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Yy, doward Phillips
Acting Director -

Office of Economic Opportunity
nashington, D. C.

Dear xr., Phillips:

On February T and 8, my Subccmzmites on Zgual Oprortunities held
hesrings on the present status of the UIfice of Sconomic Cppertunity
end its programs and the proposed eli-iration of 00, Although you
were not present es requested, several others, either directly or
indirectly involved with OEC prrogrezs, 3id appear.

The testimony of the various =itzesses served to spotlizht and
spell out the grave and serious sceial =2nd legzal ramifications of both
vour expressed intentions ené recext =ctions to elizinate the Cffice of
Zconorie Opportunity; thereby forecing the many component agencies to
discontinue their services.

Certainly, in the ewes of man;, “here are compelling enough soeial
reasons to warrant an end to your pressat actions. Kowever, based on
vour recently expressed positions, it is understandeble that you would
te guided more on the basis of lezel “zzis rether than the social impact.
There are several legal guestions rzissi by the ections of your eagency,
t2e nature of which should dictate =r ir—ediate halt and rescinding of
our recent directives. ¥While seversl lagal questions are raised by
vour rgeent actions, I would like to direet your attention in particular
4o the chapter in the U.S. Codes entitlisi, "Executive Reorganization”.

Title %/, Section 903(a){%) of

< this chapter calls for the
Presicent to submit to Congress a reorcenization plan specifying the
reoreanization he finds necessary Tonsress then kas 60 days in which

L
¢ review tne plen and either disersrots it or allow it te stand as
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ir, Howard Phillips
reze 2
Tebtruery 13, 1973

To date, through directives, memos, and other actions directed to
loesl coxmunity action agencies, your office hes in fact begun a
systezatic elimination of the Office of Economic Opportunity end its
cazponent programs. These gctions are being instituted without regard
to the legal requirements previously mentioned, since, as of this date,
the Congress has yet to receive or act on a reorganization plan
reflecting your present actions.

Therefore, I an urging you to rescind and disccntinue these
actions which have the practical and real effect of eliminating the
Office of Sconomic Opportunity until such time that a formal reorganization
plan is submitted to Congress &s required by law and Congress hes hed
en opportunity to respond.

The Subcommittee on Squel Opportunities is also requesting that
you appear before it at a hearing on Tuesday, February 27th at 10 a.m.,
rocm 2175 of the Rayburn Building in order that you might infora the
Subcomnittee of the plans and directions the 0ffice of Zeonamic
Opportunity is contemplating under your direction.

Your pronpt acknowledgment and response will be greatly apnrecisted.

.

ewkins

Sincerely,

Augustus F. i
Chairman :
¥ Subcomnittee on Equel Opportunities
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

QFFICE OF ECCNOMIC ) \YASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

OPPORTUNITY

The Honorable Augustus F, Hawkins
Committee on Education and Labor
2181 Rayburn Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Responding to your letter of February 13, I would be pleased to
appear before your Subcommittee on Equal Opportunities at 10:00 a.m.
on Tuesday, February 27, in room 2175 of the Rayburn Office Building.

Accompanying me will be Messers. Richard Redenius, Robert Trachtenberg,
and certain other members of my staff, '

With best wishes,

Sincerely,

Howard Phillips
Acting Director

cc: Max Friedersdorf "’dﬁ,la
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
2181 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515

February 13, 1973

ir. doward Phillips

Acting Director

Office of Sconomic Opportunity
washington, D. C.

Dear Ir. Phnillips

Cn February T and S, uy Cubcomziittee on Iqual Oppé¥funitises

S

néarings
end it

programs and the proposed eliminetion of 0Z0,
were not present as requestec, severzl oths
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on the present status of the O0ffice o Tecnaonie Oprordunity

indirectly involved with OZO prograus, &id appear.

though you

TS, either aifddily cr

The testicony of the various witnessss serwved to spotlight end
spell out the grave and serious sociel and lezal ranmifications of toth
your expressed intentions and recent aseticns to elizinate the Office of
Zconomic Opportunity; thereby forcing the neny ‘coiizenent agencéies to
discontinue their services.

Certainly, in the eyes of many, there cre conpelling enough social

reasons to werrant an end to your present actioms,

flovever, based on

your recently expressed positions, it is understeondsble thet jou wouldd

be guided more cn the basis cf legal facts rather thaw the soeisl impact.s ;E‘
4 There are several legal guestions reised.by the co-lons of your zcency, =%

- the nature of. which should "dictete an itmediete talt ané. Yeseinding of

rour recent directives.

while seversl‘lézal guestIo?s are raised by

2 ﬂi?§ur recent actions, I voula like to direct your :ttention in particuler

to the chepter in the U.S., Codes entitled, 'uyecu*;ve Reqrganization',

Title V, Ssvtion 903(2)(b) of this chapter ?alls for the
~Président to submit to Congress & reorganizstion _
s « reorgenization he finds necessery.,

zn svecifying the
Congress ther: has .60 deys in which .

to review the plen and either disapprove it or sliow it to stand as
submitted.
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Mr. idoward Phillips
Pace 2
Februery 13, 1973

To date, through directives, memos, and other actions directed to
local comcunity ection agencies, your office hes in fact begun -
systenatic eliminetion of the OIflice of Zeonomic Copertunity and its
cofiponentt prograns, Thege actiocfls are being instifuted without regerd
to the legal requirements previously mentioned, since, azs of this date,
the Congress has ret to receive or act oz & reorgsnizestion plen
reflecting your present esctions.

