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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, September 28, 1984.
Hon. Tuomas P. O’NEILL, Jr.,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

‘DEAR. MR. SPEAKER: By direction of the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations, I submit herewith the committee’s forty-ninth
report to the 98th Congress. The committee’s report is based on a
study made by its Government Activities ahd Transportation Sub-
committee.

JACK Brooks, Chairman.
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FUTURE DIRECTIONS OF THE INSTITUTE OF MUSEUM
SERVICES

SePTEMBER 28, 1984.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State
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\
Mr. Brooks, from the Committee on Government Operations,
bmitted the following

!
FO*\{TY-N INTH REPORT

BASED ON A STUDY BY THE GOVERNMENT ACTIVITIES AND
TRANS]\’ORTATION SUBCOMMITTEE

On September 25, 1984, the Committee on Government Oper-
ations approved and adopted a report entitled ‘“Future Directions
of the Institute of Museum Services.” The chairman was directed
to transmit a copy to the Speaker of the House.

1. INTRODUCTION

At its inception in 1976, the primary purpose of the Institute of
Museum Services (IMS) was to provide General Operation Support
(GOS) grants to museums and other cultural institutions via
annual competitive applications for these grants. As currently con-
stituted, the IMS also offers one-year funding grants for Special
Projec)ts (SP), Conservation and the Museum Assessment Program

The first three categories require matching monies from request-
ing institutions while MAP grants are offered on a non-competitive
“first-come, first serve’ basis.

During the short history of the IMS, it has been shuttled be-
tween two Cabinet-level agencies—the Department of Health, Edu-
cation and Welfare and then the Department of Education—fol-
lowed by a third shift under the protective umbrella of the Nation-
al Foundation for the Arts and Humanities, as an independent
agency.

On October 26, 1983, the Government Activities and Transporta-
tion Subcommittee of the Government Operations Committee held

38-559 O
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a hearing regarding management of the IMS and its implications
for the future course of the Institute. At that time, a number of
questions were posed by the Subcommittee regarding the organiza-
tional structure, management and overall operations of the IMS.

In the past several years, how well has the Institute handled its
congressional mandate? Did the agency need additional tools and
support to fulfill this role?

Additional questions posed by the subsequent investigation in-
cluded: How do the prescribed roles of the Director and the Board
differ? What is the status of Peer Review for assessing grants?
What emphasis should be placed on Conservation and related
grants? How can internal and external communications involving
IMS be improved to facilitate a more efficient, effective agency?
Should a better financial review of grants be provided by IMS, in-
cluding follow-up audits?

In its initial inquiry, the Committee had also questioned whether
museum aid by the Federal government should be centralized, with
the functions of the National Museum Act program, which is ad-
ministered as a line item in the Smithsonian budget through Fed-
eral monies, merged into IMS. There was also some investigation
as to whether the Special Project grants, which were eventually
dropped this year by IMS, should be transferred to the National
Museum Act, as well as the conservation grant program, which
was not begun by IMS until the Congress mandated it as part of
the 1984 appropriation. (A brief description of the National
Museum Act and its purposes is included in the Appendix.)

The Committee decided that while the National Museum Act did
have a tangential relationship to the IMS because of shared grant-
making functions, it would be more suitable for a separate study at
a later date.

It should be noted that prior to the October 1983 hearing, only
Appropriations hearings had been held on IMS’ previous six years
of activities. There were no separate oversight hearings to investi-
gate IMS operations nor to review specific problems and/or allega-
tions regarding the agency’s management.

While its congressional creators had originally envisioned an
annual appropriation of $40 million by FY 1984, the agency was
eventually left to founder without adequate funding or support .
services. During Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983, the Administration
proposed zero IMS funding, but Congress saw fit to have the fund-
ing continue.

Many of the questions posed by the Subcommittee at the October
1983 hearing still need to be resolved in an open forum.

Representative Raymond McGrath, Ranking Minority Member of
the Subcommittee, offered a succinct assessment of the Institute’s
situation:

A review of the relatively short history of the Institute
indicates that it has never been a .very stable
organization . . . Unfortunately, Congress has given the
agency only limited guidance in establishing its mission in
support of our Nation’s museums and related cultural in-
stitutions. This has further added to the confusion at the
Institute. While it sounds noble and worthwhile to support
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the important work of museums in their role of education
and preservation of our heritage, we must make it clear
how we want to support them.

Absent a more definite role for the IMS in Federal stat-
ute, the New York Congressman said, ‘“the present admin-
istration or any other is left to decide what constitutes a
proper Federal role in the area of promotion and assistance
of museums and other institutions eligible for IMS grants.
On the other hand, if we specify functions for the agency
in detail, we would be dictating a national cultural policy.
Obviously such an alternative is unacceptable and goes
.against the basic tenets of our democracy. This dilemma is
not an easy one to solve. It leaves us as an oversight sub-
committee in a position of having to assume what the role
of the IMS should be.! [Emphasis added.]

II. SUMMARY OF THE HEARING

Purpose of the hearing was two fold: (1) to discuss the role of
Federal funding for museums; and (2) to explore future directions
of the Institute of Museum Services, “given its previous history of
two years of the Administration’s budget request for zero funding;
four directors in four years; substantial staff cutbacks and a 66-per-
cent cutback in administrative funding by the former director
which created severe internal upheavals,” noted Rep. Cardiss Col-
ling, Chairwomen, House Government Activities and Transporta-
tion Subcommittee, in her opening remarks.2

Describing science museums as the “neglected stepchildren of
Federal museum support programs,” Dr. Joel Bloom, director of
the Franklin Institute Science Museum of Philadelphia, testified
that although 35 million people visit science-technology centers an-
nually, this attention and interest is not reflected in Federal fund-
ing grants, with minimal amounts provided by the two National
Endowments for the Arts and the Humanities.?

Bloom, who is also a vice president of the American Association
of Museums, added that operating support—which is the primary
grant offered by the Institute of Museum Services—is often the
most difficult area in which to raise monies.

“No corporation, no wealthy donor wants to pay to wash the
floors and keep the lights on. But I have a basic problem -of
$100,000 a year just to wash the floors. It’s very hard to go to
wealthy Philadelphians and ask for that because that has very
little drama or appeal,” he told the subcommittee.*

Pleading the cause of smaller museums which-may also be over-
looked in the competition for Federal funds was Jack Agueros, di-
rector of E1 Museo Del Barrio in New York City. [In New York
State, one-half of its state arts council budget goes to four major
museums, with the remainder then divided among several hundred
cultural institutions, Agueros said.]

1 Hearings before a Subcommittee of the Committee on Government Operations, 98th Con-
gress, 1st ion, “Future Directions of the Institute of Museum Services,” October 26, 1983,
ereinafter referred to as “Hearings,” p. 5.
2 Hearings, p. 3.
3 Hearings, p. 7.
4 Hearings p. 33.
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In searching for outside funding, Agueros said his museum had
written 200 letters last year to corporations. The appeal generated
funds from 12, rejections from 101 and no reponse from the remain-
ing 87. Requests to foundations were equally discouraging, he said.

Mrs. CoLuins. So it keeps you always operating on a
shoestring budget?

Mr. AGguERros. Absolutely. In fact, we can never really do
the sort of planning or development work that we should
as an institution because of that.®

While IMS funds would “never become a ‘supersignificant’ force
in the life or our museum,” Agueros stressed that they are benefi-
cial to all modestsize museums since they free up operating
monies which can then be used for program expenses.®

Following Agueros, two members of the National Museum Serv-
ices Board cataloged past internal problems and suggested future
options for smoother, more effective operations.

Dr. Peter Raven, who has served on the board since 1977 and
was recently appointed for a second term to run until 1987, cham-
pioned the creation of a Challenge Grants program tailored to the
unique audience IMS serves. Only a “minority of museums,” he
noted, are now eligible for Challenge Grants from the Endowments,
which tend to exclude science and natural history centers, plan-
etariums, botanical gardens and zoos.?

Though in his second term, Raven said he favored only one five-
year term for Board members. He supported concentration of spe-
cial project grants within the Endowments rather than including
them under IMS; additional staff as needed; and a peer review
process for applications with mixed ratings or marginal content.?

In evaluating the Federal channels for museum support, Raven
stressed that where there is a “significant institution of such obvi-
ous international standing . . . it becomes reasonable to think of a
Federal role to help to stabilize its budget for the benefit of all the
people in the country and as a sort of a national statement.” [Em-
phasis added.] ®

His Board colleague, Ann Duncan Haffner, detailed in her com-
ments some internal procedures that should be upgraded to im-
prove the efficiency of the agency and the communication with the
Board members and potential grant applicants.

She noted that Board members were left as outsiders in funda-
mental IMS operations such as reviewing the grants and annual re-
ports. (“It would be helpful for continuity and better understanding
of what IMS spends for operational costs if annual reports were
prepared and distributed. One of the problems is that the Board
does n)oE0 have enough insight into the mechanics of the oper-
ation.”

