAS symposium while commenting on the evermore complex relation-
ship” between science and government, Mr. Symington made the following
comments concerning the Science Adviser matter: :

0

He noted that several senators had, he understood, sent a letter
to the President critical of the NSF and suggesting that the
Chairmen of the Oversight Committee in the House and Senate were
derelict in their duties.

He commented that Chairman Teague and Mr. Mosher were responding
to these charges but noted that in his estimation the letter
"shames the signators"”.

He indicated that the importance of this matter to the assembled
audience was that the legislative bodies were in most ways invested
with a courtesy that prevented engagement in behavior of this sort
and that when there is such behavior, and it involves a matter of
science, scientists and engineers should recognize the significance
of the problem.

He indicated that he presumed that some people in the states of
the senators may take offense to such a subversion of facts; that
would be a matter for them to decide.

He went on to say that on his part, because of his own father's
involvement with McCarthyism, he was quite prepared for these kinds
of attacks and was prepared to fight them. He indicated that he
felt strongly about this regardless of political outcome and
jndicated a strong comment freedom of scientific research.

LY

Philip M. Smith
Special Assistant
to the Director
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" Honorable Jesse Helms L
‘United States Senate -
Washington, D.C. 20510

" Dear Senator Helms:

Based on its inaccurate content, the letter you and three of
your Senate colleagues sent to the President on June 9 is an affront
to me and to the Cormittee on Science and Technology. Apparently
you sent the letter with no attempt to ascertain the facts from
anyone in a position of authority on our Committee. I conclude
that you were either misled or that you were not interested in the
truth about a very complicated situation.

In the last paragraph of your letter you make charges against Mr.
Symington and the work of this Committee which are untrue. Any fair-
minded review of the oversight record of this Committee will show that
broad, vigorous examination of the National Science Foundation has been
one of our highest priorities for more than four years and especially the
past eighteen months.

Mr. Symington, Mr. Mosher and I have, in the past, acknowledged
Representative Conlan's contributions in bringing two NSF science education
problems to the Committee's attention. In both cases we devoted an extra-
ordinary amount of time and personal attention to their examination. In
both cases our Committee has undertaken extensive investigative actions.

There is absolutely no basis in fact for your charge that we “failed
to get ‘to the bottom of this NSF matter, despite repeated insistence by
Republican Members that they do so, or to act firmly against wrongdoing in
the awarding of Federal grants by this agency." I asked the CAO to undertake
a comprehensive review of MACOS; I appointed an independent group of distin-



guished individuals to examine the MACOS project and the pre-college science
education area; and Mr. Symington's Subcommittee and the GAO have been en-
gaged in virtually continuous oversight of the NSF. (Just one example is
the Committee Print on NSF Curriculum Development and Implementation for
Pre-College Science Education.) . ,

For the record, our Committee has generally operated on a broad non-
partisan basis over the years -- both Members and staff. Therefore, the -
impression conveyed in your last paragraph that there is a deep partisan
split in our Committee does not accurately reflect the facts.

While I do not feel compelled to defend our Committee's record-to
you, a summary of our NSF oversight and legislative activities is-available
if you are interested. There is nothing which has been learned as a result
of this very extensive record which supports the implicit charge of a ''cover
up" by Dr. Stever contained in your letter.

It is true that there have been a number of management problems re-
vealed through investigations by Mr. Symington's Subcommittee, by the GAO,
and by the NSF itself. Our findings show certain serious mistakes in judg-
ment and the previous existence of some defective management practices in
the science education area. However, both in response to our recommendations
and on their own initiative the National Science Board and Dr. Stever have
promptly taken major actions to correct these problems and to improve the

operations of the Foundation.