Therefore, I an urging you to rescind and disccutirue these
ections which have the practicsl and real effect of eliminating the

Office of Econoric Opportunity until such time that a forumel reorganization

plan is submitted to Congress as required by lew and Congress has had
en_opportunity to respond.

The Subcammittee ox Zqual Copporrtunities is e¥so recussting thet
you appear before it at a hezring on Tuesdsy, Februzry 27th at 10 a.m.,
xeom 2175 of the Rayburn Suilding in order that you mighs inform the
Subcommittee of the plans and directions the 0ffice of Economic
Cpportunity is contemplating under your direction.

' Your pronpt acknowledgment and response will be greatly spprecisted.

Sincerely,

Augustus F.‘ﬂzvkins
Chairuan U
Subcomtiittee on Zquel Orportunities
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February 20

Mr. John Stark

Executive Director

Joint Economic Committee
G-133 Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr., Stark:

Thank you for your letter of February 19, which I received a copy
of today. I appreciate the opportunity to appear before the Joint
Economic Committee and genuinely regret that I will be unable to
do so on the dates you mentioned.

This declination is made necessary by the fact that I will be appearing
before the House Subcommittee on Equal Opportunities on February 27,
and the Senate Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs on March 2, just
three days later. In addition, with the end of the month in sight,

we are working on those actions which must be taken before the initial
freeze on long term grant actions by OEO can be lifted.

For these reasons, I must defer my appearance until a later date,

John Schrote, my Principal Assistant for Liaison Activities will work
with you in arranging that date.

Sincerely,

Howard Phillips
Acting Director

L
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OHN R. STARK, (CREATED PURSUANT TO SEC. 3(2) oF PUBLIC LAW 384, 75TH CONGRESS)
ECUTIVE DIRECTOR
X WASHINGTON, D.C. «£2510

Fabrnary 13, 1973

Ur, loward Phillips

*  Actiag Director
Cffice of Zconcmic Coportunity
1200 - 19th Strest, H.W.
Washington, D.C. 20505

Dear Mr. Paillips:

Thig iz with raference to the davitation extanded to you
by the Joiat Sconomic Cemmititee sialfl on behalid of Thairman Patwman

to 2ppear before the Commitiee in connection with iis ennual hearings
on the President's 2conomic progran,

The Comalttee is interested in hearing Irca you regarding
the guestion of social and econcmic prioritiess ss revealad in the
President's Dudzet and FNeonomic Messages. Mora particularly, we
gre interasgted in your analysis of how tie Govermesnt should handle
the treatment of poverty in this country and the role toet an orzani-
zatioa such as the Office of Econcuie Opportuaity should play in the
procass.

You are, I 21 £0id, urable {o testify before cur committas
on Fabruary 27. 1If so, we can arrasge $o hear Irocm you preferably
‘on Fabruary 23, or 1f that i3 not possible, on February 26, ¥ould
you contast tha staff in this respect at your eariiast ogpordunity.

The hearing will begin at 10:C0 a.m. I hiope that you wlll
he able to confine your openlng oral testimony to ften ninutes 30
that the Hempers will have sufficisnt opportunity £9 ask questioas - .
Any more datailad statement will of course be cousidered as part of
the D111 record.

-t Tha staf? will inform you as o tha dlace of the hearing
as scofas the date i3 arrasged. Any guestisas vou may bave should
be addressad to me or Courtenay Slateyr, the zlaff eemomist in charg
of these particular hearings. To aid the Hembers of the Committse,
tha gtaff ani the workinz press we would appraciate receivinz 120
copvles of your statement two working days preceding your appearance.

Sincersly,

%

Joan k. Sta

i
G 2 T s
Zxacutive Sidector
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506
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March 14, 1973

MEMORANDUM FOR:
FROM:

SUBJECT:

MAX FRIEDERSDORF
i

ATTACHED
REVENUE S

RANDUM FROM HOWARD PHILLIPS
NG

Please see attached memorandum suggesting analysis of Revenue Sharing,
We are constantly bombarded with the question by Congressmen and

Senators,

The answers would assist us when talking with Members who are defen-
sive of programs in their Districts, but, more important, the answers
will undoubtedly be required when you begin your efforts in securing
passage of the President's plan,

Just being presumptuous in our forewarning.

John E, Schrote

Principal Assistant to
the Acting Director for
Liaison Activities

Enclosure
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March &4, 1973 U)@\% %

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN SCHROTE
FROM: HOWARD PHILLIP

SUBJECT Attached Insert

The White House should begin preparing analyses on
the amount of money going into each Congressional
District through Revenue Sharing, General and Special,
in lieu of non~-funded categorical programs,

Attachment



Eeery 28, 1973

Bntas o rnsl, It is estimated that at the
IS5 rate, ‘ransportation fuel demsnds
biZgniate the entire proven Alaska oil
brtwin, 7 years. Reducing the auto’'s use
FafEz preas by ooly one-fourth, the High-
f #eion Coalition estimates, would save
¢ MBon barrels of petroleum per day,
H% equivalent to the full operating ca-
5« the trans-Alaska pipeline.
Eae other resources inexhaustible. Auto-
Fellfs use 215 of the steel, 61% of the
Ee=nG 107, of the aluminum produced
beaer wuniry each year. Much of this ma-
FX®uis up abandoned on city streets or
s junkyards.
f2fent years we have become painfully
fatef 3he results of unplanted growth in
@ Smand our cities. We face a national
B = scandal, much of 1t attributable to
Ffirand its concrete pathways. In many
#5139 to 8074 of the land is being devoted
Emovement and storage of the automo-
Ti: New Jersey Planning Department
P=gicted that by 2000, transportation
fssime 1/3 of the entire land area of
; 4