Mrs. Haffner voiced strong support for Federal funding for the
arts. “This is a legitimate role for IMS as well as a most important
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one in preserving our national treasures and enabling citizens
greater- opportunities for education in the arts and hu’man'ities
ready proven that museums can educate in a very viable and inex-
pens1ve ‘manner and I foresee museums bemg used more. and more
learn due to wsual stlmulatlon, ‘she said.11

Final witness was Susan Phillips, Director-Designate of the Insti-
tute of Museum Services, whose appointment was confirmed later
that afternoon (October 26, 1983) by the Senate.

Disputing the four previous speakers, Ph1111ps maintained that
funding for the arts in general and museums in particular was not
a Federal priority, stressing that only local or regional govern-
ments should provide such assistance.

“I think it i§ a danger inhereént in Federal support that he who
pays the piper calls the tune,” she stated. “The benign patron soon
becomes the dictator. The danger exists that Federal funding of
culture will lead to increased Federal intervention in the activities
of our Nation’s cultural institutions. With this in mind, I do not
'view my role as an -advocate for museums in the halls of Con-
gress.” 12

Phthps emphasized that:

~ To oppose Federal funding of .a program, purpose or idea
is not to oppose the program, purpose or idea. To recognize
that a problem exists is fiot to admit that it is a Federal
problem. To deem a program or activity worthwhile or
even exemplary is not the same as nominating it for Fed-
eral support.'3

Phillips .acknowledged some of the major internal problems she
has inherited, noting that most of her staff had been there less
than 6 months

) I think that the Board’s complaints that they haven't

gotten enough information and that they haven’t gotten it

in a timely enough manner are quite justified . . . We are

reorganizing within the agency so that people aren 't han-

dling 10 different activities. They have their own area of

expertise for which they will be responsible and we are de-

veloping tracking systems for work as51gnments We are -
getting there. It will take time. You can’t do everything

overnight.1#4 :

As for the actual grants process,. Ph.llhps -noted that application
forms have been revaniped and.outside peer review panels will be
- convened for special projects and conservation programs as well as
those in the operating grants area which receive mixed reviews.

't Hearings, pp. 50-52.
12'Hearings, p. 58.

13 Hearings, pp. 97-58.
14 Hearings, pp. 68-69.
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IT1I. BACKGROUND

A. THE BELMONT REPORT

Against this background, a galvanizing event for the American
museum community was the release of the Belmont Report in Oc-
tober 1968, which focused attention on the mounting financial
needs of America’s museums and questioned what the Federal re-
sponse to them should be.

The report reflects a consensus that:

. . . a strong case can be made for federal support. It is
in the national interest to protect our cultural heritage as
other countries have effectively done for many years. Col-
lectively, the nation’s museums preserve, exhibit and in-
terpret the irreplaceable treasures of America and, of
man. Together, with schools and libraries, they represent
the communities’—and the nation’s—resources for educat-
ing tomorrow’s citizens. If the present financial dilemma
were not a source of serious concern, these functions of
museums alone would commend a sustained federal inter-
est to a nation increasingly concerned with the quality of
our national life.15 .

. . . a reduction of museum services at the very time
when millions of Americans are looking eagerly to them—
and to other cultural institutions—to give added dimen-
sion and meaning to their lives must not come about
through inaction or inadvertence. Steps can be taken now
to meet specific serious needs. Further steps should be
taken in the near future to insure continuing support
which will provide federal resources while encouraging in-
creased support from traditional sources.!®

To put the proposed role in perspective, the Belmont authors
added the caveat that “This report does not suggest that the Feder-
al Government assume dominant responsibility for the financial
support of America’s museums, but it does suggest that the time
has come for the Government to assume a partnership role,”
rather than merely a passive, sidelines stance.!”

At the time of the Report, less than 1 percent of the income for
museums as a group came from the Federal government (with that
largely channeled through the Smithsonian); the remaining 99 per-
cent was generated by private givers and state and municipal
sources. Operating expenses for museums more than doubled in the
preceding 10-year period, and in one extreme case, they increased
ninefold, according to the report.!® In addition to mounting infla-
tion, museums also had to contend with rising rates of vandalism
and theft, necessitating more security measures; costs of exhibits;
salaries; and building maintenance.

Financed by the Federal government, the Belmont Report was
seen as a preliminary attempt to discuss major needs of U.S. muse-

15 America's Museums: The Belmont Report, 1969, p. xiii. (The report drew its name from Bel-
m(:rgtr,bz_ldMarylgnd country estate where two lengthy conferences on the document were held.)
id, p. xiii.
17 Ibid p. vii.
18 Tbid., p. 25.
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- ums. Its successor report, the Commission on Museums for a New
Century, is a privately financed, independent assessment which fo-
cuses on the less visible needs of museums (i.e. collections manage-
ment, educational functions, inter-museum collaboration, public
awareness.) Although IMS was invited to participate, it declined.
l;Reesultigosf the project, which began in 1981, will be published Octo-

rl, 4.

B. CREATION OF INSTITUTE OF MUSEUM SERVICES

Congressman John Brademas first proposed the idea of a federal
agency to provide operating support for museums in 1968. But it
took seven years for the idea to finally germinate and blossom as
the Institute of Museum Services.

Opposition softened and compromises were reached which result-
ed in the passage of Public Law 94-462, the Museum Services Act,
which was signed by President Gerald Ford on October 8, 1976.

Although it is less than three pages in length, the Act is sweep-
.ing in the broad goals it -hopes to serve:

To encourage and assist museums in their educational
role, in conjunction with formal systems of elementary,
secondary and post-secondary education and with pro-
grams of nonformal education for all age groups; to assist
museums in modernizing their methods and facilities so
that they may be better able to conserve our cultural, his-
toric and scientific heritage and to ease the financial
burden borne by museums as a result of their increasing
use by the public. -

Those eligible to apply for operating support include museums
related to science, history, technology and art, zoos, and botanical
gardens, planetarlums, aquariums, nature centers, historic homes
and arboretums.

For purposes of 1mplement1ng the Act, a museum is defined as
any “public or private nonprofit agency or institution organized on
a permanent basis for essentially educational or esthetic purposes,
which, utilizing a professional staff, owns or utilizes tangible ob-
{)ects, cares for them and exhibits them to the public on a regular

asis.” 19

- Because -of the “educational role” of museums cited in the Act,
the new agency was placed within the Department of Health, Edu-
cation and Welfare. (Educational functions where separated out of
HEW into an independent Department of Education in 1980.)

The importance of public museums as educational agencies was

reiterated in 1976 legislation establishing the present Federal-State
" system by which Federal surplus property may be donated for
public purposes. That measure, which was reported by this Com-
mittee and became Public Law 94-519, contained an amendment
adding “museums which are attended by the public” to the list of
examples of nonprofit institutions which would be eligible for sur-

18 Section 210(4), 20 USC 968. Regulations further require that the facility be open to the gen-
eral public at least 120 days a year; that the museum has been open and providing services to
the public for at least two years prior to filing an application; and that there be at least one
paid or unpaid staff member, or full-time equivalent, whose primary responsibility is the acqui-
sition, care or exhibition of objects owned or used by the museum.
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Plus property. The purpose of the added language was to make
clear that museums are eligible to receive such property on an
equal basis with other nonprofit educational institations.2°

The first National Museum Services Board for the IMS was de-
signed with 15 members serving staggered terms. Future members
were to serve five-year terms. In addition, non-voting, ex-officio
Board members were to be representatives from the two National
Endowments, thé Smithsonian Institution, the National Science
Foundation and the Department of Education. A Board chairman
was to bé designated by the President of the United States. The
Board was required to meét at least four times a year, and when-
ever one-third of the appointed members requested a meeting in
writing. A quorum for any official Board meeting required the
presence of eight appointed members.

Under the division of duties, Board members were charged with
responsibility for devising general policies regarding powers, duties
and authority vested in the Institite and to insure that these ac-
tions were coordinated with other activities of the Fedéral Govern-
ment.

Board “such information and ass1stance ‘as may be necessary to
enable the Bpard to carry out its functions. v 21

cipal activity of the agency and was seen as a Jomt rwpons1b1hty of
both the Board and the Director. The IMS Director, ¢ ‘subject to the
policy direction of the Board,” was to make grants to increase and
1Improve museum services. Among the suggested purposes to which
grant funds would be applied were:

(1) for programs to enable museums to construct or install
displays, interpretations, and exhibitions in order to improve
their services to the public;

(2) to assist recipients in developing and maintaining profes:
SIg:(iaslly trained or otherwise experienced staff to meet their
n

(3) to assist museums in meeting their adnumstratlve costs;
to assist them in preserving and maintaining their collectlons
exhibiting them to the public, and providing educational pro-
grams to the public through the use of their collections;

(4) for assisting museums in cooperating with each other in
the development of traveling exhibitions; for helping to meet
transportation ¢osts; and for 1dent1fymg and locating collec-
tions available for loan

(5) to assist museums in conservations of artifacts and art ob-
jects; and
segments of the public, such as programs for urban nelghbor-
hoods, rural areas, Indian reservations, and penal and other
State institutions.22

Under the amended statute of December 4, 1980, the Director
was further required to ‘“establish procedures for reviewing and

20 See Senate Report No. 94-1323, p. 10. See also House Report No. 941429, p. 23.
21 Section 204(f, 20 USC 963(f).
22 Section 206(a) of the statute.
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evaluating grants, contracts and cooperative agreements.”’ 23 One of
the procedures is known as Peer Review, a method of impartial
review by a panel of professional equals (peers) to determine the
merits of a application to win a grant. The members of such panels
are chosen in a manner to insure the widest possible representa-
tion. The concept has at its root the assumption that professional
equals, working in a given field, are best equipped to evaluate
funding and support requests from qualified applicants in their
own respective fields. Such reviews are widely used within Federal
agencies which provide grants on a competitive basis.

