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CDC Policy on Research and
Scientific Programs

* CDC policy (2002) mandates peer review of
research

* Revised policy (2008) expands scope to
include scientific programs (research and
non-research)

* Policy includes requirements for both
extramural and intramural research



Diversity of Evaluand's

* Definition of research portfolio or scientific
program left to discretion of unit
— Major research topics
— Organizational units
— Single topic studies

— Core service activities (e.g., laboratories,
statistical support)

— Public health practice activities (e.g.,
surveillance, state/local programs)



Mechanism of Peer Review

e Mechanism left to discretion of unit

— Board of Scientific Counselors (BSC)
administered (e.g., BSC workgroup or BSC
subcommittee)

— Non-BSC-administered (e.qg., ad hoc review,
national academy panel, special emphasis
panel)

— Conducted on-site, by mail, or by telephone



Evaluation Goals and Use of
Portfolio Reviews

* Assess research or scientific program’s
— Strengths
— Weaknesses
— Redundancies or gaps
— Future directions

* Evaluation findings guide decision-making
— Scientific direction
— Prioritization
— Financial stewardship

* ldentify areas for research and program
Improvement




Factors Affecting Evaluation
Quality

Participation of key stakeholders

easible evaluation scope and focus
Forum for dialogue & vetting
Availability of data

Limited time and $$S for conducting evaluation
Commitment to actionable recommendations

Political sensitivities — Internal & External ™



Presenters
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“External Program Reviews in the Office of Public Health
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Discussion Questions

 What are some overall lessons learned for conducting
and utilizing portfolio reviews in a government setting?

 How does transparency affect the portfolio review
process and evaluation quality in a government setting?
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