"'inm.me to allow highway construction
| &5 housing units at s time when
[ % a national

of new bousing. Inasthe three years
1967 and 1970, highways were re-
for the destruction of 147,000 resi-
7,000 businesses, and 5,000 farms.
5’% and trains allow more efficient use
a8 space and offer an aesthetically pleas-
B aliamative to the expressway. One bus
82 g move at least as many people as
[ v lanes beside it. A double-
~%24 pail transit line can carry as many
“ititers per hour as 20 lanes of freeway
'::gﬁag average rates of passangers-per-

“Tmon Cause joins with the Highway
“ON Coalition and other groups urging
[ ;mon of the basic citizen's protectivs
Fsn  affecting highway and mass
3¢ programs, Section 4(£f) of the Depart-
Y of Transportation Act of 1966 and
OR 102 of the National Environmental
%Y Aet of 1969. We also endorse the
#0585l gponsored by Senator Muskie to re-
P'°® Sfates to inspect motor vehicie emis-
R Cotitrol devices, and to pay for the costs
ftae ::npecmon program from the Highway
sh a

E Bave not treated specific estimates of
§ ©9fs of highway congestion or tralie

CONCLUSION

Petent survey by National Opinion Re-
§°R Corp. indicated 57% of the American
£Pl® thought we should limit automobile

L7 imposed a ban on more roadways in
& °R, and is spending money instead on an
““‘Od publis transportation system.
" Is glear that changes have occurred in
F Datlon's thinking about highways since
2 Interstate Hizhway System and the
i T%¥ Trust Fund were conceived, almost
f ;‘“:’ Fears ago. At that time the gap be-
p t‘h" DParceived highway needs and existing
P ne Was ciear—a twenty year planning
Whrk made sense. And as far as inter~
Sonmections go, the Interstate Systems
WOl designed,
he view from 1373 {3 distinotly dif-
3 A basic system is already substan-
;fh Place, Additions to it, new highways,
© 9% weighed oun their merits and on &

E LS EAN T
B

=

denis, or the comparative costs of auto -

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Haok-by-link basls. Other modal alternatives
must be considered. Funding for those al-
ternatives must be flzxible and unbiased, or
we risk wasting vast sums of precious na-
tional resources.

‘The concept of a singie-mode trust fund—-
whether for highways, airways or rail tran-
sit—is hopelessly cutmoded. Transportation
opportunities should be viewed regionally
and by function—that is, by Anal purpose of
the movement rather than by whai kind of
equipment gets the object from one place to
another. Certainly the existing Highway
Trust Fund should be broadened, Common
Cause believes, and any new transportation
funds should be based on broad functions
{such as urban psssenger transport) rather
than modes (such as rall transit), Broaden-
ing of the Highway Trust Fund is a necessary
step from the point of view of overall na~
tional priorities, and a proper way to provide

IPACT OF PRESIDENT NIXON'S
BUDGET ON SIXTH MASSACHU-
SETTS CONGRESSIONAL DIS-
TRICT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. Harnoeg-
TON) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr, HARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, last
Friday, I held hearings in my district, the
Sixth District of Massachusetts, on the
local impact of the Nixon budget. I want-
ed the opportunity to explain to my con-
stituents the effects the budget will have
on their lives and I wanted to be better
informed myself about this effect. From
both points of view, the hearings were a
marked success.

The hearings, in fact, were so success-
ful that I will use the technigue de-
veloped to produce the informatiom for
the hearings in my own district to ex-
amine the impact of the budget elsewhere
in Massachusetts.

.I would like at this time to insert in
. the Recorp for the information of my
colleagues the information I released to
the hearings.

The statement follows:

Hazrinegrow CHams First Bupcer Heasmwe

The first in a series of Congressional hear-
ings on the Nixon budget proposals got un-

said the hearings are belng held
“to educate the public about the loeal impact
of the Budget, to determine which programs
are in fact working, and to help myself and
other members of Congress better plan re-
spousible alternatives.”

Twelve persons representing all aspects of
programs affected by ths cutbecks were
scheduled to testify on the Budget's cost to
the Sixth District and Massachusetts.

. While acknowledging that thers was room
for improvement among existing programs,
Congressman Harrington charged that the
“Budget does not offer constructive change,
but is a thoughtless document reflecting no
carsful analysis of the effectiveness of domes-
tic programs but eliminates workabie and
worthwhile programs.” %

Harrington said that future hearings would
be hald in ofther parts of Alassachusetts and
New England to determins the full impact of
the Budget cutbacks.

The following persons sre scheduled to
testify before OCongressman Harring®on's
hearing in Lynn on the subjects indicated.

H 1257

Bill Carney from the Feabody Council on
Aging will talk about the effects of Medicare
regulation changes on soeial security recip-
fents.

Dr. Robert Paul, Jr, Superintendent of
Schools of Amesbury, will discuss & variety
of federal assistance programs for public
schools, €

Dr. Anthony Patton a thoracic surgecn
will testify on all areas of health care.

Dr. Donaid Besattie, the Aciing President
of Northh Shore Community Coliege, will dis-
cuss the overall eZect of the Budget on
higher sducation.

Mary Clare Ciuilla, 2 student at Northern
Essex Comxunity Coliege, is from Haverhill
and will tell the hearing about work-study
and direct student loans.