Indeed, at about the same time that Mr. Symington's Subcommittee
was completing a general examination into the preparation of the report by
NSF's ‘Science Curriculum Review team, Dr. Stever and the Science Board
reached the same conclusion as did the Subcommittee: an extensive inde-
pendent investigation by the General Accounting Office would be necessary
to bring out all aspects of a very complex situation. The GAO is now
engaged in a major inquiry because the Committee and the Foundation inde-
pendently decided this was the best way to "clear the air." The GAO
" investigation is not being conducted because, as your letter charges, there -
. is "evidence that top NSF officials did know about the wrongdoing when they

denied it to Congress. . ."

We are as anxious as you to insure that any past problems are fully
aired; we seek to improve the operations of the Foundation: but we are-
determined to conduct our investigations and oversight in an orderly and
responsible manner with due regard to and concern for the rights of indi-
viduals. MNo useful purpose is served by unjustified and unsupported attacks
upon dedicated government officials regardless of the political climate.

I am sure that you will agree that this is one thing neither the Congress
nor the Executive branch needs at this time. In any event, I cannot accept
unjustified attacks upon this Committee and Mr. Symington, who has been an
outstanding Subcommittee Chairman.



In no way should this letter be construed to mean that the White
House and the Senate should not carefully examine the record of any
individual being considered for a major appointment. Your constitutional
responsibilities are clear. I am confident that in the event Dr. Stever
is nominated for the post of Science Adviser, you will exercise the Senate's
responsibilities properly by seeking more complete and objective information
than was provided to you in the preparation of your letter to the President.

Sincerely,
ﬁ’é\,<,\\w
- OLIN E. TEAGU .

Chairman

-



Some items in this folder were not digitized because it contains copyrighted
materials. Please contact the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library for access to
these materials.
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HE TLANTA (AP) -~ A BAPTIST PASTOR WAS ARRESTED TODAY IN THE DOORWAY OF
- THE FEDERAL BUILDING AND ACCUSED OF THREATENING To SET OFF EOMBS HERE:
AND IN 27 OTHER CITIES, POLICE SAID.. .
" NO 'BOMBS WERE FOUND , . R
- THE REV, HERSCHEL ARNOLD MARKHAM, 42, WAS CHARGED WITH "' "MAKING
.T§§§%§ISTIC THREATS AND ACTS'* AFTER POLICE WRESTLED HIM TO THE
G S : ’ o )
FATRRE REV. MR. MARKHAM, PASTOR OF M, VERNON BAPTIST CHURCH IN
FAIRBURN, GA., HAD CREATED A STIR THURSDAY AT THE-NATIONAL MEETING OF
THE SOUTHERN BAPTIST CONVENTION FN NORFOLK, VA., PROTESTING A SERIES
OF $CHOOL POOKS HE SAID WERE COMMUNIST-INFLUENGED. 4
e TG EEL LIKE ELIJAH THE PROPHET,*' HE SAID AT “THE MEETING, '*I'M
COLNG TO GET THIS MESSAGE TO THE WRLD; I'LL co To COURT WITH THIS IF
NECESSARY OR-THE NATIONAL NEWS MEDIA.®> -
FOLICE WERE CALLED TO THE FEDERAL RUILDING JUST BEFORE DAWN TODAY,
THEN TALKED TO THE REV. MR. MARKHAM -- WHO RECORDLD THE CONVERSATION’ON
AJTAPE RECORDER KE CARRIED -- FOR MORE THAN AN HoGn WHILE THE POLICE
MB SQUAD AND FBI AGENTS WERE CALLED IN. - .
POLICE SAY MARKHAM CLAIMED TO HAVE A ROMR IN A SATCHEL HE CARRIED.
= WHEN THE FBI DECIDED THAT IF HE HAD SUCH A O WB IT COULD NOT BE
- EXPIODED EXTERNALLY, HE WAS OVERPOWERED AND ARRESTED, POLICE SAID.
1ocHE DID NOT NANE THE OTHER CITIES WHERE HE SAID OTHER BOMBS WERE
AS [JE_WAS LED AVAY, A NEWSMAN HEARD THE PASTOR SAY HE DID NOT HAVE
"*A_LITERAL BOMB BUT ‘A LITERARY BOMB, "' THAT THE SATCHEL CONTAINED ''a
WRITTEN MESSAGE FOR EVERYONE. ** ’ . !