Within special provisions of the 1976 Act, the Institute had the
authority to accept “in the name of the United States, grants, gifts
or bequests of money for immediate disbursement in furtherance of
the functions of the Institute.2

To get the IMS operation off the ground, the initial authorization
sought for Fiscal Year 1977 was $15 million, with $25 million
requested for FY 1978 and ‘“‘such sums as may be necessary” for
future years with $35 million to $45 million envisioned as an annual
appropriation.?

IV. DiscussioN

UNCERTAIN COURSE

Under the Museum Services Act (P.L. 94-462), the Institute of
Museum Services was initially placed under the wing of the De-
partment of Health, Education and Welfare, with the IMS Director
reporting to the HEW secretary. When HEW was divided in 1980,
the fledgling IMS was transferred to the new Department of Edu-
cation, with the IMS Director reporting to the Secretary of Educa-
tion. The move to the Department of Education proved totally un-
satisfactory for the tiny museum agency, lost in another huge bu-
reaucracy, especially one that the Administration specifically
wished to eliminate as part of its campaign promises. Appropria-
tions for the IMS were a source of contention within the Education
Department along with staffing requests because of a hiring freeze
at the larger agency.

From 1981 to mid-1983, the embattled IMS was in a state of
chaos. Totally vulnerable, the agency was forced to contend with a
lack of funding and personnel; turf battles within the Education
Department; a lack of support in the White House and in many
corners of Capitol Hill; ongoing management upheavals and a lack
of direction; and an inability of the National Museum Services
Board to function properly because of Board vacancies, leading to a
lack of a quorum on policy questions and allegations of closed
meetings.

When the new Reagan Administration announced its federal pri-
orities, funding for the arts was not among them. According to a
Report issued by this Committee, even before the new administra-
tion was sworn into office, David Stockman, who was about to

23 P.1,. 96-496, Sec. 201(d), 94th Stat. 2592.

24 Section 207, 20 USC 966.

28 Hearings held before a Subcommittee of the Committee on Education and Labor, 94th Con-
gress, 1st Session, H.R. 7216 and H.R. 1118, September 27, 1975, p. 220.
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become the Director of the Office of Management and Budget, first
proposed no funding for the arts.2¢ Fifty percent cuts were request-
ed for the National Endowments for the Arts and the Humanities
coupled with elimination of the IMS.

Speaking before the members of the National Museum Services
Board at its December 12-13, 1980, Board meeting, James Ruther-
ford, Assistant Secretary for Educational Research at the Depart-
ment of Education, gave his views on preliminary meetings be-
tween the transition team and IMS officials. “He reported that
there appeared to be a lack of knowledge about and interest in mu-
seums on the part of the transition team. . . . Dr. Rutherford also
reported that the transition team had asked him whether or not
museums and libraries, as community organizations, should be sup-
ported locally. He had responded that museums need multiple
levels of support.”’27 :

IMS was initially given a $100,000 appropriation in 1977 to hire a
Director and to recruit a national advisory Board. Its budget in-
creased to $4 million in FY 1978, $7 million in FY 1979, and $10.9
in FY 1980.

For FY 1981, a budget of $12.9 million was proposed, followed by
a rescission request of $12.3 million, with a total elimination of the
IMS increase sought for FY 1982.

During 1981, four Directors became involved in the budget proc-
ess and tried to shepherd it through Congress. Lee Kimche, a
Carter appointee, stepped down on January 23, 1981. An interim
successor, John (Jack) Lyons, was named. Lyons previously served
at the Department of Education, where he had been as Assistant
Director for Administration and Analysis. At his first meeting with
the Board on March 6, 1981, Lyons reported that staff had been re-
duced by 30 percent due to resignations and transfers.

Giving an update on the budget battles embroiling the Congress
over the fate of IMS, Lyons noted that the day before, the House
had approved $14.4 million, versus a Senate version of $8.4 million.
Both bills provided a shift of the IMS from the Department of Edu-
cation to the National Foundation for the Arts and Humanities.

By October, Lyons had moved over to the National Center for
Education Statistics and George Youstra, another Department of
Education employee, stepped into the breech. Youstra was the
third Director of the Institute within a year.

The outlook for funding and placement of IMS within the Feder-
al structure remained grim as the Board convened its October 9,
1981, session. “I am sorry that we can’t sit here today and know at
least where we stand definitely in terms of position in the federal
government, location, if you will, and finances,” said Board Chair-
man George Seybolt.28

The President’s budget, as submitted, did not include any funds
for the IMS program for Fiscal Year 1982.

Even while funding for the embattled agency was still in dispute,
some Senators continued to fight for Federal financial support to

26 “The Interrelationship of Funding for the Arts at the Federal, State and Local Levels,”
{l;pi);tse’No. 9?25{;, 98th Congress, 1st Session, Committee on Government Qperations, November

y y PP. 14-lo.

27 Minutes of the December 12-13, 1980, National Museum Services Board Meeting, p. 8.

28 Minutes of the October 9, 1981 National Museum Services Board meeting, p. 4.
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museums and to the IMS. In his remarks before the Senate confir-
mation hearing of Director-nominee Lilla Tower on December 9,
1981, Senator Robert Stafford, Chairman of the Senate Education,
Arts and Humanities Subcommittee, acknowledged that:

The Institute of Museum Services, established by the
Education Amendments of 1976, has been an important
part of our Federal effort to promote our cultural
resources. From modest beginnings, the Institute has pro-
vided much-needed general operating support for the great
repositories of our cultural and scientific heritage . . . I
recognize the critical role museums play in our Nation’s
educational fabric. The Congress, too, has continued to rec-
ognize the importance of IMS in the budget and
appropriations process this year, and I believe it will con-
tinue to do so.2?

Added his colleague, Senator Orrin Hatch, Chairman of the

Senate Labor and Human Resources Committee, on the value of
-the IMS:

While the Institute of Museum Services commands a
modest budget authorization for Fiscal Year 1982, it, none-
theless, plays an important role in coordinating the Feder-
al effort to aid museums. Most importantly, in this assist-
ance role, it also serves as a contact point where the
achievements and wisdom as well as the foibles of the
past, instruct and inspire the present, and are preserved
for the future.

Also, as with all grant-making bodies, the Institute,
through its selection process, wields a stamp of approval,
an imprimatur of legitimacy to innovations and trends in
a field where excellence is sometimes hard to define and
promise remains unfulfilled after the dollars are spent.3°

On December 10, 1981, the Senate and House approved H.R. 4035
with an amendment for a 4 percent cut across-the-board, with legis-
lation sent to the President for his signature that would provide
$11.5 million for IMS for FY 1982. Of that, $10.8 million was allot-
ted for programs, $576,000 for administration and $67,200 for Board
expenses.

At the December 11 Board meeting, Acting Director Youstra re-
ported that OMB was considering asking for a rescission of 1982
funds. The Administration’s $10,877,000 rescission would have crip-
pled the agency, leaving it with a budget of only $220,000, which
would have been used to phase out the agency. On December 23,
1981, Congress appropriated $11.5 million for IMS.

Continuing the Administration’s negative position on IMS fund-
ing, President Reagan did not recommend any funding for IMS for
FY 1983. However, Congress remained firm in its support, appro-
priating $10.8 million for the agency.

2% Hearing Before the Committee on Labor and Human Resources, United States Senate, 97th
Congress, First Session, on Lilla Burt Cummings Tower, of Texas, to be Director, Institute of
Museum Services, Dec. 9, 1981, p. 1.

3¢ Tbid., p. 2.

H.Rept. 98-1109 ---2
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For Fiscal Year 1984, the Administration actually requested
$11.5 million but Congress appropriated $20.15 million on Novem-
ber 4, 1983. On February 1, 1984, the Administration requested
$11.6 million for FY 1985 but the House Interior Appropriations
Subcommittee has requested $27 million. The Senate Appropria-
tions Committee has requested $14,387,000.

STAFFING PROBLEMS

Staffing problems at the agency came to a head in 1981, coupled
with the different signals given by four different Directors during
that 12-month period.

When Youstra assumed control of IMS in October, the staffing
outlook had further deteriorated because of the uncertainty sur-
rounding the future operations of the small agency. Speaking at a
National Museum Services Board meeting, Mary Kahn, IMS pro-
gram director, related that “We are currently six people and we
are going to be five at the end of the month, and we will be four in
January and three in April.” 3!