Dr. Frank EKeegan will discuss a szpecific
instance of a terminated program at Salem
State College, where ne is the President.

Rev. James Gambrill from St. Stephens

Church in Lynn will discuss the effects of
the Budget on elderly housing.
v Lynn Model Cities Executive Director Phil
Mamber will explain the services now ren-
dered by Model Cities and who is afected
by them.

Bob Fronch, the Mayor of Gloucester, wilk
discuss cutbacks in the Emergency Employ-
ment Act and other federal programns as af-
fects the City of Gloucester.

Ipswich Town Manager Dick Contl will
discuss the overall impact of th® proposed
cutbacks on municipalities in genersl, and
upon the town of Ipswich in particular.

Denton Crews, Director of the Gloucester
Community Action Program, will discuss the
Budget impact on citizens now being served
by Community Action Programs.

Al Marrs, Director of the Southesern Con-
sortium of the Emergency Employment Pro—
gram, will explain the overall impact of the
EEA on the Sixth District and how It will be
affected by the new Budget.

ELDERLY

] that have been terminated con-
cerning the elderly are many of the housing
programs such as rent subsidies, nonprofit
sponsor houasing which allowed nonprofit or-
ganizations {o bulld housing for low-income
groups including the elderly, various social
services provided by community action agen-
cies and Modsl Cities agencles. One of the
most severe costs that will afect the elderly
is the change in the deductible under medi-
care.

’ MEBICARE
. The amount the elderly will have to pay
to supplement medicare hospital and physi-
cian payments will rise appreciabiy.
HOSPITAL CARE

At present, for the first 60 days, $72 deduc-
ble.

Nixon plam, full cost of 1st hospital day
{North Shore average $20).

At present, 61st to 90th hospital day, $18
per day deductible.

Nizon plan, 10% of full cost of each hos-
pital day after the 1st (ayerage $13 per day
at least). A two-week hospitalization would
cost an elderly person a minimum of $300.

PHYSBICIANS COST

At present, physicians average $500: Nixon

plan, $800.

Medicare patient pays, $168; Nizon piasd,
$214. -

In the Sizth Congressional District there

are approximtaley 45,000 people on medicare,

For those on medicaid, all dental care has
been eliminated.

EDUCATION—ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY

SCEOOLS

Punds for Elementary and Secongdary Edus
cation ars granted to every town and city in
the 6th Congressional Districs, (See following
sheets)

The largest program is Title I under the

S D ——————
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and Secondary Act, aid to edu-
ally deprived children. Funds under
this prmram in fiscal year 1973 totalled

oney ror library resources, ald to innova-

ducation, research, ald to state depart-
of education; aid for handicapped
en, and for programs for drop out pre-
1tion have all been cut to zero in the
President’s budget.

This year more than 6000 children in the
6th District were aided by Title I funds,

This year $864,000 came into the 6th Dis-
trict for vocational education, This program
is terminated in the Nixon budget—$168,000
came into the District to buy audio visual
equipment for local schools, under Title L
of the National Defense Education Act. This
program is terminated in the Nixon budget.

Local school boards have recelved funds
under the Speclal Milk Program.

School systems had planned on receiving
close to $160,000 in fiscal 1974.

Now this program has been cut by 75% in
the Nixon budget.

More than $800,000 has been received by
local school districts under the program for
school assistance In federally affected areas.
This would be terminated In the Nixon
budget.

The following represent a projection of the
proposed cuts in FY 74 budget in some areas
of education.

PROJECTION OF PROPOSED CUTS

Federal
assist-
2 Special  ance in
/ . milk impacted ESEA (at
City or town program areas titles)
Amosbury_ . i.o.._...zz 33,873 $38,000 321,636
Beverly. .. gg 63,000 277,129
Baxford___ e g 5,211 g
Danvers ... 15,243 237,204 144,005
Esson_ .. .. ) , 000 951
Georgetown__ (1) 25,687 13,103
Cloucaster_ . 5,707 16 915 142,008
Groveland. ¢y 3 300 1,194
Hamitton 2,082 3,000 6,720
Haverhill_ (l; 77,000 371,520
Ipswich. 1 6,658 19 675
Lynn___ 28,773 200,000 -80S, ,440
Manches 1y 17,408 9, 846
Marblehea 4,070 53,000 270, 720
Marrimac._ ) 2,500 13,286
Middleton. 741 6,000 , 600
Mahant..__. ) 14,316 2,393
Newbury__ ] 3,100 , 376
Newburyport. _ 5,920 228 462 127,676
North Andover_ 7,664 . 53,330 27,798
Peabady______ 13,320 96,000 , 106,560
Rockport_._. 740 2’) (‘g
Rowley_____ 247 1,239 4, 371
Salem.__... 8,669 77,000 304,329
Salisbury_.. 2,880 9,092 26, 371
Swampscott. 77,104 43,771 43, 771
Topstield_ .. 1,436 224,420 ° 37,532
Wenham._.___ 1,038 4,000 6, 576
West Newbury_.._____ 222 5,472 2,300
Hamilton-Wenham Reg| 1,216 65251 )
Pentucket School Ely - @ 2,112 27, 600
Masconomet School System_.. 1,343 { 20, 000
Triton School System______.. @) 1,2 13, 000

t Not available.
3 Figures based on fiscabyear 1972,
Title I—ESEA (Grant, no. of children
.served. employees).
Sixth Congressional District.
Total $1,854,0886.
No. of children served—5914.
Full-time employees—961.
Part-time employees—179.

