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Executive Summary

This review addressed the entire Division of Culture and History as a whole. During the
process of defining the scope of the audit, the focal points of the review became the Arts and
Humanities Section, the Museums Section and the two Commissions associated with the Division.
The Archives and History Commission was reviewed for compliance with recommendations from
the 1995 Ernst and Young “Single Audit”. The Commission was found to be in full compliance.
No issue areas were found in the review of the Museums Section. The Commission on the Arts
was included in the review of the Arts and Humanities Section, and the findings in this report
relate as much to this Commission as to the Arts and Humanities Section. Overall performance
of the Division was found to be satisfactory. The issue areas discussed in this report are relatively
minor in nature.

Issue Area One: The Arts and Humanities Section should revise its rating sheets used in
. , e 2in

The process the Division uses to select and administer grants generally follows agency
policy. The procedure for selecting among eligible projects contains a degree of subjectivity. The
agency uses rating sheets which contain criteria used to rate eligible projects. The current use of
rating sheets does help offset some of the subjectivity, but the rating sheets do not completely
reflect the stated criteria for evaluating the applications. Additionally, the Arts and Humanities
Section of the Division does not retain these sheets in permanent files. This is contrary to the
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA). The follow-up procedure allows the evaluation of the
grantee’s use of funds to be orally reported to the Director. These reports should always be in
written form and retained on permanent record to comply with the FOIA.

Recommendation One: The rating sheets used to assist in the grant recipient selection process
should be changed to reflect the criteria announced to the applicant. These forms should be
retained as permanent record.

Recommendation Two: The Arts and Humanities Section should make all site visit reports on a
standard written form and keep them as permanent record.

Recommendation Three: The Arts and Humanities Section should periodically evaluate the inter-
rater reliability of the rating process.

Issue Area Two: The appeals process does not_ensure that money remains_available if
lenied i lecisi eversed 1

The funds available for grant distribution are committed in June of each year and the
contracts are finalized in July, while appeals cannot be heard until the September Commission
meeting. By this time, there may be no uncommitted money left to fund a successful appeal for
reconsideration. If there is not enough funds remaining, then the appeal process would not serve
its desired purpose. If the original decision not to fund an applicant is reversed on appeal but
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there is no funding available, the applicant is notified that funds could possibly become available
through cancellation or returned money. If no money becomes available, the applicant will have
to cancel the project, find other sources of funding or re-apply for support the next year. The
current method of operation renders the appeals procedure moot.

Recommendation Four: The Arts and Humanities Section and the Commission on the Arts should
address this problem to devise a practical way of assuring that the appeals process offers a
legitimate chance for obtaining funds.
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Review Objective, Scope and Methodology

This performance evaluation of the Division of Culture and History was conducted in
accordance with the West Virginia “Sunset Law”, Chapter 4, Article 10, Section 11 of the West.
Virginia Code of 1931, as amended. The primary function of the Division of Culture and History
is to advance, foster and promote the creative and performing arts and crafts, to identify, register,
acquire, mark and care for historical, prehistorical, archaeological and significant architectural
sites, structures and objects, and to encourage such activities through economic assistance such
as loans, subsidies, grants and other incentives. It is also to preserve documents and memorabilia
of historical interest or importance.

The objective of this evaluation was to determine the level of efficiency and effectiveness
of the Division in carrying out these duties. The scope of the evaluation included the Commission
on the Arts, the Museums Section, and the Archives and History Commission. There were no
findings with respect to the Museums Section. The evaluation of the Archives and History
Commission consisted of assessing the Commission’s compliance with certain findings from the
1995 Ernst and Young audit of West Virginia Federal Financial Assistance Programs pursuant to
the Single Audit Act of 1984. These findings addressed problems with rating sheets not being
consistent with the announced criteria, and by-laws concerning the Archives and History
Commission’s selection of Historic Preservation grant awards, and with qualifications of
Commission members. These findings have been satisfactorily addressed by the Division.

The methodology of the evaluation included personal interviews with staff, examination
of records, legal research into state and federal code and regulations, and observing planning
meetings and other activities of the Division. A review was conducted on a sample of 20 grant
recipients out of the 190 grants awarded in FY 1994. The sample was used to determine if the
required documents were received by the Division and if appropriate records were kept.