\
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 24, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: DOUG BENNETT
PHIL BUCHEN
JACK MARSH
FROM:
SUBJECT: Scierce Adviser Appointment

Here are some additional pieces of correspondence on this
issue, including:

-- a summary of Congressman Symington's comments to the
American Association for the Advancement of Science
(AAAS) during which he comments on the letter to
the President from the four Senators concerning
Guy Stever.

-- Congressman Teague's letter to Helms and other Senators
signing the letter.

-- The Southern Baptists' resolution concerning MACOS.
Dr. Jerry Weisner, Science Adviser during the Kennedy
Administration has indicated his belief that the science

community would strongly support the nomination of Guy Stever
as the Director of OSTP.

Attachments
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. Representatives of the scientific community, such as "
Kennedy Administration Science Adviser Weisner, have sent °.
word that the scientific community would strongly back
Stever if he is nominated by the President.

Controller General Elmer Staats has written to Senators.
Helms, McClure, Hansen and Curtis and directly challenged
their assertions about actions of NSF and Dr. Stever.

. Staff representing Senators Kennedy and Moss (who lead
two of the three committees that will participate in con-
firmation hearings) have called to plead that the nomination
be sent up soon, promise that joint hearings will be held,
and promise the nomination would be pushed through quickly.
(This should, of course, be confirmed by Congressional
Relations staff.)

The OSTP cannot be established until the Director has been

sworn in. However, the Presidential two-year study committee
can be appointed and could begin operations (according to

Phil Buchen's staff). The President has selected a Chairman

for that committee and he is in clearance now. There has

been no real movement to identify and select other members of
the committee. For those members of the committee from

outside the government, there will have to be security checks --
which means that we are looking to at least a month to six weeks
delay in this step.

Meanwhile, the only visible efforts we have underway is the
Ramo-Baker advisory groups. Those groups meet about once
each two months (subcommittees more frequently). They are

identifying issues that they believe should be given consideration

by the OSTP once it is created. While these groups can make
some contribution, it's pretty small. (It is also interesting
to note that some members of the Ramo-Baker groups -- all of
whom were selected without regard to political affiliation --
have been contacted by the Carter campaign staff and asked to
serve in an advisory capacity. Some have agreed to do so.)

The purpose of all the above is to suggest that we should do
something soon to demonstrate continued Presidential interests
in science and technology.

POSSIBLE ACTIONS

There are relatively few creditable steps that can be taken.
They probably include:

l. Send up the Stever nomination immediately after the current
recess. This may be devisive politically but it would show
resolve in the face of criticism that is out of proportion
to errors that have been made.
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Delay appointment of the Director until late August but
announce the President's selection of the study committee
chairman. Perhaps we could also select and announce

quickly the appointment of several government members

of the committee (e.g., Administrator's of ERDA and NASA,
Director of Defense Research and Engineering), since
security checks probably are not necessary. Some activity
could be undertaken. The outside members of the committee
could not be announced for another 4-6 weeks. (Confirmation
is not necessary for members of the Committee.)

Propose a less controversial person to head the OSTP.
Unless such a person 1is already within the government,

we probably would be faced with a delay for the clearance
process. Furthermore, such a step would draw fire from the
science and engineering communities on grounds that the
President had backed off on the appointment of a fully
qualified candidate (Stever) for political reasons. (The
last time anything comparable occurred was during the Nixon
Administration when Dr. Frank Long was removed from
consideration of Director of NSF because of his opposition
to the ABM system. This leaked out and criticism from the
scientific community was so severe that President Nixon
was forced to extend the job offer to Long -- who then
turned it down.)