City or town and amount of grant

BIRCIRY o ncivmmi i oo s $27, 179
BEVETIY i mvscmsswosscscnemaian e e 139, 486
Boxford 4,061
DIRTIOTR. o it s S s s sl 39, 519
Essex and Manchester. ... *4, 530
Georgetown 11,246
Gloucester 148, 871
Groveland __ e, -- 12,808
Hamilton B, 778
oy 1 ) S R i S0y S0
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Ipswich - = *29, 684
Lynn 706, 957
Manchester and Essex_. .o *4,686
Marblehead .. 24,836
Merrimac . : 12,340
Middleton ._. 10, 465
Nahant _ 10,778
Newbury e 5,311
Newburyport . S 71,8562
Np. Andover._ o 22, 180
Peabody 67,322
Rockport ... 7,810
BOWIEY o smemens 3,583
Salem .. 179,473
Salisbury .- 24, 836
Swampscott 24,367
Topsfield __._ 7,029
Wenham 9,216
West Newbury ; 6, 092

* Denotes approximate figure.

News RELEASE
HEALTH CARE

Regional Medical Program: Punds for the
Regional Medical program have been im-
pounded and the 1974 Budget terminates the
program. The North Shore Regional Health
Planning Council will continue to be funded
for their review and planning activities. The
R.M.P. has been most helpful to the North
Shore Regional Health Planning Council by
providing consulting staff for special projects.

For example: The Regional Medical pro-
gram has completed a study of the pediatric
and maternity needs and facilities on the
North Shore for the N.S. Regional Health
Planning Council, The next step would be
interpretation of data to the North Shore
Hospitals and planning for consolidation of
services to avoid the duplication that now
exists. The regional medical program was
supplying the staff for this project and that
stafl has already been terminated. As of now
the Pediatric and Maternity study is ended.

The Regional Medical Program has recently
approved a proposal by Lynn Model Cities to
provide primary medical care in the Lynn
Model Cities area. At presen: there is one (1)
73 year old physician serving the Model Cities
area as a family physician. He is unable-to
admit patients to either Lynn or Union Hos~
pitals.” The Model Cities proposal would es-
tablish a physician in the Model Citles area
to provide primary care, along with nurse
practioners and ancillary medical personnel.
R M.P. had approved funds of $24000 from
its budget.

Because -of R.M.P. termination, there is no
hope for this proposal and there cannot be
adequate primary care for 15,000 in the Lynn
Model Cities area.

MENTAL HEALTH

There will be no new program money for
the community mental heelth. The Union
Hospital in Lynn has had a 1.5 million dollar
staffing grant approved by the State and by
the National Institute of Mental Health. Be-
cause N.IM.H. funds have been Iznpounded,
the grant has not yet been funded and be-
cause of 1973 budget cuts in the NIMMH. it
will not be funded.

This means that Lynn residents must con-

tinue to use Danvers S:talte Hospital as a
mental health treatment facility rather than
remaining in the community.
" The projected Union Hospital Community
Mental Health Center would provide all
phases of mental healih care for Lynn resi-
dents without the institutional stigma and
effects of a Danvers State Hospital.

Potential job loss to the Lynn area will be
150 jobs in the health care area.

It is unlikely that the State will be able
{0 fund any of the community mental health
centers once the federal money Is with@rawn.
At this time, third party parmens Is yvirtually
non-existent in any consistent way for men-
tal health services.

It would seem that for now, community
mental health is emasculated.

February 28, 197%

ADVANCED FUNDS PO2 MEDICARE

When Medicare was siarfed, the feders}
government advanced operating funds to the-
hospitals on the basis of projected Medicare
patients. This practice has continued so thag
the hospitals could operate.

‘The Nixon administration is discontin
this practice and demanding return of the
funds advanced this year.

This will mean that district hospitals win
have to return $569,000 to the Pederal Gov.
ernment by July 1, 1873. DMost of the hos..
pitals will have to borrow these funds at a
commercial interest rate to survive.

CURRENT FINANCING TO BE RETURNED
Nationally, $300 million. V.o
Masssachusetts, 87,000,000, 3
District, $569,000.

Lynn Hospital, $§146,000. 3

Union Hospital, $60.000. - 3k

Salem Hospital, $160,000.

Beverly Hospital, $100,000.

Addison-Gilbert Eospital, $48,000.

Hunt Memorial Hospital, $55,000. 7 '; %
HILL-BUBRTON 1

There will be no construction funds for -

additions or modernization of hospitals-or ..

long term care factlities (nursing home).{%f' \
NURSES TRAINING CAPITATION GRANTS - (o

All capitatior’ grants for nurses’ h-ainmg

are cancelled. ™ ,' ¢

~

AMOUNTS LOST BY SCHOOLS OF NURSING ’
Lynn Hospital School of Nursing, $20,000.
Salem Hospital School of Nursing, $27,000>7
North Shore Community College, propoeed
nursing program, $75,000.
Lynn and Salem E:osprtals will raise tuki
tions at least $200 per student.
. ‘There are between 400 and 500 studen‘b:}é
nurses in the Sixth Congressional District?
who will lose grants because this progra.m has -
beerr ended.
HOUSING AND BASIC WATER AND SEWER GRANTS'

Low rent public housing and multi-family]
hotsing both have a zero dollar figure pro-
jected in the 1974 Nixon budget. In fiscal
1973 $7.7 million was allocated to Massachu-'*'
setts for these programs. 32.6 million of that D
has been impounded.