This review followed the Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards
(GAGAS).

February 1997 Division of Culture and History 5
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Organization of the Division of Culture and History

The Division of Culture and History consists of five sections and two citizen commissions.
They are as follows:

1.

The Arts and Humanities Section is responsible for stimulating and fostering the
development of the performing and creative arts and crafts in the state. The
section may make awards, prizes or grants to individuals or public and private
institutions that encourage this development.

The Archives and History Section is responsible for the preservation of documents
and records having legal or historical value to the state. In addition, the section
designates historical markers and monuments throughout the state, and publishes
a historical journal.

The Museums Section is responsible for the preservation of historic objects and
memorabilia, and for administering the state museum coordinated with other
museums throughout the state. The section is also responsible for locating objects
missing from the Capitol.

The Historic Preservation Section is responsible for the identification and
preservation of historical and archeological sites, and for conducting or authorizing
archeological studies on such sites. The section is also to maintain a registry of
historical sites.

The Administrative Section provides centralized financial and administrative
support to all areas of the Division’s operations.

The Commission on the Arts, consisting of ex officio and appointed members,
function in advisory capacities to the Arts and Humanities Section. The
Commission has fifteen appointed members and the Director of the Arts and

~Humanities Section is an ex-officio non-voting member.

The Commission on Archives and History, consisting of ex officio and appointed
members, functions in advisory capacity to the Archives and History Section, the
Museums Section and the Historic Preservation Section. The Commission has
thirteen appointed members with eight ex-officio members, two of which may vote.

The entire Division is under the direction of the Commissioner of the Division of Culture and
History. The five sections are each administered by a director. Division employees are classified
as civil service. The total appropriations from general revenue in FY 1996 was $4,791,061, total
federal money was $2,997,280 and special revenue funds were $1,338,086. The total funding for
the year was $9,126,427.

February 1997
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Issue Area One: The Arts and Humanities Section should revise its rating sheets wsed in
the Commission on the Arts’ grant awards and should maintain certain
records permanently.

The Process of Awarding Grants

The Division of Culture and History has the duty to administer a variety of grants to
private institutions, individuals and groups. Grants are awarded in the Arts and Humanities
Section to assist organizations in providing access to fine arts related events for West Virginia
citizens. For example, a grant may be awarded to help defray costs for a theatrical group or
classical musicians to perform for students at a local school. Some symphony orchestral
performances are assisted through grants. There are many categories of grant types. Appendix
A includes two tables which describe each individual grant type. Appendix B contains a table
which illustrates the distribution of grants by county for FY91 through FY95.

Table One illustrates the amount of grants awarded over the last five fiscal years.

Table One
Number of Grants and Amount Awarded by Fiscal Year
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 Total

171 Grants | 168 Grants | 168 Grants | 190 Grants | 162 Grants | 859 Grants
$1,293,234 | $1,285,735 | $1,228,554 | $1,305,974 | $1,143,803 | $6,257,300

* Source: Culture and History Annual Reports

The West Virginia Commission on the Arts (WVCA), the advisory body which works with
the Arts and Humanities Section, is responsible for deciding to whom the grants will be awarded.
The WV CA has a set of criteria to determine eligibility for assistance. Under this criteria, various
programs are excluded, such as country, pop or rock performances, fund-raising activities
programs, historical research and expenses related to space rental and fees for non-professional
performers.

After making eligibility determinations, the selection of grant recipients is based on
available funds and the merit of each eligible applicant. In addition to specific criteria for special
grant programs, there is a set of general criteria for reviewing all applications. These criteria are
as follows:

Artistic merit

Completeness and accuracy of the application
Potential for impact on the community or participants
Availability of programming to the public
Commitment of local funds

ESECE SR
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6. Applicant’s ability to successfully complete the project
7. Equitable geographic distribution of Commission funds
8. Need

Overall, the entire process of grant administration is functioning adequately. The
issues in the following sections are comparatively minor, and the recommendations which follow
address these problems. Basically, the Arts and Humanities Section needs to improve record
keeping by improving and retaining rating sheets and written site visit reports.