Continue to delay the appointments for both the OSTP

Director and the study committee, but take other steps

to demonstrate the President's interests. This would probably
be difficult to do on a viable basis. Steps worth

considering include:

a. Adding three or four people temporarily to the Domestic
Council and NSC staffs who would spend full time on the
kind of activity that would be undertaken by the OSTP
and/or Study Committee —-- once they are established.
This might include:

. Review of R&D programs in agencies' 1978 budget
request.

. Reviewing and staffing issues and recommendations coming
from the Ramo-Baker groups.

. Planning the work of the two-year study committee.
. Providing advise on the scientific and technical
aspects of other issues requiring White House

attention.

b. Increasing on a temporary basis the resources available
to NSF to carry out assignments listed in (a) above.



s

RECOMMENDAT IONS

. That you determine whether a delay in the nomination until
the last part of August is a final decision.

. If so, that we seek Doug Bennett's early attention to
the selection of candidates for the two-year study
committee -- to be submitted promptly to the President
for approval.

. If the nomination of the OSTP Director is to be delayed,
that we proceed immediately with alternative 4(a) or (b).

I'm attaching three papers that may be useful to you in
assessing this situation.

1. Elmer Staat's letter which deals directly with the
charges of the four Senators.

2. The Press Release by Senator Moss (who, incidentially
is trying to be helpful) which illustrates the kind of
criticism that is possible.

3. An article from Science magazine.

I'm sending a copy of this memo to Dick Allison and Doug
Bennett both of whom have been deeply involved but may not
share my views. They may want to give alternative views to
you.



























ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON REQUEST
July 10, 1976 .
, - ("f"".
' MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM GANNON | A
FROM: | GL CHLEEDE ' e
SUBJECT : IMPLEMENTING THE LAW CREATING THE OFFICE

OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY AND
THE PRESIDENT'S S&T ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Over the last nine months, the President has gained respect

and credit from the scientific and engineering community for
a favorable and enlightened outlook. This reversal of image
from the prior Administration is due to:

. His June 1975 proposal to create the OSTP

. The September 1975 Medal of Science Awards

.- The establishment of the Ramo-Baker advisory committees

. His 1977 Budget request for R&D programs, in particular,
for basic research

. The May 11, 1976 Signing Ceremony for the bill creating
the Office of Science and Technology Pollcy and the two-
yaar Study Commlttee :

The era of good feelings is in danger of coming to an early
end because of the delay to get the nomination of the OSTP
Director and the naming of the study committee. There have
been a few critical stories in the general press but we can
count on more.

The main holdup is the nomination for the OSTP Director. The
nomination has been stalled (even though the tentative solution
was made in early May) for more than two months. I understand -
that, on the advise of Senators Scott and Griffin, that it may
not be sent up now until late in August. Their recommendations,
together with the opposition to Dr. Stever from Senators
McClure, Helms, Hansen, Curtis and Buckley, undoubtedly warrants
considerable weight. On the other side of the question:

. The letter from the first four of the Senators named above
has been roundly criticized and challenged publicly by
Senators Javits, Kennedy and Moss and Congressman Teague,
Mosher and Symington.
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"I +« . Representatives of the scientific communi y, such as
. Kennedy Administration Science Adviser Weisner, have sent
word that the scientific community would strongly back
Stever if he is nominated by the President.

- Controller General Elmer Staats has written +o Senators.
"Helms, McClure, Hansen and Curtis and directly challenged
their assertions about actions of NSF and Dr. Stever.

- Staff representing Senators Kennedy and Moss (who lead
two of the three committees that will participate in con-
firmation hearings) have called to plead that the nomination
be sent up soon, promise that joint hearings will be held,’
and promise the nomination would be pushed through quickly.
(This should, of course, be confirmed by Congressional
Relations staff.)