By April 1982, she predicted that the agency:

Will have one professional part-time staff [person] and
we will have one secretary and one administrative clerk.
This is not predicting that people will leave on their own
volition because they will not want to stay in a situation,
in an environment where they will be asked to assume re-
sponsibilities and workloads that are far beyond any
normal bounds . . . the work is there and continues to be
there. It is only the people we are losing.32

We are reaching the point where the uncertainty and in-
ertia is going to prevent us fromm working,” sgid IMS Pro-
gram Director Mary Kahn. “One thing I see i§ a clear
[lack] of understanding of the depth of the minimal staff-
ing requiréd to maintain the Institute until such decision
is made of its future. There needs to be a training period.
There needs to be hiring time. If we had to advertise and
hire from outside [the agency], it is not unusual for that to
take four to six months.33

By 1982, the original IMS staff of 21 was whittled down to 3 and
the $576, 000 administrative bud get was reduced—at Director
Tower's request—by two-thirds to $192 000. With the extenive turn-
over, staff lacked orientation to learn specific IMS processes in re-
lation to the jobs they had been hired to perfofin. There was a lack
of in-house manuals on specific intérnal procedures to ensure a
continuity of information for employees and to providé an agency
memory bank. At one point, the employee with the longest tenure
had been at the agency less than a year.

With no funding, there was no need for récruitient. An agency
of this type needs a steady stream of talent==individuals who pos-
sess significant academic credentials, professional training and fa-
miliarity with the museum and cultural institution community. To

31 Minutes of the October 9, 1981, meeting of National Museum Services Board, p. 48.
32 Tbid., pp. 51-52.
23 Ihid., p. 57.



13

adequately function, IMS needs a staff skilled in the areas of pro-
grams, grants, internal operations, administration, computeriza-
tion, auditing, budgeting and personnel.

BOARD AND DIRECTOR CONFLICTS

While the lengthy October 9, 1981, Board meeting was in session,
the White House sent to the Senate Labor and Human Resources
Committee the official nomination of Lilla Tower as IMS Director.
Mrs. Tower was confirmed on December 10, 1981 as the fourth IMS
Director of that year.

At the December 11, 1981, National Museum Services Board
meeting, Acting Director Youstra noted that OMB was considering
asking for a rescission of IMS 1981 funds. Midway through the
meeting, Mrs. Tower arrived, following her swearing-in ceremony.

Discussion was centered on the appropriate organizational place-
ment of IMS. The minutes note that:

Mrs. Tower asked the chairman, where, in his opinion,
her responsibility and the Board’s responsibility started
and stopped concerning the interagency agreement [be-
tween IMS and the Department of Education.] The Chair-
man responded that it will be a creative, cooperative effort
between the Board’s Committee and the Director. The ne-
cessity of examining the draft agreement with due care in
the weeks ahead was expressed. Mrs. Tower submitted
that this was probably “a housekeeping, managerial
matter and not a policy matter.” 34

After the uncertainty of two interim Directors, Mrs. Tower ap-
proached the job with determination, but she and the Board soon
openly disputed their respective roles according to the statute. The
Director was authorized to “perform such duties and exercise such
powers as the Board may prescribe.” 33

A further difference in the enabling legislation was that the IMS
Director, unlike the Chairman of the two Endowments, did not
report directly to the President. as agency heads, but to Depart-
ment-level officials (first the Secretary of Health, Education and
Welfare, and then the Secretary of the Department of Education)
which further short-circuited budget discussion, staffing decisions
and other internal operations.

In addition to battles waged between the Board and the Director
over philosophical issues, there were also frequent complaints re-
garding the selection process for Board vacancies, and the resulting
paperwork crunch once nominated. There were also complaints
concerning tardy reimbursements for Board expenses; a lack of in-
formation provided by the IMS Director and staff to the Board; the
lack of a Board quorum at business meetings and the holding of
closed meetings. During this period, contrary to previous practices,
there was little or no staff and Board on-site assessment in the
field regarding difficulties and operations within the museum com-
munity.

34 Minutes of the December 11, 1981, meeting of National Museum Services Board, p. 7.
35 Section 205(a)(1). But the Board, rather than the Director, was assigned the policymaking
role, unlike the National Councils for the Arts and Humanities, which serve only advisory roles.
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Board vacancies were a problem even prior to the Tower appoint:
ment. In 1981, there were 6 empty slots on a roster of 15; all 8 of
member C. Douglas Dillon noted that, by the end of that year they
would have 9 vacancies, thus making any official votes impossible
because of the quorum requirements. Acting Director Youstra told
the Board that the Assistant Secretary for the Department of Edu-
cation had suggested 6 names to the White House but that no
action had been taken to fill the vacancies.

For almost a three:year period, there was not a full roster on the
Board, with no quorum possible because of vacancies for a nine-
month period.

At the inception of the IMS Board, nearly every member had
some professional or practical knowledge of museums. Those origi-
nally chosen were not merely representatives of various geographi-
cal, ethnie, social, cultural or political groups for the purposé of
filling a quota. During thé intervening period, however, until the
appointment of Susan Phillips, membership on the Board appeared
to be treated less seriously, with a number of appointees having
limited professional experiencé with fuseums. Similarly, during
that time, there appeared to be a particular emphasis on Califor-
nia-related appointees. At one point, 7 of the 15 members of the
Board were from California.

A factor in the Board vacancy issue was the length of a Board
member’s term. When the IMS began, terms were staggered for the
first group of Board members. Under the statute (Section 204(b)2)), -
thre¢ members were to serve in each category of tefms, ranging
from one to five years. As terms began to expire, some members
were reappointed; othérs were not. Their replacements were not
forthcoming. Legislative language was also vagie on the specific
length of terms for reappointed members.

Reimbursements were another major sore point, with members
of the Board attacking the lack of accurate bookkeeping procedures
and the difficulty in dealing with department-level computers.
Delays of two or more years in remuneration for travel expenses
and participation in IMS functions were not uhusual.

In August of 1983, the Subcommittee initiated an investigation to
determine why reimbursements wete so tardy. Part of the problem
was that some paperwork was lost during the transfer of IMS from
HEW to the Department of Education and during the subsequent
transfer of records to the NEH computer system. It appears that
the problems have now been resolved.

On April 13, 1984, an announcement was made at the Boatrd
meeting held in Memphis that all accounts were up to date. On
April 16, the Subcommittee received a similar writtén hotification.
In the future, it is expected that NEH will provide prompt process-
ing of payments. Members have also been strongly encouraged to
make full use of Government Travel Requests (GTR’s) wherever
possible to economize on travel and to eliminate the additional pa-
perwork for members and subsequent delays in reimbursements.

Members who did manage to attend meetings, often at their own
expense, operated in the dark since there was seldom an advance
agenda. When background material was provided, it was in the




15

form of huge volumes of paper and members had little time to ade-
quately read through it.

Nor were there regular written updates provided by IMS on its
activities to the Board in between the regularly scheduled quarter-
ly meetings. As to general communication with the Board, prior to
Susan Phillips, who become Director of IMS on October 26, 1983,
members received no orientation into the mechanical workings of
the agency.

While discussion of an agency’s budget is a major component of
the IMS Board’s policymaking role, members were not briefed on
White House and Office of Management and Budget submissions
by IMS, nor were they given information on summary budget state-
ments by the two Endowments regarding museum programs to dis-
cuss possible overlapping or overlooked needs. Similarly, no annual
report on agency activities was prepared for Board members so
they would be more knowledgeable about the agency.

In earlier days of IMS, Board members played a major role in
reviewing applications for grants. But by 1983, some of the Board
members did not see any of the applications nor did they receive a
list of the recipients until several days after the initial public an-
nouncement.

At one Board meeting, the question of closed meetings was a
prominent issue on the agenda. Later, on June 25, 1982, Director
Tower arranged a Board meeting at the State Department. The
IMS has no minutes in its files for this session nor of the prior one
held on March 5, 1982. Because there are no written records on
these sessions, there is a question whether the statutory require-
ment cited in 20 USC 963, which requires four meetings annually,
was indeed met for 1982. Similarly, there is a question of a quorum
for the October 23, 1982, meeting since the names of those attend-
ing were not listed in the Board minutes.

Following the IMS Board meeting of July 15-16, 1983, Director
Tower tendered her resignation. Susan Phillips had joined the
agency only four days before as Deputy Director. She was named
Acting Director on July 19 and was formally nominated on Septem-
ber 12, 1983, with Senate confirmation on October 26. (The an-
nouncement was made concurrent with the House Government Ac-
tivities and Transportation Subcommittee hearing held that day
which serves as the basis for this report. The investigation did not
deal directly with Mrs. Phillips’ service as Director since her term
was subsequent to this hearing.)

GRANTS

The IMS has offered one-year funding grants in four areas: Gen-
eral Operating Support (GOS), Special Projects (SP), Conservation
and the Museum Assessment Program (MAP).

Criteria for the various museum categories for grant applications
at IMS are: small, budgets up to $150,000; medium, budgets from
$150,000 to $600,000; and large, budgets over $600,000.