Sample of Grants

A sample of 20 grant files was taken from the 190 approved grants for FY 1994. These
files were reviewed to determine if the proper documents were being obtained and included, if the
proper steps before and after a grant were being taken and if the Arts and Humanities Section was
conducting the necessary follow-up on grant recipients. The audit team was specifically looking
for the following documents:

Rating sheets used in the selection and ranking process.
Final Reports required to be submitted by the grantee.
Follow-up reports to evaluate the grantee’s program.
Independent audit reports required by the Single Audit Act.

H W N -

Rating Sheets

The panel members use the rating sheets to rank applicants in an order reflecting the
degree to which they meet the criteria. Applicants are numerically rated on criteria with a zero,
one or two, and a final score is tallied. The sheets also allows the panelist to answer the question,
“Should this project be funded?” These sheets are important because some of the criteria involved
in the decision to award or deny a grant to an applicant are subjective in nature. These rating
sheets can be a valuable tool because it not only provides a tangible decision-making apparatus,
but it can also provide permanent record of the decision process. Two shortcomings were found
concerning these sheets.

First, the rating sheets are being kept for only one year instead of becoming permanent
record. They are not placed in the grant files because it is felt that sometimes the comments on
the sheets are too frank to be relayed to the applicant. The applicant is provided with a summary
of positive and negative comments.  The audit team was able to assess the rating sheets by
obtaining the 1996 sheets, which were still available.

The failure to retain the sheets permanently is contrary to the Freedom of Information Act
(FOIA). The rating sheets constitute a portion of the tangible evidence surrounding the awarding
of public funds. These rating sheets are therefore public record. Failure to retain these sheets
in the permanent files of each grant is contrary to WV Code §29B-1-3(3) which states that these
records should be made available for inspection and examination. The audit team could identify
no information in the rating sheets which would meet the requirements for exemption from

10 Division of Culture and History February 1997



disclosure (See Appendix C). Legislative legal staff has concurred that these records constitute
public record and are not exempt from the FOIA. Therefore these records should be retained as
permanent public record to conform to the Freedom of Information Act.

The second problem concerning the rating sheets was that they do no completely
correspond to the stated criteria for grant programs that is included in the application packets.
The applicant is provided a list of the criteria that the Commission is to evaluate, but the rating
sheets do not reflect the same criteria. The following table illustrates the stated criteria as
compared to the criteria on the rating sheets for the Artist in Residence Program.

Table Two

Artist in Residence Program

Announced Criteria Rating Sheet Criteria
1. Qualifications of the artist. 1. Same
2. Evidence of proper planning. 2. Same
3. Clearly stated goals and the project’s
ability to meet those goals. 3. Same
4. Realistic scheduling of the artist. 4. Same
5. Documentation of project support

from participating groups.

6. Evidence of adequate facilities and 5. Same
supplies.

7. Proper identification of all
participants.

8. Submission of all required application
materials.

9. Evidence of the sponsor’s ability to 6. Same

complete the project.

10.  Potential for impact on participants
and/or the community.

11.  Project evaluation. 7. Residency evaluation strategy is
described.
8. Residency activities are consistent
with goals.

February 1997 Division of Culture and History 11



As the table illustrates, the criteria received by applicants in application packets are not
the same as the criteria the Commission used to rate each grant proposal. Of the eleven
announced criteria, only seven are given a numerical rating on the rating sheet. The eighth
criteria on the rating sheet is given numerical value but does not appear to be announced criteria.
The four announced criteria which have no numerical rating category on the rating sheets are
apparently being judged subjectively, if at all. This of course depends on whether or not the
panelists are remembering to factor these criteria into their overall decision. It may be better to
give all of the criteria a numerical value so that each is considered in the decision. The same is
true for the Arts in Education Special Project Grant but to a lesser extent.

If there is a criteria item for which the Commission rates the application by assigning a
numerical value, the applicants should be aware of this because it could place some ap}plicants at
a disadvantage in the selection process. The Artist in Residence Program has 11 criteria points
announced to applicants yet only eight are numerically rated, two of which are not announced and
three announced criteria are not rated numerically. If the Commission considered some criteria
important enough to announce to applicants, then those criteria should be given some numerical
rating in the selection process. This situation is similar to a finding regarding the Historic
Preservation grants which was reported in the 1995 Single Audit by Ernst and Young. The Single
Audit recommended that the rating sheets be changed to reflect the announced criteria.’ PERD
recommends that the ratings sheets should be altered to reflect the announced criteria.