Housing for the eiderly, college housing;.
non-profit sponsor housing =zil° have no
money =allocated to them in the Nixom .
budget. These are being held up pendlng
“evaluation”.

Because of the impoundments in ﬁscal"
1973, housing starts are already a year be—i,
hind, end no new money is suthorized in:'
the President’s propesed budget.

Housing generates more long-term em—ﬂ*‘
ployment and has a greater multiplier eﬂ’ect?é
than do most other projects. The seventy"
of these cuts on employment will inerease.

In fiscal 1973 no citles In Essex Countyug |
received Basic Water and Sewer Grants. Ap—ig

plications for Danvers and for the Salem/
Beverly Water Board had been approved fo:*

$3 million doliars, but these projects remain®’

unfunded due to the President’s impound-

ment.
Cities and towns in Essex county estjmata

needs that total $38,155,650. ~

- Lyan, $16,800,000 (over a four year pe-

riod). :
Haverhill, $6,000.000. ‘ﬂ
Amesbury, $1,329,650. ey

g
Groveland, $3,750,000. A

Ipswich, $3,500,000.

Merrimac, §480.000.

Nahant, $3,160,000.

Swampscott, $136,000.

Some of these cities and towns are undﬂ-"
court orders to abate sewage discharges.

There is not money for new starts in
basic water and sewer programs in the Nixom
budget,

COMMUNTITY ACTION PROCRAMS

Community Acticn agencles in the 6ih

Congressional District received $1,083,000 1n

e NE— b
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{49 1573 from the Office of Economlc Op-
% gtunity. The four agencles (Lynn, Glouces-
¥ #c, Haverhill and Beverly) served 15 cities
! ol towns and mobilized and additional 32.-
I 000 in funds—37,000 people have been
i- @med by these programs,
W Services provided by these agenciss in-
f Sade: youth training and employment, child
|8 o2, housing assistance and development, job
§ mEning and placement, business develop-
f.' amt, food distribution, transportation serv-
' "= and other programs.
& guts in the Nixzon budget will seriqusly
' itect these programs by destroying the TAP
spncies, Most of these programs will be
& ieminated immediately. In Gloucester the
§ 4P agency cperates thp public transporta-
@i system which serves 500 daily riders.
W easing assistance and housing programs
‘@9 be terminated, and consumer protection
8 #cts in Haverhill and Beverly will be ter-
%8 The Nixon budget allows no funds for the
S803ce of Economic Opportunity and the
i Fwsident has ordered ita immediate dis-
g mantling.
MayrOWER AND EMERGENCY EMPLOYMENT ACT

These federal programs have placed a wide
Mwricty of persons in many different work
{8 smgrams, benefitting both the participants
Bad their communities. 1818 were employed
M rder Manpower in FY T3. !

o MANPOWER FROGRAMS

® The Sixth Congressional District received
B tosal of $1,430,555 in FY 73. The specific
S amerams include Manpower Development
WTaining Assistance Institutionsl; Neighbor-
! od Youth Corp Im School; Neighborhood
W fouth Corp Out of School; Neighborhoog
@ Tuth Corp Summer; and Job Optional.
‘M Those served under these programs include
ffirouths who =re working while attending
@i#chool as well as those who have dropped

oL,
"¥ In fiscal year 1974 under the Nixon Budget,
{420 funds will be received for any of the above
EMERGENTY EMPLOYMENT ACT

W This was a relatively new federal employ-
‘SWent program, the purpose of which was to
Sirovide jobs to those unable to find them
agind to allow communities to have workers
M2or particular areas of need—40% of those
& with EEA funds were Vietnam War
§Veterans; 257 were persons 45 years of age
or older; job salaries averaged between 37000
SR 87500 per annum. .
(8 In the life of the program all 29 cities
ad towns of the Sixta Congressional District
{@Participated. $4,516,653 was spent in FY 73.
total of approximately T00 persons have
n employed during the existence of the
] (Bmeryency Employment Act.

ks
|

. A summer youth program gave 193 youths

5 ork for 9 weeks: they would otherwise have

§%en without work.

:'\ LISRARIES
cl Construction Act have been cut from the
ST 74 budget.

$ Since the inception of the act in 1965, the

] 2 S
@disth Congressional District has received/

| 9%363,780. Haverhill received $200,000 to con-
. - ct a new library; Lynn, Marbiehead,
RS wich, Haverhill, and other communities
$'4ve used this money to provide library serv-
4 8%t In housing for the eiderly, audio-visuak
¢ Aterials for bi-lingual programs, and large
P at books for elderiy persons. The loss of
SRR feceral funds will mean & gradual erosion
¥
v

sig) Ubrary services.
| AL Note: Two cities in the Sixth Congressional
£ t?‘:ce had planned for library funding in

‘ k. Gloucester,
B 3.
Salem, $128,000 (addition).

2220600 (construction of

i A
g Title I, I, and I ot the Library Services
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EDTUCATION
LOCAT COLLEGES

North Shore Community Cotlege, Northern
Essex Community College, Salem Stale, &
Merrimac College. - «

FY T4 budget does not provide for fund-
ing for the National Direct Student Loan
Program, Approximately 250 students at
Northern Essex will be deprived of some
$94,000 during the next FY.

