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November 16, 1993 

To The Executive Staff and Commissioner Assistants 

The attached material from the Commissioner Task Force on 

SAC member processes was received after meeting materials 

were mailed. Please insert this memorandum in your meeting 

materials behind tab VIII. 
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November 15, 1993 

UNITED STATES 
COMMISSION ON 
CIVIL RIGHTS 

TO: All Commissioners 
Acting Staff Director Doctor 
Regional Staff 

00 I 0 

1121 Vermont Avenue , N.W. 
Washington . O.C. Z04Z5 

FROM: Task Force on SAC Projects and Reports Process 
Commissioners Anderson, Horner, Berry, Redenbaugh 

Re: Proposed Changes to SAC Projects and Report Process 

Background 

In our July , 1993 meeting the Commission directed that a four-member task for e 
propose possible changes to the SAC Project and Report process. This discu sion 
was postponed a month to this November meeting . 

The d iscussion at the July meeting revealed that we Commissioners have not 
established clear criteria with which we will assess SAC Reports that come bef re us. 
The task force has determined that the criteria for judging these reports can be 
divided into two categories - process and content 

The purpose of the proposal offered below is to establ ish clear and agreed up 
standards that we Commissioners will use when voting on reports to assess bo h the 
process followed to produce a report and the content of the report. These stan ards, 
once agreed upon. will be sent to SAC members so that they are aware of the riteria 
that will be used when voting on the reports they bring before us. 

A note regarding content we are aware that we must be mindful to remain with FACA ' 
rules and have included criteria for judging the content of SAC Reports that, w 
believe, wi ll not violate these rules. 

Proposal 

1) Approval Checkl ist 

There are two critic.a l points at which SAC Projects and Reports run through th Staff 
Director's Office. The first is approval of the Project Proposal. When a SAC coses 
a topic for their next Project and Report, the Civil Rights Analyst in the Region I 
Office writes a Project Proposal that must be approved by first the Regional Di ctor 
and then by the Staff Director. 
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The second is when the fina l report comes to the Staff Director's Office fo r revi and · 
approval before going to the Commissioners. 

The task force proposes that the Commission direct that the Staff Director's Offipe 
adopt the criteria on the attached checklist as standards for approving the prop~_sa l. 
These criteria, as mentioned above, address both the process and content of lhe 
proposed SAC project. W ith the adoption of this checklist approved by the 
Commissioners. the Staff Director will then be accountable that the Commissio ers 
are satisfied with the SAC output . 

2) Monthly update from Staff Director on SAC Projects and Reports 

We propose that the Commissioners direct the Slaff Director provide the 
Commissioners at each meeting with an update of all SAC Project and Reports. We 
may also add to these criteria in the future. 

This update will include, for each state, actions taken, if any, in the previous m th, 
as wel l as what is the next action to occur and by when it will happen. 

The following are examples of events that wil l be documented and reported to 
Commissioners for each SAC: 

-SAC will be meeting on Date to discuss their next project 
-SAC has chosen topic, Project Proposal expected to OSD on Date 
-Project Proposal document Approved by SAC on Date, including a Precis of 

Proposal 
-Project Proposal Approved by OSD, Date, Precis of Proposal 
-Fact-finding Meeting Scheduled, Date 
-Fact-finding Meeting Completed, Date; Report to be submitted to OSD by Da e 
-SAC Report Approved by SAC on Date and forwarded to OSD 
-SAC Report Approved by OSD and scheduled for Commissioner vote on Oat 

3) Lengthen Commissioner review period 

At present, Commissioners receive SAC Reports one month in advance of the 
meeting at which a vote on the Repon is scheduled. We propose extending thi time 
for review from one month to two months. 

During th is period, Commissioners will review the reports according to the crite ia 
established. If we may have Questions about the process followed, clarity of 
language, probity of evidence, etc., we may give these to the Staff Director (wh will 
pass on to Regional Staff) and they wi ll have a chance to respond to the 
Commissioners' concerns/questions before the Commission meeting vote. 
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SAC PROJECT AND REPORT CHECKLISTS 

SAC PROJECT PROPOSAL 

APPROVAL OF PROPOSAL BY SAC 
~ Was the Project Proposal sent to the SAC members? 
0 Have they reviewed and approved the Project Proposa l (not just the topic bu 

the proposal itself)? 
0When? 
Et1 What was the vote? 

BALANCE OF SOURCES 
0 Does the proposal specify the actions that will be taken by the Regional Sta 

and SAC to insure that the research to be conducted and testimony to be 
received will be balanced? 

0 Have the Regiona l Staff and SAC identified the sources they will contact to 
research the topic and do these sources represent a variety of opinions on th 
issue to be studied? 

TIME FOR PROJECT 
0 Have milestones and estimated dates been given? (Once reached , these 

milestones will be reported to the Commissioners in the Staff Directors repo 
described above.) 

~Is the schedule reasonable given the other staff commitments and the scope 
of the project. 

JURISDICTION 
£tJ Does this project fall within our jurisdiction? 

SCOPE 
~ Are the topic and scope of this project reasonably documented and justified? 

BUDGET 
~ Does the budget for th is proposal reasonable given the scope of the project 

presented and the budget for SAC activities overall? 
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SAC REPORT 

APPROVAL BY SAC 
Ill Have all SAC members had an opportunity to vote on the report? 
(tJ When was the vote? 
E!l Who voted? 
0 What was the tally - yes, no, abstentions? (Include this tally with report as it i 

forwarded to Commissioners) 

BALANCE OF SOURCES 
0 Were the various and opposing views that were to be covered according to 

the proposal indeed researched and/or invited to speak? 
~Were these views given consideration in the report? 

WRITING OF REPORT 
It! Is the report in clear and literate language representative of Commission 

work? 
~ Is the report legally accurate, were statutes properly ci ted, etc? 

REPORT CONCLUSIONS 
ltl Is there probity in the evidence used to support the conclusions? Does the 

testimony, research and evidence given In the body of the report support the 
conclusions? 

Note: According to the above criteria which necessitates a ba lance of evidence 
and a coherence between the evidence and the conclusions, we determine that 
Community Forums do not assure to sufficient scope and balance to warrant 
findings and recommendations and propose making this a standard. 

Community Forums can be useful and valid for SACs to alert the Commission t 
certain conditions or particular issues. The product of a Community Forum can 
be a report to the Commission about what was said, but th is meeting does not 
produce sufficient evidentiary record to warrant a report that includes either 
findings or recommendations. 
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