Finally, the Division of Culture and History should consider periodically evaluating the
inter-rating reliability of the rating process to assure that the panelist maintain consistency in their
understanding of the criteria. Each panelist should interpret the definitions of each criteria in the
same way. In this manner, a fairer and less subjective rating system would be possible.

Final Reports

After a grant has been awarded, the Arts and Humanities Section has several methods to
determine if the funds were properly used. All grantees are required to submit a final report 30
days after the completion of their last project. Final reports are required on each individual
project if an applicant has received grant funds for multiple projects. These reports are audited
for financial correctness by the grant coordinator and the director. Staff audits them for content
evaluation. Any discrepancies are addressed through requests for additional information or
returned funds. Improper use of funds necessitates the return of all funds. Failure to comply with
reporting requirements could lead to action by the attorney general to recover the funds. This has
never occurred, however.

The files in the sample of grants all contained final reports. One contained an error which
was noted by the Arts and Humanities staff and corrected by the grantee. It can be concluded that
the final reports are being properly reviewed.

L' The announced criteria and rating sheets for Historic Preservation grants were changed so that they are

identical.
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Follow-up reports

In addition to the final reports there are periodic visits by Arts and Humanities staff to a
random sample of grantees. Program staff average 15 such visits a year.? At these visits, the staff
member observes ongoing activities which are supported by the grant money. The site visit
reports include observations about the project and the level of participation by those for whom the
project is designed. Monthly reports by staff briefly outline the staff member’s activities for the
past month, including travel for site visits.

The audit team found no follow-up site visit reports in the sample files. The Arts and
Humanities staff do not submit each report in writing. Currently they can be made orally to the
Director. When done in writing they are not kept in the grant files, nor are they done on
standardized forms. While PERD has determined that, generally, the Arts and Humanities Section
is following up on grant awards as evidenced by written reports, the process should be changed
so that all of the site visit reports be written on a standard form, and maintained in grant records.
This should be done to comply with the Freedom of Information Act’s demand for public record
and to provide concrete evidence that the staff member conducting the site visit was satisfied or
dissatisfied, as the case may be. Additionally, these records could be used when evaluating future
applications from these grantees.

Independent Financial Audits

Federal regulations currently require any organization receiving a grant consisting of over
$25,000 in federal money to undergo an independent financial audit for the year in which the grant
was awarded. The agency administering the grants is to receive a copy of the audit report. In
the FY 94, the year which the sample cases were administered, six grants consisting of over
$25,000 in federal funds were awarded. For each of these grants, a financial audit report was
provided. Two grants consisted of over $25,000, but the federal funds portion was less than this
amount. Therefore no audit was required.

Conclusion
As stated previously, the overall process of grant administration functions adequately. The
minor issues raised by the sample can be rectified quickly and easily, and this should result in a
better procedure for selection of grant awards and follow-up. No other deficiencies were detected

in the sample of cases.

Recommendation One

The rating sheets used to assist in the grant recipient selection process should be changed to

2 Each year the total number of grants awarded has been between 150 and 190. Fifteen visits would be 8

to 10 percent of all grants. This represents a good sample.
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reflect the criteria announced to applicants. These forms should be retained as permanent record.

Recommendation Two

The Arts and Humanities Section should make all site visit reports on a standard written form, and
keep them as permanent record.

Recommendation Three

The Arts and Humanities Section should periodically evaluate the inter-rater reliability of the
rating process.
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Issue Area Two: The appeals process does not ensure that money remains available if
denied grant applicants decisions are reversed on appeal.

The WVCA approves grants at its June meetings, and applicants are sent letters informing
them if their projects have been funded. A letter of explanation is included to those applicants
who have been turned down. Soon thereafter, a contract is mailed to the successful applicants for
return in two weeks. These letters and contracts are generally sent in the early part of July. A
denied application may be appealed to the Commission on the Arts by submitting a written request
for reconsideration to the Director of the Arts and Humanities Section. This appeal request must
be received by the Director no later than September 1. The appeal will be considered only if the
applicant can document specific examples which demonstrate that the application was
misrepresented or improperly reviewed. The Director reviews the request and submits it to the
Commission at its next quarterly meeting (September).