Since providing General Operating Support was the major impe-
tus for the creation of IMS, it is also the main thrust for the appro-
priations. For Fiscal Year 1984, applicants may seek up to $50,000
or up to 10 percent of a museum’s non-Federal operating income,
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whichever is less, or a minimum of $5,000. Among the eligible
areas of support are: salaries and wages; supplies and materials;
transportation and delivery costs; insurance payments; normal
repair bills and utilities; and other ongoing operational expenses.
Some museum officials have requested that no more than 10% of
the IMS budget be allocated to purposes other than operating sup-
port.

Special Projects grants up to $50,000 are also available, with IMS
funding no more than one-half the cost of the project. General cri-
teria for this category are projects that are deemed innovative or
exemplary and “likely to provide general, unique, model or finan-
cial benefits to many museums.” 38

Among Special Projects targeted for consideration by IMS are:
educational programs; those desigriated to improve management
capacity, such as electronic data processing services; collaborative
and cooperative endeavors; and those aimed at specialized seg-
ments of the public (e.g. handicapped, rural areas, Indian reserva-
tions, penal institutions).

As part of the FY 1984 appropriation [P.L. 98-146, November 4,
1983], $114,000 was allotted for a review of the effectiveness of Spe-
cial Project grants at IMS.

This review concluded that:

In general, the funding points to a lack of distinctiveness
of these projects. This suggests that the basic rationale of
the program should be reassessed. The physical needs [of
museums] could be addressed under General Operating
Support without incurring additional administrative costs
that appear to be required to manage the program as cur-
rently desired.3?

As a result, the National Museum Services Board voted on De-
cember 9, 1983, to drop Special Projects as part of its annual
budget request and the House Interior Appropriations Subcommit-
tee dropped the category from its projection for FY 1985. Recipi-
ents of these grants will have until September 30, 1985, to draw
down their funds that were allotted as part of the FY 1984 Special
Projects grants’ competition.

CONSERVATION

The Belmont Report authors had cited conservation 38 as one of
the 10 major unmet needs of museums and recommended a mini-
mum of 10 regional centers as a starting point to meet the coun-
try’s conservation needs. (Today, 11 such centers exist; see Appen-
dix.)

36 1984 Special Project Support guidelines, Institute of Musuem Service, p. 1.

37 An Evaluation of Special Projects Support Grants, Vol. 1, Analysis and Findings, dated
March 31, 1984, pp. XI.

38 By definition, conservation is the act of preserving, protecting and guarding cultural items
from loss, decay, injury or violation—whether caused by man or nature. It remains the greatest
single need of the museum community today, according to museum officials interviewed by the
Committee. They stated that it is fruitless to merely acquire paintings and artifacts with no
thought for their environmental condition and long-term care. According to the American Insti-
tute for Conservation (AIC), 75 percent of the denials by the American Association of Museums
(AAM) for accreditation under the IMS program are because an institution has not or cannot
take proper care of its collections.
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Subsequently, the original enabling legislation of the IMS direct-
ed the agency to provide grants to museums to assist in the “con-
servation of artifacts and art objects.” 3® Lee Kimche, the agency’s
first Director, had listed conservation as a primary goal in her
long-range plans, with it accounting for one-fourth of her planned
$16 million budget for FY 1981. But no specific Conservation grant
programs were actually created until the Congress required the
agency to do so.

As part of the FY 1984 budget appropriation, Congress funded a
Conservation grant program at IMS, with an initial $3 million ap-
propriation. Monies for these one-year grants (up to $25,000) may
be used for: research and training in conservation; providing opti-
mal environmental conditions for housing, exhibiting, monitoring,
nurturing and/or transporting objects; and physical treatment of
objects such as stabilizing, conserving, restoring and preserving
their condition.

The FY 1984 appropriation included a $150,000 grant to fund two
major surveys in conjunction with the American Association of Mu-
seums (AAM), the National Institute for Conservation of Cultural
Property and the American Institute for Conservation. These sur-
veys, currently underway, will provide substantial data on the
extent of the conservation problem in the United States. One
survey has been sent to 700 museums, chosen for type and budget
size. The second has been sent to 3,000 conservators and conserva-
tion facilities in all disciplines. The four major areas of concern
are: institutional priorities regarding conservation; needs for
trained staff; condition of facilities (i.e., climate, humidity, lighting
controls, security); and public awareness of the problems.

Willard Boyd, President of the Field Museum in Chicago, testi-
fied that his own institution’s conservation needs were estimated at
more than $400,000. “Some of our collections are so badly in need
of conservation that the objects can hardly be handled, let alone
exhibited to the public,” he said.4°

However, in spite of the intricate conservation survey and result-
ing data that was sought, IMS dropped any mention of Conserva-
tion grants when it submitted its FY 1985 budget request to the
Office of Management and Budget.

Similarly, some museums criticized efforts by IMS to limit par-
ticipation in the 1984 Conservation program because inadequate
time was provided to complete the required paperwork for the new
guidelines. IMS mailed out the information at the beginning of
March 1984, with a letter of intent to apply requested by March 16
and a deadline of April 6. In spite of the short notice, 468 appli-
cants applied within the one-month period.

No evaluation by the Committee of the success of the initial Con-
servation Grant Program at IMS was possible since the grants
were not voted on until July 20, 1984 and were not announced
until mid-August. However, the House Appropriations Committee
voted to include $4.3 million for conservation grants for FY 1985.

3% Section 206(a)(5), 20 USC 965.
40 Statement before the Subcommittee on the Interior and Related Agencies, Committee on
Appropriations, April 12, 1984, p. 2.
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At present, there is no national, coordinated Conservation policy
regarding Federal assistance to U.S. museums by various agencies
(i.e., IMS, National Endowment for the Arts, National Endowments
for the Humanities, the National Museum Act, Smithsonian Insti-
tution, National Park Service). In its investigation, the Committee
noted that Canada instituted a formal, central conservation policy
in 1972 for that country’s 1,500 museum and galleries. A specific
Conservation Assistance Program, begun in 1981, provides grants
in the form of supplemental salary aid to museum staff as well as
training in technical and research skills related to conservation.
Such a program could serve as a basis for discussion in this country
regardilng joint Federal conservaticn efforts, with IMS assuming a
lead role.

MUSEUM ASSESSMENT PROGRAM

While some IMS grants require the inclusion of matching monies
by the recipient institution, the Museum Assessment Program
(MAP) award does not. These one-time, $600 grants provide an in-
dependent professional assessment of programs and operations, in
conjunction with the American Association of Museums. Funding
for the non-competitive awards is on a “first-come, first-serve”
basis. Winning an MAP grant does not eliminate eligibility for
GOS, SP and Conservation grants.

Since the program began in 1980, over 750 museums have par-
ticipated in the MAP consultation process. Of these, 579 museums
have won accreditation, with 159 reaccredited, 35 additional muse-
ums currently seeking accreditation and 45 seeking reaccreditation.
For Fiscal Year 1984, IMS awarded MAP grants to 151 museums,
thus far, with an estimated funding for 400 grants available. For
FY 1985, the MAP program will be expanded with the stipend for
grants rising from $600 to $1,000, per applicant, with a total budget
of $400,000.

A second MAP program has also been initiated which allows
those who took the first phase to receive additional training on
conservation and collection management. During FY 1985, IMS
plans to award 200 of these grants, valued at $1,000 each.

CHALLENGE GRANTS

A fifth type of grants, Challenge Grants,4! impact on the IMS,
although the agency itself provides no direct monies for these pro-
grams. On October 23, 1982, a highly restrictive and damaging
policy was established by the Board when it voted to bar any
museum from receiving operating support from IMS in the same
Fiscal Year that it received Challenge Grant funds from either of
the Endowments.

Thus, the effect was to prohibit a facility from receiving any IMS
funds for hiring a security guard or reparing a leaky roof during

41 In 1976, Congress authorized the Challenge Grants program at both Endowments. Federal
monies were to be used to aid non-profit institutions in their long-term development, financial
planning and audience-building plans. Both Endowments required a 3-to-1 match of private
monies, with NEA requiring a 4-to-1 match for construction. Grants are allocated over a three-
year period, for 8 maximum of $1.5 million. At NEA, among museums, only those in the arts
qualify for Challenge Grants, while at NEH an estimated one-third of the applicants are muse-
ums with a similar percentage winning grants.
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the same fiscal year it received a contribution toward its own en-
dowment funds from either of the National Endowments.

Congress subsequently struck down this provision for FY 1984
and for FY 1985. On July 20, 1984, the Board voted to repeal this
prohibition.

PEER REVIEW MODELS

In 1980, Congress amended the IMS statute to require that the
agency establish procedures for reviewing and evaluating grants,
cogtracts and cooperative agreements. Peer Review is one such pro-
cedure.

Although Lee Kimche, the first IMS Director, was a strong sup-
porter of concept, and subsequent interim directors adhered to this
practice, Director Tower abolished it. Director Phillips has since
taken steps to reestablish the process. [See Appendix.]