The OSTP cannot be established until the Director has been

sworn in. However, the Presidential two-year study committee
can be appointed and could begin operations (according to

Phil Buchen's staff). The President has selected a Chairman
for that committee and he is in clearance now. There has

been no real movement to identify and select other members of-
the committee. For those members of the committee from

outside the government, there will have to be security checks --
which means that we are looking to at least a month to six weeks
delay in this step. '

Meanwhile, the only visible efforts we have underway is the
Ramo-Baker advisory groups. Those groups meet about once

each two months (subcommittees more frequently). They are
identifying issues that they believe should be given consideration
by the OSTP once it is created. While these groups can make

‘some. contribution, it's pretty small. (It is also interesting

to note that some members of the Ramo-Baker groups =-- all of

whom were selected without regard to political affiliation —-

have been contacted by the Carter campaign staff and asked to
serve in an advisory capacity. Some have agreed to do so.)

The purpose of-all the above is to Suggest that we should do
something soon to demonstrate continued Presidential interests
in science and technology.

POSSIBLE ACTIONS

There are relatively few creditable steps that can be taken.
They probably include:

l. Send up the Stever nomination immediately after the current
recess. This may be devisive politically but it would show
resolve in the face of criticism that is out of proportion
to errors that have been made.
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Delay appointment of the Director until late August but
announce the President's selection of the study committee
chairman. Perhaps we could also select and announce

quickly the appointment of several govermnment members

of the committee (e.g., Administrator's of ERDA and NASA,
Director of Defense Research and Engineering), since
security checks probably are not necessary. Some activity
could be undertaken. The outside members of the committee
could not be announced for another 4-6 weeks. (Confirmation
is not necessary for members of the Committee.) o o

Propose a less controversial person to head the OSTP.
Unless such a person is already within the government,’ g
we probably would be faced with a delay for the clearance..-
process. Furthermore, such a step would draw fire from the
science and engineering communities on grounds that the
President had backed off on the appointment of a fully
qualified candidate (Stever) for political reasons. (The
last time anything comparable occurred was during the Nixon
Administration when Dr. Frank Long was removed from
consideration of Director of NSF because of his opposition
to the ABM system. This leaked out and criticism from the
scientific community was so severe that President Nixon

was forced to extend the job offer to Long -- who then
turned it down.)

Continue to delay the appointments for both the 0OSTP

Director and the study committee, but take other steps

to demonstrate the President's interests. This would probably
be difficult to do on a viable basis. Steps worth
considering include:

‘a. Adding three or four people temporarily to the Domestic

Council and NSC staffs who would spend full time on the
kind of activity that would be undertaken by the 0STP
and/or Study Committee -~ once they are established.
This might include: : :

. Review of R&D prbgrams in agencies' 1978 budget
request.

. Reviewing and staffing issues and recommendations coming
from the Ramo-Baker groups. :

. Planning the work of the two-year study committee.

. Providing advise on the scientific and technical
aspects of other issues requiring White House
~ attention.

b. Increasing on a temporary basis the resources available
to NSF to carry out assignments listed in (a) above.



RECOMMENDATIONS

. That you determine'whethér a delay in the nomination until
the last part of August is a final decision.

. If so, that>wq seek Doug Bennett's early attention to
the selection of candidates for the two-year study

committee -~ to be submitted promptly to the President
for approval. : -

. If the nomination of the OSTP Director is to be delayed,
that we proceed immediately with alternative 4(a) or (b).

I'm attaching three papers that hay be useful to you in
assessing this situation. '

1. Elmer Staat's letter which deals directly with the
" charges of the four Senators.

2. The Press Release by Senator Moss (who, incidentially
is trying to be helpful) which illustrates the kind of |
criticism that is possible.

3. An article from Science magazine.

C I'm sending a copy of this memo to Dick Allison and Doug .
Bennett both of whom have been deeply involved but may not
D/share my views. They may want to give alternative views to

you. ' ‘ :
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e Adviser: Four GOP Senators.

‘Seek to Block Nomination of Stever

Aletter §ig;ned by four Republican sen-

ators urging President Ford not to ap—-~

. tor H.'Guyford Stever to the recently re-
_ vived post of head of a White House

sciance office has caused a sharp con-
gressional backlash. The four senators,
Carl T. Curtis of Nebraska, Clifford P.
Hansen of Wyoming. Jesse Helms of
McClure

P Y . B

" point National Science Foundation direc- -

difficult for Republicans to call these

Democrats politically to account for
their error in judgment and lack of initia-

 tive in this importaht matter.”