The concern regarding this procedure is that the funds available for grant distribution are
decided in June, and the contracts are finalized in July, while appeals cannot be heard until the
September Commission meeting. The question arises, would there be enough uncommitted money
left to fund a successful appeal for reconsideration? If there is not enough funds remaining, then
the appeal process would not serve its desired function.

The Arts and Humanities Section Director indicated that this could happen. If no funding
remains available at the time of an appeal, the applicant is notified of this fact. Regardless of fund
availability, the appeal will still be considered by the WVCA at the Fall meeting, but it could be
a moot issue by that time. If the original decision not to fund an applicant is reversed on appeal,
but there is no funding available, the applicant is notified that funds could possibly become
available through cancellation or returned money. If this occurs in time to process the grant, the
applicant will receive the funds. However, since this is an uncertain possibility, the likely
scenario is that the applicant will have to reapply for the next fiscal year or will cancel the project
or find other sources of funding.

This situation has not occurred to date. In reviewing the minutes of the Commission
meetings, the audit team found that from 1993 to 1996, nine decisions against awarding grants
were appealed by the applicants. Three of these appeals resulted in reversals. According to the
Arts and Humanities Section, the funding was available for these programs to be funded.
However, it still remains a possibility that the funds may not be available for an appeal.

There could be a number of different approaches to address this problem. Changing the
sequence of events surrounding the selection process so that appeals are heard before the
finalization of contracts is complete could be a possible solution. Withholding a certain
percentage of available funds for the appeals process is another possibility. The Culture and
History Division and the WVCA should study this issue for a feasible solution.
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Recommendation Four

The Arts and Humanities Section and the Commission on the Arts should address this problem to
devise a practical way of assuring that the appeals process offers a legitimate chance for obtaining
Junds.

16 Division of Culture and History February 1997



Appendix A

Grant Types and Definitions
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Purpose

Eligibility

Examples

ll General Grant Programs ||

Special Criteria

Touring Grants

Enables sponsors to pay
for touring groups to
perform locally.

Up to 50% of contract
fees.

Theater Company, Dance
Company, Orchestra.

Artists must have record
of previous
performances.

Performing Arts

Assistance for

Up to 50% of

Music, Theater, Dance

Juried competition,

production costs. cost/expenses. groups. special consideration for
| new works.
Visual/Media Arts Programming and 50% fees/lodging Art Exhibitions. Varies with project.

exhibition cost
assistance for museums,
art galleries, etc.

100% Exhibition costs.

Major Institution
Support

Financial assistance to
large arts organizations.

Non profit, 5+ years in
existence, $500,000 in
operating base.

Colleges, national service
organizations.

Artistic excellence,
community impact.

Planning and
Development

Assists arts

Personnel and consultant

50% of consultant fees,

Interns, Consultants

organizations in costs. 50% staff administrator Staff expansion at art
planning and developing salary for two years. organizations.
rOgrams.
February 1997 Division of Culture and History 19
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Arts in Education Grants

Mini-Grants Artist Residencies Special Programs

Purpose Assists up to $1000 in fees of | Assists in presenting a series of | Supports a variety of
programs for educational | programs by an artist to increase | projects that do not fall
purposes. school/community awareness. under other categories.

Eligible 50% contract fees and | 50% Contract fees and supplies. | 50% of eligible costs.
expenses.

Examples Schools contracting an arts | Up to 8 month long contract by | Pilot programs
performance. artist to conduct classes at a | Governor’s Awards

school. Workshops

Conferences.

Special criteria [} Schools or organizations that | Included in a special guide. None cited.
do not present a season of
events.

Artist must earn less than
$12,000/year.
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Grants By County, FY91-95
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Visual Arts and Crafts Fellowships
August 5, 1996

Second Round

Application No.

Genre:

Applicant Name:

Panelist Notes: 3

Please circle the numerical ranking that best reflects the artists body of work.

Low

High

February 1997 Division of Culture and History
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1996 AIE SPECIAL PROJECT APPLICATION RATING SHEET

Al

Applicant Name _ . . _ _ Project Number ___ .

Panelist Initials __

Based on the information provided in the application please rate each of the following
according to the listed numeric values.