At one Board meeting, for example, ‘Dr. [Peter] Raven expressed
the point that IMS had to get the money to start assigning panels,
and that the only way that IMS can do an effective review is by a
combination of readers and panels. The Chairman [George Seybolt]
brought up the use of panels at NEA, the emerging institutions
panel, in particular, and spoke of the soundness of the panel
system.” 42 At the same session, Dr. Barry Rosen, Director of the
McKissick Museums of the University of South Carolina, “noted
that the quality of the reviewers used by IMS was uneven and that
a standard for them should be established and maintained.” 43

Peer Review is fully utilized by the two National Endowments
which operate under the same jurisdictional “umbrella’ of the Na-
tional Foundation for the Arts and the Humanities, which IMS
shares. 44

During 1983, every IMS application was reviewed by three inde-
pendent field readers but no panels were employed. Problem appli-
cations were brought before the Board at the July 1983 meeting.

For the 1984 grants, current Director Susan Phillips, at Congres-
sional urging, reinstituted peer review panels on an experimental
basis for Conservation grants and for reviewing problematic appli-
cations in General Operating Support and Special Projects. Esti-
mated cost for Panel Review for 1984 is $18,000 based on IMS pro-
jections. Field reviewers (those who read applications via the mail
rather than meet in Washington for convened panels) will also be
utilized in evaluating applications for an estimated cost of $50,000.

AUDITS, DISCLOSURES AND DUPLICATIONS

Audits have proven to be invaluable tools for effective oversight
of financial management practices. However, audits have not been
applied consistently at IMS. In fact, Director Tower eliminated the
practice altogether. During the early years of the agency, grants

42 National Museum Services Board minutes, October 10-11, 1980, p. 10.
43 Ibid.

44 See 20 USC 959(a)(4). During FY 1984, NEH budgeted $610,000 for 1,000 participants in its
Peer Review and NEA allotted $591,630 for 612 panelists. One of the most extensive of the Fed-
eral peer review systems is found at the Natioral Science Foundation, which uses an estimated
annual pool of 40,000 professionals with an estimated $1.7 million budget for FY 1984.

Guidelines for the Federal Advisory Committee Act (P.L. 92-463, October 16, 1972 as amend-
ed) can also be applied to the government’s peer review processes.
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were audited, but “No one has every really looked at those finan-
cial statements” in the past, according to Board member Alice
Algood.43 IMS often lacked adequately trained in-house personnel
to analyze the complicated data.

Problems also arose in reviewing submissions of financial state-
ments accompanying grants when a museum was considered part
of a city or a state government or another similar institution and
the financial records were blended together. IMS had difficulty ob-
taining a separate annual audit from each applying entity.

Director Phillips has proposed a five-year study to measure how
the grants have been handled. At present, there is no comprehen-
sive policy on how IMS grants should be audited, nor on the staff-
ing and appropriations required to do the task.

On the other side of the coin, during the Committee investiga-
tion, some museum officials expressed concern about the time and
cost incurred in preparing financial documentation to accompany
IMS applications for grants.4¢

Another problem cited is a grantee reporting requirement which
often entails the submission of duplicate information from year to
year. Under the current IMS guidelines, museums and cultural in-
stitutions are required to rewrite their statement of purpose every
year, even though the collections, departments, population served,
financial management, parking arrangements, etc., seldom change.

Museum officials viewed this as an unnecessary burden to
impose on museums that are already short on staff and funding. A
relevant point of interest is the fact that museums are required to
file the different financial statements for local, state and various
federal agencies in order to apply for grants.

ACTUAL OPERATIONS

The initial authorization for FY 1977 was $100,000 for the pur-
poses of organizing a skeleton staff. The first round of grants was
launched in 1978 with $3.7 million divided among 259 museums
and cultural institutions.

Gradually, IMS operating support and special projects grants
began to increase, rising to 403 museums grants totaling $7.3 mil-
lion for 1979, with $10 million sought for 1980.

By FY 1982, IMS grants totaling $10.2 million were awarded to
439 museums in 47 states and the District of Columbia. It should be
noted, however, that despite IMS efforts, a survey by the Museums
Collaborative, a New York-based training organization for museum
professionals, discovered that 52 percent of all American museums
received less support from all Federal agencies in 1982 than during
the previous year and that 39 percent of these institutions had re-
duced their budgets. Support from state and local governments had
also decreased, along with attendance.

During the 1982 grant cycle, Director Tower denied IMS staff
permission to counsel grant applicants regarding the preparation of

45 National Museum Services Board minutes, July 24-25, 1981, p. 51.

48 As an example, the Museum of the City of New York spent an estimated $5,000 to fill in
the financial form required by IMS. The additional cost was based on services from an account-
ant, comptroller, consulting lawyer and clerical work, plus printing and duplication of the mate-
lciials. Tgle Caopplication ran 44 pages, plus the financial audit which was prepared by Arthur An-

ersen .
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materials that they submitted for review. As a result, IMS turned
d(l)wn nearly 70 institutions’ applications because they were incom-
plete.

To correct the problem, Congress, in 1983, established an appeals
process for rejected applications.

Under the guidance of Director Phillips, IMS has revised guide-
lines for all its major grant programs and now includes an invita-
tion to museums to seek help from the staff in preparing the re-
quired forms.

V. FINDINGS

1. From 1981 to mid-1983, the IMS lacked internal organization,
a sense of direction and an ability to perform efficiently because of
inadequate funding, staffing and information.

2. Members of the National Museum Services Board did not re-
ceive an adequate orientation on the purpose of the Board, its
duties and responsibilities, nor its internal workings. The Commit-
tee also finds that members did not receive adequate preparation
for Board meetings with an advance agenda nor prompt mailings of
minutes in order to prepare for the next meeting.

3. Members did not receive an annual report listing operating
costs, assets, liabilities, etc.; number of grants and their amounts;
regional and categorical distribution; long-term and short-term
agency goals; projects completed during the year; and goals that
are pending. Nor did Board members receive an adequate annual
briefing on the agency’s submission to the Office of Management
and Budget on the proposed IMS budget.

4. Poor record-keeping and records preservation methods have
existed at IMS. This has resulted in long delays in reimbursement
to Board members for expenses incurred pursuant to their official
duties. These lapses also resulted in an absence of minutes for the
March 5, 1982, and June 25, 1982, meetings. It is over these ses-
sions that allegations of “no quorum” and ‘“closed meetings” oc-
curred. Regarding the October 23, 1982, meeting, there was also a
i;uession of a quorum since the names of those attending were not
isted.

5. Under the terms of P.L. 98-305, signed on May 31, 1984, hold-
over National Museum Services Board members will continue to sit
on the Board until replacements have been sworn into office. The
quorum has also been revised from eight members to seven mem-
bers. Both steps should eliminate the pervasive problem of recent
years of the inability to muster a quorum for IMS Board meetings.

6. As part of the FY 1984 budget appropriation process, (P.L. 98-
146, November 4, 1983), Congress funded a Conservation grant pro-
gram at IMS with an initial $3 million appropriation that included
$150,000 for a study of Conservation needs to be handled by the
American Association of Museums.

7. Although Conservation was cited as one of the fundamental
objectives of grants by the IMS in its enabling legislation, the
agency did not begin a specific program until mandated by Con-
gress to do so for FY 1984. Before the actual grants were reviewed
and awarded, the agency dropped any mention of Conservation
grants for its subsequent fiscal year 1985 budget request.
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8. During the years of 1981 through 1983, many complaints about
the complexity of the application forms as well as the time and ex-
pense incurred for theé fiiancial documentation requirements were
Justlﬁed
one point, audits were dlscontmued altogether

10. A number of grant applicants have complained about the
complexity of forms and the unnecessary duplication of informa-
tion which may be required of them.

11. Although Congress had mandated that the Director of IMS
establish procedures for reviewing grants, contracts and coopera-
tive agreements, Peer and Panel Review processes were largely ig-
nored from 1981 to mid-1983.

V1. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The Committee recommends that incoming Board members re-
ceive an orientation on the purpose of the agency and their relative
role in it.

2. All Board members should receive prompt reimburserment for
allowable expenses incurred in their official service to IMS.

3. The Committee recommends adequate liaison between Board
members and IMS. IMS should adhere to a practice of providing
Board members with an agénda prior to quarterly meetings and a
copy of Board minutes after such meetings.

4. IMS should prepare an Annual Report discussing administra-
tive expenses; allocation of grants; and both its long-tefth and
short-term programs and funding goals. This document should be
concise and easy to read and should also be available to Members
of Congress, the museum community and other interested parties.

5. The Committee recommends that the IMS improve and clarify
instructions in grant applications. An annual calendar of all IMS
application deadlines should be prepared and distributed.

6. IMS should thoroughly audit performance of grants. IMS per-
sonnel should be adequately trained to analyze audit reports.
mandate by makmg the conservation of art and artifacts an ongo-
ing agency role.