Work-Study is belng hurt: A fotal of 840
students will be adversly aZected. Northern
Essex alone had 250 studenis pariicipating.
. InFY 73 4,170 students as the four schools
above benefitted from federal funds. 1,641

HICHER EDUCATION/PINANCIAL AID

The Direct Student Loan ) and
Educational Opportunity Grant are abolished
by the Nixon Budget, and repiaced by Basic
Opportunity Grants. The resuit of this is to
severely limit the sources for financial aid for
those students who are financially in need of
it. One reason for this is that the Basic
Opportunity Grants are limited to students
COl from families with incomes effec-
tively below $7000.

HEW funded Economic Opportunity Grant:
In FY 73 Massachusetts received $7.713,410.
Por FY 74 315,297,917 was requasited, but no
monies are expected to be forthcoming.

100 institutions and 8234 students In
Massachusetts will be adversly afected by
the fact that the PY 74 Nixon Budgzet pro-
vides for no money for the economic oppor-
tunity grants.

WORK-STODY

For FY 73 Massachusetts received %8,956.-
281. For FY 74 333,760,760 was requested but
only 85,967,000 is expected.

In the entire federal PY 73 budget fund-
ing reached $269 million.

Anticipated decreases in available funding
will adversly affect 117 insvitutions and
16,409 students in Massachuserts
- HEW {funded National Defense Student
Loan:

Massachusetts received $10,948434 in FY
73 and requested $31,321,019 for FY 74, but
7o money is anticipated.

In Massachusetts 113 institutions and
24,882 students will be adversly afected.

OTHER EDUCATIONAL FUNDING

This includes handicapped aid, as well as
aid for occupationsl, vocasionsl and adult
education. Special revenue sharing may pro-
vide some funding, but at best only at a level
of 14 of present funding.

For The Handicapped: The state grant
program is terminated, and there is no actual
federal funding to replace it.

Occupational, Vocational & Adult Bduca-
tion: As with the previous caiegory, the
state grant program has been terminated,
and there is no actual federal funding to re-

\ CONSTITUTION

(Mr. MEEDS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, the rise of
the United States as & world leader and
defender has coincided with the rise of
the power of the Presidency.

Vietnam, Santo Domingoe, Lebanon,
Korea. Since World War II the President
alone has made decisions as to whether
American soldiers should be committed
to the field of battle. It was Vietnam,
finally, that taught us that the declsion

for war or peace is too big for any one
President, no matter how great his in-
tellect or insight.

Wil POWERS AND THE CONSTIIUTION 1

I am today introducing legislation de-
signed to require corgressional approval
of armed intervention. The bill answers
our need for a mechanism to apply the
Constitution’s intent to undeclared con-
flicts. The Constitution empowered Con-
gress alone to raise armies and navies
and to declare war. Writing in the Fed-
eralist Papers, Alexander Hamilton ex-
plained the views of those who partici-
pated in the Constitutional Convention:

The President is to be commander in chief
of the Army and Navy of the United States.
In this respect his authority would be nomi-
nally the same with that of the king of
Great Britain, but in substance much in-
ferior to it. It would amount to nothing more
than the supreme command and direction of
the military and naval forces . ... while that
of the British king extends to the declaring
of war and to the raising and of
fleets and armies-—all which, by the Conasti-
tution urder consideration, would appertain
to the legislature,

The ominous specter of ﬁuclea.r War,
and especially nuclear war as the final

stage of escalation, make it unlikely that |

the United States will ever declare war
formalily again. f

Without a formal state of war a nation
has more flexibility to deal with other
powers. But our Constitution did not in-
tend collective judgment of the executive
and legislative branches to be pushed
aside by circumstances. A formal dec-
laration*of war may be obsolete; the
Constitution is not.

THE WAR POWERS ACT

In 2 recent questicenaire mailed to my
constituents in the Second Congressional
District of Washington State, I asked
if congressional approwval should be
required for armed intervention. Yes,
the vast majority replied. The bill I am
introducing today responds to their views
and refiects my own thinking as well

The intent of the bill is to reguire
congressional sanction for any armed
intervention longer than 30 days. Specif-
ically, the bill limits the President’s au-
thority to introduce troops in the ab-
sence of a formal declaration of war.
American Armed Forces. could be inktro-
duced only to repel and forestall attacks
azainst the United States or against
U.S. Armed Forces outside of America.

The War Powers Act also specifies that
troops could be sent by the President to
evacuate American citizens. However,
the measure requires the President to
make every effort to secure approval of
the government of whose nation we were
invading, and to make every effort to
avoid conflict while evacuating our citi-
zens.

The crux of the War Powers Act states
that po appropriations bill nor any
treaty contain authority to send troops.
This makes NATO, SEATO, acd other
treaties mnon-seif-enforcing. Congress
must approve each action. The measure
also forces precise congressionad sanction
for “area” resolutions such as the 1955
Formosa resolution, the 1957 Middle Eagt
resolution, and the now repealed Tortk
Gulf resolution.

H1259



DATE:

REPLY TO
ATTN OF:

SUBJECT:

Ay Fruedes

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT ",ﬁ,{ iy

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AMDGET
May 11, 1973 WASHINGTAN, DC. 20503
Hal Eberle
| fod
OEO Strategy MRl -

Bill Timmons

Paul O'Neill informs me that the judge's ruling suspend-
ing the OEO phase-out is not too clear,

He has been consulting with people in Justice and they
conclude we can continue with the delegations of authority
to other agencies that are outlined in the budget, but we
will retain a shadow group on the President's staff of a
couple of bodies to confarm to the ruling,

He plans to include $30+ million in the GSA Supple-
mental for the purpose of winding up housekeeping details
of OEO phase-out and says he has Congressional expressions
of support for this move -~ which if approved would be taken
back to the judge as evidence of Congressional intent to
approve the close down.