YES =12 SOMEWHAT=1 NO=0

RATING

1 - The desired results of the project are identified............coo.co. s e
2 - Project activities are identified and support the desired results............... T
3 - Relation to the school curriculum is described............... R s
4 - Impact on students is desCribed.......cooivniriii e
5 - Planning with educators is ewdent ....... o
6 - Artists/Outside professionals involved are qualified.......cooovevenirininnn

. 7 - Budget is adequate and understandable.........occoiiinnnnes
8 - The project description is understandable......ocooiiine e S
9 - Appropriate evaluation strategy is descrbed.. ..o
10 - Application included all required materialS.....co.ooveneevecninininnninens o
(confirm at meeting) -

TOTAL /20

Do you feel this project should receive funding? YES__ NC __
What do you like most about this proposal?

What do you like least about this proposal?

Please share constructive comments or suggestions for the applicant on reverse side.

February 1997 Division of Culture and History
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ARTIST IN RESIDENCE APPLICATION RATING SHEET

Droject Number: .

Applicant Name: . .. ...

Panelist Initial:

the application please rate eac

Based on the information provided in
o the values listed below.

of the following criteria according t

YES = 2, SOMEWHAT = 1, NO = 0

The artist is qualified for the residency. P

...............

proper planning is evident.......
Goals of the residency are clear..........

Residency activities are consistent with goals.

The schedule for the artist is realistic...eee.

supplies/materials are

Proper space and
described and being provided to the artist..eeeecoeovoesoas

Ability of the applicant to successfully administrate

and complete the project is evident..... oo

.o ¢ s 0 a0 s s s . .

Residency evaluation strategy is described.......

Do you feel this residency should be funded? __

what do you most like about this proposal?

What do you least like about this proposal?

Please share any other constructive comments or recommendations you
have concerning this proposal or this panel process.

February 1997 Division of Culture and History
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WEST VIRGINIA DIVISION OF
CULTURE AND HISTORY

Memorandum
To:  Office of Legislative Auditors

From: William M. Drennen, Commissioner
WYV Division of Culture and History

Re: Response to Performance Audit, January 1997

Date: January 27, 1997

We appreciate the courteous and efficient manner in which the Performance Audit of the Division
of Culture and History was conducted. In general we concur with the findings.

Please include our specific responses to your findings in your final report.

Issue Area One: The Arts and Humanities Section should revise its rating sheets used in the WV
Commission on the Arts’ erant awards and should maintain certain records permanently.

Recommendation One: Rating sheels used Lo assist the grant recipient selection process should
be changed to reflect the criteria announced to the applicant. These forms should be retained as

a permanent record.

RESPONSE: The rating sheets are hand written comments sheets by the citizen advisory panels
that are a tool to assist in the review of grant applications according to the guidelines. These
sheets are collected by staff and a compilation of the comments (for successful and unsuccessful
applicants) is sent to the applicant after the Commission has made final approval of all

" recommendations. Currently, the staff member in charge of the specific program maintains a file
with the comment sheets in them, should an applicant request additional information or have
questions. These files are maintained for onc year.

At the request of the Performance Audit Team, to fully comply with FOIA, the rating sheets will
be maintained in the central grant file along with all correspondence related to the.grant

application.

The rating system and grant criteria arc re-cvaluated every ycar by constituents, staff and the
advisory panels after the grants process is complete. Adjustments to make the process more
objective in distributing the available funds according to the guidelines are madc after this annual
re-cvaluation. Rating sheets arc updated cach year to match the guidelines. We will make sure

THE CULTURAL CENTER ¢ 1900 KANAWHA BOULEVARD, EAST » CHARLESTON, WEST VIRGINIA 25305-0300
TELEPHONE 304-558-0220 « FAX 304-558-2779 « TDD 304-558-3562
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that all criteria of the guidclines corrclate with the rating shects. We also make sure that all the
review panclists have a common understanding of the guidelines and the rating criteria, so that
applications will be judged from a standard set of criteria.

We would like to note that under all grant catcgories, all of the applications submitted arc
reviewed by staff for completeness prior to distribution to the review pancl. This review for
completeness ensures that all basic requirements have been met to move on to a review panel. At
the beginning of each panel session the citizen advisory panel members are notified if all the basic
criteria have been met for the application to proceed to the panel. Therefore, many of these basic
criteria have heretofore not been listed on their rating sheet. Basic criteria have included:
submission of all required materials, typed application, proper signatures, identification of all
participants, documentation of partnerships and/or matching funds, impact on the community,

population served, etc.