8. The Committee recommends that full Peer Review be consid-
ered for use at IMS in a fashion simiilar to that utilized by the Na-
tiohal Endowments.
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Avénije, N.W., Room 410 » VWashington, D.C. 20506

B .' o August 22, 1983

TO: Rathleen Burns
| Govermment Activities and
Transportation Subcommittes
U.5. Fouse of Ren:e<antauvs

Sara Traut X~
Special AsSiStsit 0 the Director

Institute of Museum Services
‘Réfiested PeF Telebhone Comversation

SUBJECT: InfoEration
*Angust: 18, 1983
FY_1984 £Y 1981
Budget Est. ' $11,520,000 | Budget Est. '8l $12,900, 000
L """ | Proposed Recission '8l = 12,357,000
s Revised Budget: Est: '8 500,000
¥ 1583 , Acprop. ‘81 12,857,000
Budgar st $.-0- L .
Brought Farua.:d f:crn 82 720,000 | FY_1980 -
AFprops ! 10,800,000 B ) -
$11,526,000 Budget Est. 30 ) $lo, 9oo 000
AppKoD. . .10, 900,000
FY 1982 . .
. B FY.1979
Propesed Recigsion $ -.10,877,000 — -
Budget Est. i 220,000 Budget Est.. '73 "% 7,752,000
Apgrop. 82 ‘ $ 11,520,000 Apprep.. '79 7,852,000
FY 1978
Buddet Zst: 78 2
Aopr 178 $ 4,011, 000
op- supplementz
FY_1977.
Approp. '77 $ 100,000

(23)
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NATIONAL ENOOWMENT FOR THE HUMANITIRS
. ' ‘%o%%rt of Museums
‘ Amount Obligated in Support of Museuns

T New Y wmusams _ Other

FY ligations program 2/ Challenge 3/ programs __Total ___

m T @ T e =)

1974 $£54,405,240 $£2,876,391 - 'n/a £346,624 $3,223,015

1975 68,709,036 4,861,176  n/a 481,608 5,342,784

1976 80,;493,010 4,058,143 n/a 1,034,927 5,083,070

L TQ 26,761,537 1,679,698 n/a 127,100 1,806,798

1977 $9,677;118 4,731,662 $1,155,000 1,035,457 6;922,159

1978 120,144,580 7,903,302 4,876,163 2,063,454 14,842,959

1979 142,108,033 8,387,563 4,690,626 1,194,100 14,271,975

1980 142,589,466 9,869,372 4,522,756 1,429,739 15,821,867

1981 144,366,330 9,482,676 - 2,801,392 897,842 13,181,510

lse2 115,818,324 4,182,160 2,821,917 683,884 7,687,94

1983 123,314,689 5,336,494 2,564,468 786,033 8,686,595

'y- Includes Definite; Treasuly, Challenge, arid caflyover funds. Gifts

and administrative funds are excludéed. s

Includes all obligations for the program "Humanities Projects in
Museums and Hictorlal Urganlzatmns. Some grants may have been

S

a museum component is involved.
3/ The first challénge Grants wete obligated in FY 1577.

n/a = ngf applicable.

0]
1717784
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NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE HUMANITIES

..

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20308

" HMANITIES PROJECTS IN MUSELMS AND MISTORICAL ORGANIZATIONS
- FUNDING HISTORY

The following charts the amount of Federal dollars obligated through the
Endowment's program for Humanities Projects in Museums and Historical
Organizations since its inception. The Qutright column reflects Federal
dollars obligated to the grantee. The Ma column reflects Federal dollars
obligated to the grantee institution which match, on a 1:1 ratio, monies
contributed as gifts to the project by third parties.

FISCAL NUMBER OF : ’ TOTAL FEDERAL
YEAR . PROJECTS QUTRIGHT MATCH DOLLARS OBLIGATED
1967 15 $ 223,780 $ - $ 223,780
1968 2 302,740 -— 302,740
1969 -9 164,750 - - 164,750
1970 18 © 319,956 - 319,956
571 12 261,180 - 261,180
1972 16 440,750 —_ 440,750
1973 3% 734,430 61,821 796,251
1974 92 2,808,891 67,500 2,876,391
1575 94 4,457,176 404,000 4,861,176
1976 100 3,700,066 358,077 4,058,143

- 47 1,517,198 162,500 1,679,658
1977 209 4,731,662 - 4,731,662
1978 2689 7,291,406 111,896 7,403,302
1979 208 7,509,058 . 878,491 8,387,549
1980 . 188 . 8,292,288 1,577,084 9,869,372
1981 17 8,549,682 932,994 9,482,676
1982 102 3,937,160 245,000 4,182,160
1983 97 5,326,494 10,000 5,336,494

(Grants Approved
To Date)

184 &4 2,729,395 C - 2,729,395

TOTALS 1,768 $63,258,062 $4,809,363 $58,107,425

» This figure represents Transition Quarter funds — the three month

period when the end of the fiscal year was moved from June 30 to
September 30. The FY 1977 figure therefore represents program funds
for the time period October 1, 1976 to September 30, 1977. )

SH:av
2/27/84
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73
74
75
76

m
78
19

.80
81
82
83
84

Total NEA
Appropriation

42,030,998
60,775,000
74,750,000
82,000,000
33,937,000
94,000,000

* 123,850,000

149,585,000
154,610,000
"158,795,000
- 143,875,000
143,875,000
162,000,000

26

National Erdcwnent -for the Arts
.Funding Sunmary for Museums

Museum Prg.

Grants

4,615,040

9,050,907
10,836,336
11,460,099

2,632,640
10,969,402 "
11,577,158
11,551,582
11,238,167
13,234,638
11,456,150
10,008,000
12,200,000

Challenge
Grants -

L N B BN

.
1.,936,740.
6,300,000

14,237,974

11,125,548
3,800,000
4,400,000
3,950,000

to be determined

* First challenge grants obligated in 1977, )
(Information provided by Linda Bell, NEA Museum Prograi Administrator) -

Total Funds

_To Museuns

4,615,040 -
9,050,907

* 10,836,316
n !460 ,099

12,632,640
12,906,142
17,877,155

25,789,556
22,359,715

17,034,638,
15,856,150
13,958,000
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Memorandum .

T0: Mr. Fred Mohrman
Scaff
House Appropriacions Committee

March 6, 1984

Subcommittee on Interior and Related Agencies

FROM: Sara Traut
Director of Administration

RE: Your telephome request of March §

1. l;anel Review Costs

A. FY 83 Actual Cost =~ $0

Panelists were not used to évalua:e_ any applications im FY 83.
. ~

B. FY 84 Escimate = $18,000

GOS. s? c? Total
5=-7 members 5 bers | 9 bers
2 days in DC. 1 day in BC 2 days in DC
Howorarium .
$100 per $1,400 $500 $1,800 - $3,700
working day : :
Per diem
$75 per $1,575 $750 82,025 = $4,350
travel day - 3 days ) 2 days 3 days
Travel :
$450 per $3,150 $2,250 $4,050 = 49,450
traveler
Total, $6,125 $3,500 $7,873 = 817,500
- $18,000

rounded

INSTITUTE OF MUSEUM SERVICES - 1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W,, Room 510 « Washington, 0.C. 20508



2. Field Reviewer Costs E A-‘, '
""" cos . SP - e © Toral
FY 83 - o
? 161 . 9 0 130
$ 814,100 . . 900 0 $15,000
FY 84
estizate
¢ 225 (210)= .15 3 - 273
$ T 845,000 ($2,000)* 53,000 56,600 = §54,600
. $(31,500)*
$50,000
. rousded

#Revised estizate after receipt of GOS application end .of February.

\
3. Field Reviewer Compensation . . .

In Fiscal Year 1983, each field reviewers was paid $100 to read
approximacely 22-25 applications. It vas estimated by IMS thac & minimum
of 40 bours would be required to read .and evaluate the assigned
applicaticns. Comments received from FY 83 revievwers in a follow—up
\questionnaire included the following:

™oo many applicatioms (23 for me) to review in the time allocated.. I
knov the honorarium is jusc thac, not payment for services rendered, buc
spending 40-50 bours on the raview process is asking too mich, ia my .
opinicn, from individual reviewvers ..."

from another reviewer: -
"1 spent over 30 hours on ay 22 appl.i:a:iaus; even then I was unable ce
give each the attention it deserved. The amount of che honorarium should
be increased or the number of applications reduced. I know collsagues who
bave declined to serve because of the tima required.™

and yet anocher reviewer stated:

"Do a becter job of forewarning reviewers of the -work involved. The hours
peeded to do 2 conscientious job when compared to the honoracium make cthe
$100.~ almost -laughable.”™

In Fiscal Year 1984 the decision has been made to pay each field reviewvers
$200 to read approximacely 18 applicatioms. This pay increase, to our
knowledge, is the first such increase in honorarium since IMS begam to
send applicacions to che field for reveiw. We are actively solicitiag mew
revievers to further increase the pool of pocentizl reviewers availahle to
IMS. Through these two actions, increasiag pay and decreasing the nucber
of applicactions to be read, IMS is scriviag to improve che qualicy of che
review procass.



INSTITUTE OF MUSEUM SERVICES GRANTS

..

IMS GRANTS' HISTORY

TOTAL

:

1979

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984

r

FROGRAM APPS RCVD APPS FUNDED

GOs
sp

GOS
SP

cp
Map(b)

816
67

—

833

1473
248 .
3
1359

1479

ATTACHMENT B -

FUNDS OBLIGATED

243
A2
Z55

&
NEN.