“The letter elicited rebutrals and re-
proaches not only from Democrats but

- from Republicans, notably Representa-

tive Charles A. Mosher of Ohio, ranking
Republican member of the House Sctence
and Astronautics Committee and of the
et e o arhich Sumineton chaiis.

- sade against

Dr. Stever and the NSF,”"-- -
but hotes, ‘*Personally, I believe that Dr.
Stever's record warrants his appoint-
ment to the new post. Therefore, I hate.
to see the President and Dr. Stever pub-
licly harassed by allegations which I am
convinced are blown far out of propor- -
tion to the realities of the situation.”

The responses from both sides of the
aisles on both sides of the Hill seem to.
have been inspired not so6 much by the
desire to champion Stever as to chal-

‘lenge what appears to be abreach of con- -

gressional politesse and a violation of the
bipartisan approach which has largely
prevailed in science policy matters.
Stever, who served as the President’s
science adviser for the 3-year period
during which the advisory machinery
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: . -«
DENNIS READ (202)224-5251

FOR RELEASE:

June 28, i 976

MOSS URGES PRESIDENT TO SPEED yp PRES.H)ENTIAL SCIENCE ADVISO
NOMINATION

WASHINGTON =~ Senator Frank E. Moss, D-Utah, Chairman of the Aerona

POssibly untj] aifter_the first of the year. This, in my opinion, ivotild be most



it into law on May 11, 1976."

. Guyiord Stever, director of the National Science Foundation, whom the President

will permit me to proceed without further delay in establishing the Cffice of

- ¥ecord of dedicated public service, "

. A e em e e
— e < r—————
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Moss recalled the President’s concern for speedy action on the Presidential .
Science Advisor bill as expressed in his message of March 22 when he toId_

Senate-House Conferees: ""Early agreement by the conferees on a workable bijll |

Science and Technology Folicy, " and "Prompt and favorable action by the
Congress on my proposal to create the new Office of Science and Technology

Policy and to approve my 1977 Budget requests are vital to assure that science
engineering and technology will continue to contribute effectively in achieving -
our nation's objectives,” ' - '

Moss said: "I certainly agreed with your statements, and the Congress did so
respond to your request. We sent you the enrolled bill on May 3, and you signed

Moss added that it is his understanding that at least part of the delay in send-
ing a nomination to the Congress has been due to criticism directed at Dr.,

reportedly wants to nominate, . : :

"If, in fact, Dr. Stever, is your choice for Director of the OSTP, then I urge
you to submit his nomination without further delay so that the allegations can be
aired and considered in the proper forum of nomination hearings, ' Moss said,
"I have known Dr., Stever for many years to be a fine man with an outstanding

76-98

N Rt aa e e s ey 5 ey e A vr T r L et e e




COMPTROLLER GENIRAL OF THE UNITED STATES

WASHINGTOMN, D,C. 25323

The Honorab! A. McClure
£

United Stat
Dear Sénato: HcClure:

Reference is made to your June 9, 1976, letter to
the Presics 1; jointly signed by Senators Carl T. Curtis,
Clifford P. Hansen, and Jesse A. Helms concerning the possible
noninaticn of Dc. H. GLnyEO Stever, Director of the National
'Science Foundation, to the position of Science Adviser Lo the
President. The letter refers to-the findings of a recently
issued GAC report on the National Science Foundation which is-
apparently our January 12, 1976, report to Br. James W. _
Symincgton, Chaicman, House Subconmlutep on Science, Research,
and Technrology, Committee on Science and Technology.. The
letter also refers to a current GAO study of th Foundation.
Clarification of your referral to the January 12 report
findings and to the nature of our current study of the
Foundatlon is necessary-to aVOld p0551ble mlsunderotand-“g.
' Your letter states "The General Accounting Office
. recently reported to the Congress that NSF officials have
seriously manipulated and abused the NSF grant award process '
in. connection with a multi-miilion dollar curriculum preoject
long supgocted by the Foundation * * *_ " The language "* * *
NSF off1c1a s have serlously manlnulatod and abused tne NSF
grant award process * * *" jis your characterization of the
report’'s findings and should be noted accordingly as ouc
report contzains no such language. .