Panel reviews are generally conducted as follows: Round 1: All applications are reviewed and
ranked in or out of the process based on the criteria on the ranking sheet and in the guidelines.
Round 2: The panelists are asked to rank the remaining applications again after brief discussion
and examination of supplementary material (if any). The rating sheets that are used have a
numerical ranking. Once all applications are reviewed they are then ranked by their score. Round
3: Generally, the advisory citizen panel begins with the top ranked request and endeavors to fully
fund each project up to a point where the funds are depleted in that particular category. In the
event that there are applications that are ranked the same, the panel will conduct a discussion, re-
examine the budgets of each project and determined what can be awarded or cut from the budget
and still allow the project to be conducted in its original form, where possible. The panels’
recommendations are sent to the WV Commission on the Arts for final approval.

Recommendation 2: The Arts and Humanities Section should make all site visit reports on a
standard written form and keep them as a permanent record.

RESPONSE: The West Virginia Commission on the Arts staff is seven in number, two are grants
coordinators and one is an administrative assistant. We currently have three program staff plus
the director that maintain contact and do site visits for the entire state. Program staff average
about 15 site visits annually. Site visit reports are made.-either orally or in written form to the
director and are noted in our monthly reports that are submitted to the Commissioner of Culture

and History.

The sample of applications reviewed by the Performance Audit team did not contain site reports
due to the fact that some program staff were maintaining standard written forms and some were
not. The Arts staff will return to use the standardized form for each site visit and maintain them in
the grant files. A copy of the sample form used is attached.

Recommendation 3: The Arts and Humanities Section should periodicallv evaluate the
interrater reliabilitv of the rating process.

RESPONSE: The guidelines and criteria for ranking quality applications and projects are
reviewed after each grant cycle for completeness and accuracy by constituents, staff, advisory
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panels and the Commission. The recommendations from these review groups are incorporated
into the review process and the rating sheets that assist in the review. We will continuc to
evaluate these to verify consistency after cach grant cycle for accuracy.

Issue Area Two: The appeals process docs not ensure that moncy remains available if denied
erant applicants decisions are reverscd on appeal.

Recommendation 4: The Arts and Humanities Section and the Commission on the Arts should
address this problem to devise a practical way of assuring that the appeals process offers a
legitimate chance for obtaining finds.

The current appeals process of the WVCA is such that the applicant must submit a request to the
Director by September 1 prior to the WVCA September Commission meeting with any additional
materials. Appeals must be for the current project that was rejected. Applicants cannot appeal
for a new request or change the current project. The letter is reviewed by the director. The
applicant receives notification of the receipt of the appeal letter and the date that it will be
reviewed again by the Commission. At the time of the receipt of the appeal request, if there is no
funding available in that particular program for the grant year, the applicant is notified of that fact.

Regardless of the availability of funding at the time of the appeal, the applicant’s appeal request is
taken to the WVCA. 1f the WVCA reviews the request and overrules their original decision, the
applicant is notified of the grant award amount and the processing of the grant begins. If there is
no funding available and the WVCA overrules their original decision, they rule that the staff notify
the applicant that if funds become available through cancellation or returned monies by a certain
date, that they will be processed for the grant. Most of the time applicants would rather not wait
to determine if funds do become available and instead reapply for the project in the next fiscal
year, cancel the program or do the project without WVCA funds.

The WVCA and the staff will work together to develop a strategy to maintain a balance of funds
within the current grants budget to address application appeals as needed. A possible solution
might be to set aside a certain percentage of funds to be awarded as additional grants at the
September WVCA meeting if there are no successful appeals.

February 1997
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WV Commission on the Arts Site Visit Report

ORGANIZATION: GRANT #
ARTIST:
CITY: COUNTY.
DATE: LOCATION:
ATTENDANCE: HALL CAPACITY:
TYPE OF EVENT: music dance theater visual other
TYPE OF AUDIENCE: student adult mixed
TYPE OF PROGRAM: .A classroom daytime evening
AUDIENCE RESPONSE: outstanding good fair poor
COST OF TICKET: PROMOTION: good okay poor none
COMMENTS :
PERSON COMPLETING THIS REPORT:
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