151

$ 3,519,014
180,699

. $ 3,699,713

$ 6,459,470
861,107

20,000
7,340,577

$ 9,450,568

883,251
10,333,819

411,660,000
292,315
65,000

240,000
$12,257,315

310,150,416
10,150,415

$9,966,800
332,465

_187,200
310,486,465

9,060

(2) 46 applications recesived were incomplete and therafore
ineligtble for funding. Three withdraw, thres were
duplicates, and one was deemed ineligible because it had
not been open for two years prior to applicatiom.

(b) There remains ome addirional MAP deadlipe in the curremt
grant cycle.



INSTITUTE OF MUSEUM SERVICES

P

GRANT BREAKDOWN BY SIZE OF INSIITITIIOX, 1978-1983(a)

X_of Total
mﬁeviewed(b) Grants Awarded Grants Awarded

-1978(c) g

L 350 a3 34

M 189 90 37

3 128 70 29

(@ 14 = —_—
TOTAL 781 743 1002
1979(e)

L 4 103 29

.} ? . 82 23
__ 8 -z . 167 . A8
TOTAL ? 352 1002
1980¢e) .

L 298 95 26

o 326 133 37

5 335 : 136 27
TOTAL 1357 366 . 1002
1981(e) L

L 3 ‘ 2% 40

K 497 178 3

© s _3a7 166 - 29

TOTAL 1205 573 T
1982(e) _

T 472 214 49

s .58 225 Y
TOTAL 1058 439 .100Z
1983(e) B,

1 =S 173 54

s _si5 148 b6

TOTAL 1030 .3 1002

(a) Staristics are for GOS grants only.

(b) Raviewed applications will be fewer in mumber tham
racsived applications (previous page) due to the
ezcluding of applicarions from review because of
‘{ficomplete or missing information or because the
applicarion wag received from an ineiigible
institurion.

(¢) ‘Large(over 500K); Medium(100-500K); Szall(udder 100K).

(d) Fipancial 1n.for:nation not avai.lable for these

applications. .
{e) Largelover 250K); Small(undar 250K)..
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NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE ARTS

May 10, 1984

TO: JUDY LANDIS, CONGRESSIONAL
FROM: . LINDA BELL, MUSEUMS
RE: CONSERVATION FUNDING, 1971 - 1984

Here are the figures you requested. In some cases, two areas
under Conservation were actually split into two separate allocation
figures--I found this misleading, however, and combined them for
you. What you'll find below are the real totals of what was

spent in all types of Cecnservation activities by the Museum

,Program since the Program began:

CONSERVATION
1971 § 100,300
1972 443,291
1973 784,360
1974 818,387 : "

1975 1,515,290

1976 531,013

1977 1,217,330 ' )
1978 1,386,580 '

1979 1,277,190

1980 1,274,720

1981 1,429,660

1982 1,223,370

1983 1,195,000

1984 1,677,000-(Consarvation became a sub-category this year
under the major category heading Museum
Collections and resources.) .
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APPENDIX -

Nat4onal Museum Act Program s

As noted in the Introduction, the 'cGnmit'tée-iﬁitiail;y cansidered whether
the Federal support fq_r'museum§ should be consolidated in one entity rather
than spread throughout the Endowments and the Natfonal Museun ACt program.
The investigation also questioned whether all fuséum functions apart from
general operating support should be removed fram IMS so that it could
concentrate -on that primary function. :

Because of the tangential relatiorship the National Museum Act bares to
the IMS regarding grants to museums- a brief mention is warranted. '

Although the National Museum Act was first drafted. and approved in 1965,
no funds were appropriated un'tﬂ 1972, with an initial budget of SS‘OO,Q/Q'Q‘,
In the following 12 years, the amount has fncreased by only $186,000, Grants
average $10,000 per recipient. with a range from $1,500 to $5b,000. The
program is éghinistered as a line item uAdér the Smithsonian ‘Insfi’tution budget..

An Advisory Courcil; composed of 11 museum professicnals from around the
country who are_appointed for a three-year tefm, review the applications. ‘
(The Smithsonian Assistant Sécretary for Museum Programs. is a voting member
of this Council). Prior to the panel review, thé National Museum Act staff
reviews applications for technical accuracy. Applications are screened first
for quality, and then the available amount of total moniés are considered ‘in

allocating all awards.

Categories for grants are: graduatd/professional education and training;
museum internship; stipénds to individvals for conservation studiés; special
studies and research; seminars; and service to the fiéld. The National M‘gsemﬁ )
Act offers no operating supgort. grants, which are the sale province of the IMS,




APPENDIX’ ‘ | K Q_”

~Grants are not awarded on a formal matching basis, a§ 1§ the case with
umbrella, bat thgle applicants Must provide some supplemental funding: While. -
the National Miseum Act does not imposé 1iMits on the duration of a project,
funding 1s granted only in one-year increments. A new application, subject
" to full-review, must bé filed annually for each year of support requested,

To monitor the grants, the National Museum Act requires four quartérly
financial and performance reports. Site visits are also scheduled. The
final 157perceknt of the total award is not given until all Fepéfts have. been
submitted and accepted. Awards are made payable to applicant organizations,
" .not to individuals: Based on its initial tfack record for the past dozen
years, the National Museum Act appears to be functicning according to its
iégilﬁl ative intent.



NATIONAL MUSEUM: ACT® /\‘Lﬁ,
'SUMMARY. .OF ‘PROGRAM: ACTIVITY
FY 1972 - FY 1983

APPROPRIATION) _ APPLICATIONS RECELVFD ) " GRANTS AWARDED
NOS', AMT. NOS...(*) AMT., (%)
FV 1184 96,000 . dag 4,4 mivvicd &4 (7)&4’!'3 (Ner  FruAcizsn 1
CFY 1983 784,000 . 17 2,878,450 66 (51) . 693,000 (508,000)
" EY 19827 '779,000. 139 2,671,447 '56: (39) 676,360 (439,460)
. FY 1981 803,000 181 : 3,426,316 56 (32) 705,307  (386,662)
{ ‘FY 1980 802,000 156 . 2,755,69% 60 (34) 710,191 (354,599)
FY 1979 794,000 189. ’ 3,039, 460 4 (34) 697,141 (325,780)
FY 1978 790,000 - 179 2,648,124 55 (33) . 721,185 (338,571) 2
FY 1977 792,000 T2 . -3,015,880 697 (33) 726,373 (296,846) !
FY 1976 ¢ 964,000 : 175 2,937,705 67 (22): 892,609 (294,251)
FY 1975 802,000 161 2,386,168 56 (11) 751,586 (212,568):
FY. 1974 901,000 . 173 1,230,437 63 «(11) T 612,243 (114,39))
) . +4200,000!
FY 1973 798, 000 184 1,246,184 25 ( '6) '543,583  (136,188)
O AT - 4200,0000
FY 1972 600,000 - 47 . 1,428,016 21 ( t.): 359,368 , ( 47,750)
. +4200,000
ToTAL $9.609,000 X% I $29,663,881 1666, (310)  $8,690,946(3,455,008)
) Conservation-related awards are shown in parentheate The number of. grante::and the dollare are
- included inithe preceeding totals. . '

3 In each of these: years, an amount of $100,000 was ttanafarrad' to each of tha Endowments.
. # - Includes trnnsitionuquartar
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NATIQNAL, BUSEUM ACT
SUMMARY,OF FV_1984 AWARDS BY PROGRAM

TOTAL ' .CONSERVATION
. E Ineluded om total at_left
- Number of ~ Mumber of R -
: x Gran:a_ AAEEu'E: Grants Amoung
GEsduate/Professional Training , ] s125,0000 - | 3 $ 65,000 °
MiBem@m Intérnships . : 16 $162,000 9 $102,000
Stipends to Individuals for 19 §101,600 | 13 - s101,000
Conservation Studies ;
Seminars. - . 9 $ 76,000 4 $ 26,000
Special Stidies and Research 8 $ 95,000 7 $ 80,000
Services to the Fiald 6 $127,000 &- °  $%7,000
64 $686,000 46 . $421,000



Reglonal Cdnservation Centers fn_the_United States

‘Balboa Art Conservation Center
Center f6r Consérvation and Technfcal
Studies, Fogg Museum, Harvard University

Conservation Center for Art and Historic:
Artifacts

Conservation and Collection Center of - =
New. York State

. Interruseun Conservation Association
gerlin College

Mafne State Museums Regional Canservation
Center

Northeast Documents Conservation Centaer
Pactfic Régibth Cdﬁséﬁat{qn Center
Rocky -Mountain Regional Conservation Center

- UppeF Midwast Regional Conservation
Association

Wi111amstown Regional Conservation Center

San Diego, California

Boston, Massachisetts

Philadelphia, Pénnsylvania

Peebles Island, New York
Ober1in, Ohio

Augusta, Maine

Andover, Massachusetts

Honolulu, Hawati

Denver, Colorado

Mirineapolis, Minnesota

Wi1liamstown, Massachusetts
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