Our January 12 report, as requested by Chairman Symington,
discussed the National Science Foundation's treatment of peer

[TR S0 34
reviewars' cemments in its September 5, 1972, staff memcrandum
which recommended to aigher roundaticn officials that the
Foundaticn suppert a grant proposal for what 1s new the
“Indlv10 al'zed Science Instructionzl System” pLo iect. The

2 your infocrmation Our findings as qubted

L e
from the r=2ortb suxmary l°ttul tc Chairman Svmington follow.
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.. "The September 5 memorandum briefly summarized.
the ccrmants of 11 peer reviewers on five general
areas and gave a more detailed account cf another
comment. To thez extent that fthese comments are
summar iz2d in the memorandum, thev are accurately
represantad. Howaver, about 45 comments by ¢ of the
11 peer reviewers were not expllc;tly dealt with
in the memorandum, nor was documeantation cn file
to indicate their disposition. A Poundation official
said that the Foundation's program staff considered
all concerns raised by reviewers, and she orally
recounted the disposition o: each comment.

"Thirty-t three excerolts expressing only favorable
commpents from peer reviewers were guoted in the
nenocr“dua. According to Foundation officials,
these ozcernfs were used to explain why the
progran staff recommended supporting the proposal..

Twenty-e nt of the excerpts appeared to accurately

reoresv“t the reviewers' thoughts, but the other
five could be considered to not accurately reflect

the entire thought of the passages from which they

were taken.

- "In addition, the memorandum stated that all
reviewers recommended funding. We believe that the
rationale for this statement was not fully ]UStlfled
with respect to 3 of the 11 rev ewers.

"The three former Foundation officials who
approved the proprosal said they usuallv read actual-
peer review comments and do not rely solely on a°

recommend support for a proposal. 1In the case of

thevSe?t:Toar 5 memorandum, two of the o0fficials

stated that they had read the peer reviews before
el

approvihg the proposal. . The third official relied
on a orior staff brleflnq anda a review of background
documents which gave rise to the preposal because

he was given little time to consider the memorandunm

and peer comments before the proposal was conSLdeccd
by tkhes Xational Science Bo@rd
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At the time of our fieldwcrk, the Foundatlion's
Dicecto:vwas considering reconmzndations to irmprova
the sciznce education peser revisw system. These

“recommendations were made by a soecial team that
tha Dirzctor appointed to review precollege science

curriculum activities, and by us in our Cctober 14,
1875, report "Administration of the Science Education
Pcoject 'Man: A Course of Studv' (MACOS)" (M¥WD-76-26).
The Director was also considering changes to the paer
raview system suggested by researchérs as discussed

in our YNovember 5, 1975, report "Opportunities for
Improved ianagement of the Reszarch Applied to
National Needs (RANN) Program" {(MWD-75-84;.

"As you know, the Foundation is also working
with your Subccmmittee in surveying researchers'
and peer reviewers' opinions coacerning possible
revisions to the Foundation's peef review system.

Accordingly, we acre not now waniﬂg additional
recommandations to the Dlre tor for improving-
peer review * * *

Your Junz 9 letter states that "Now, with evidence that
op NSF officials did know about the wrongdoing when they

denied “it to, Congress the GAO is aga in co"n at the ‘Foundation
inv;sngaulng official cover-up within NSF. We are in
possession of no such evidence. The scope of work for our
Januacry. 12 report was limited to examining the September 5,
1972, Foundation sLuff memor andum for accuracy and completene
The question of whether top Foundation officials had kno wledge
of the treatment of the peer reviewer comments and denied it to

Congress' was not considered by us. S .-

; rf

Regarding our current work at the Foundation, a compacison
of cur January lk, 1976, report and tha May 1975 report of
Dr. Stever's science cu:riculum review team 1/ shows that we

A spec cial team of primarily top Foundation staff formed
March-Aporil 1§75 at the regquest of Dr. Stever to review
Foundation's precollege curriculum development and
implementzation activities.

CF e
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reported that not all reviewers explicitly recommendead funding
tho preposzzl for the Individualized Science Instructional
Svstem project whereas the review team had reported that all
reviewers recommended funding but not without raising guestions
or aspsciz 0of the proposal.: On January 19, 1976, Dr. Stever
ajdvised Crzirman Symington that the written record showed

that the rsview team's statement to the effect that all
reviewers nad recomnended funding the proposal was wrong.

in March 1976, Chairman Symington and ir. Charles A. Mosher,
the Subcomnittee's Ranking Minocity Member, requested that

;2 examing the review team's report to determ1n° how and

vhy mistaxes developed in its prevaraticn, and to determine
if! there zre any management problems in the Foundation's
orecollege curriculum progran that had not yet been

regorted. Tir2 Foundation's pLeco¢l»ge curriculum program

nad received considerable congressional, Foundation and

GAQ sccutinyv over the past year and as a result of our ,
January 12 reoort, there was concern over whether there might
be additional management problems in th° orograﬂ that had

not yet suriaced.

that the. above clarifies the role of this Office

We trust
in the matter.
ComptLollek General
of the United Statas .
Enclosure

cc: Tne," ono rab1e Cncala R. Ford
The ocable .Carl T. Curtis
The AOQObele Clifford P. Hansen
The tonorable Jesse ‘A. Helms
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Energy, Environment, and Economy
% . Food, Nutrition, Healtn, and Agriculture
gmﬁs . Industry productivity, R&D and the Economy
| - Junior Policy Analysts: Assistants to the entire OSTP staff

to work on all issues. One may be concentrated on science
jtself, perhaps one concentrated on high technology issues.

o Executive Secretary, Federal Coordinating Council for Science,
) Engineering and Technology: Serves as the Executive Secretary,
W\Hlay‘ FCCSET, assisting the FCCSET Chairman in undertaking t?.le functions
,H and activities described in Public Law 94-282. Executive Secretary
@0"’ QY also works on policy and issue analysis and substantive problems
with other members of OSTP staff.

- Secretary to the Federal Coordinating Council for Science,
b' Engineering and Technology: The Secretary to the FCCSET works
\l“' with the Executive Secretary, the Chairman, and Executive Staff
members of the various FCCSET subcommittees in the work of the

P{Cm Coordinating Council.

. o Counsel and Legislative Analyst: Legal Adviser to the Director
Su S'hM of the Office of Science and Technology Policy; participates in
reviews of legislative issues, policies affecting R&D, such as
M regulations, patents, etc. Contributes to the work of other
members of the OSTP on their substantive areas and works with
others in the Executive Office of the President.

o Executive Officer: Serves as executive and administrative officer

(l/\“l,o‘”‘ for both the OSTP and the President's Committee on Science and
Technology; in work with the Director, responsibility for program-

M+M ming and scheduling of office activities.
0

Assistant Administrative Officer: Assists the Executive Officer
and has responsibility for the daily operations of the offices,
including liaison with the executive branch agency providing

SQ\[QQQ administrative back up to OSTP.

COAJ!G’&- es (A few administrative people, e.g., messengers, drivers,
Otuon d&L etc. May be employed as wage board or employees or under
a +a contract for administrative support.)
\MG"MI [lp\lﬁk [ons
0

Executive Director; President's Committee on Science and Tech-
nology; Staff Director for the two year survey.

o Associate Director of the PCST.

o PCST Committee Staff; reimbursable employees of Federal agencies
drawn into OSTP for duration of study (8-10).