He also feels that this vote would support a pull-out
of OBO funds from a later over-all Continuing Resolution
request we may be taking to the Hill sometime in June.



r

September 4, 1973

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CAVANOUGH

THROUGH: WILLIAM TIMMONS
MAX FRIEDERSDORYF
FROM: VERN LOEN
SUBJECT: Attached letter frem Alvia Araett, OEO

Bill Timmeons suggested that I take up with you the attached letter
which was referred to this office.

It would appear $e be a2 matter for the Domestic Council. Perbaps
you will wish to ask OEO's General Counsel to draft appropriate
legisiation to modify or repeai Section 610-1 (b) of the Econemlc
Opportunity Act which contains the requirement for the repert in
questioa.

L 4
This office will be glad to work with the Senate boys in contacting

appropriate sponsors on the Hill, probably Quie and Javits, if you
decide repeal of the requirement is merited.

VCL/jim




THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

Date ?—/— 73
TO: Vern Loen

FROM: WILLIAM TIMMONS

FOR YOUR INFORMATION

FOR YOUR COMMENTS

FOR APPROPRIATE HANDLING



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
August 30, 1973

MEMORANDUM FOR: WILLIAM TIMMONS

THROUGH: MAX FRIEDERSDORF “3\ m
FROM: VERN LOEN

SUBJECT: Attached letter from Alvin Arnett, OEO

Arnett seeks legislative authority to relieve OEO of its annual responsibility
to transmit to Congress a "Grantee Staff Salary Report' listing OEO grantee
employees whose salary rates exceed $10, 000 during the fiscal year.

Although work on data collection is proceeding, OEO cannot meet the
statutory deadline of September 17. A GAO study indicated the $100, 000 cost
of the report compared with its limited usage and OEO's organizational
changes indicate the report requirements should be suspended by legis-
lation. Soundings with appropriate Congressional Committees agreed with
this.

It would appear that this is a Domestic Council problem, and if there is no
objectiong, appropriate draft legislation to modify or repeal Sec. 610-1 (b)
of the Economic Opportunity Act should be instituted.

This office will be glad to work with the Senate boys in contacting
appropriate sponsors on the Hill, probably Quie and Javits.

VCL/jlm



THE WHITE HousE

WASHINGTON

Date: d'zz' Z}
TO: /ﬂﬂ W

FROM: Max L. Friedersdorf

Please Handle \”’,

For Your Information

Other

Qb by Gdel, 64 ¢ 9N
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THE WHITE HousE

WASHINGTON

Date Q 22
TO: b /34

FROM: PATRICK O'DONNELL

FOR YOUR INFORMATION

FOR YOUR COMMENTS

FOR APPROPRIATE HANDLING

OTHER
oy et W«%‘a ol



THE WHITE HousE

WASHINGTON

To: W

J obg.) Ratchford
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August 30, 1973

MEMORANDUM FOR: WILLIAM TIMMONS

THROUGH: MAX FRIEDERSDORF

FROM: VERN LOEN

SUBJECT: Attached letter from Alvin Arnett, OEO

Arnett seeks legislative authority to relieve OFO of its annual responsibility
to transmit to Congress a2 "Grantee Staff Salary Report" listing OEO grantee
employees whose salary rates exceed $10, 000 during the fiscal year.

Although work on data collection is proceeding, OEO cannot meet the
statutory deadline of September 17. A GAO study indicated the $100, 000 cost
of the report compared with its limited usage and OEOQ's organizational
changes indicate the report requirements should be suspended by legis-
lation. Soundings with appropriate Congressional Committees agreed with
this.

it would appear that this is a Domestic Council problem, and if there is no
' objections, appropriate draft legislation to modify or repeal Sec. 610-1 (b)
of the Economic Opportunity Act should be instituted.

This office will be glad to work with the Senate boys in contacting
appropriate sponsors on the Hill, probably Quie and Javits.

VCL/jim



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF ECONO-I:.’IIC WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506
OPPOBTUNITY

Mr. John Ratchford
Executive Clerk

The White House
Washington, N.C. 20510

Dear Mr, Ratchford:

Sixty days after the end of each fiscal year we transmit to the Congress via
the White House a "Grantee Staff Salary Report,"” in accordance with Section
610-1 (b) of the Economic Opportunity Act. The report lists OEQO grantee
employees whose salary rates were $10,000 or more during the fiscal year.

We have now again initiated data collection on this report for FY 73, working
against a due date of September 17. This is 60 days after the authorized OEQ
fiscal year extension to July 19, 1973.

However, we have been informed on July 10 of a current General Accounting
Office analysis of this report. Mr, A, Johnson of GAQO stated that they had
discussed the $100,000 report cost and its uses with several Congressional
committees. Those committees agreed, on the basis of high cost in relation
to low use, that the reportimg requirement could be lifted, While legisla=-
tion is required to waive the report, Mr. Johnson felt that appropriate |,
Congressional action will be started the end of August or early in September.

OEO is undergoing, as you doubtless know, major organizational changes and
ad justments., We are experiencing sizeable personnel losses. In view of the
GAO prediction and a lack of Congressional reaction to some of our earlier
tardinesses on this report, we seek assistance,

We request appropriate White House initiative on our behalf, in support of
speedy Congressional action on waiver or cancellation of the reporting
requirement,

Sincerely yours,

Neowan Cusreg -

<%L Alvin J. Arnett
Director-Designate




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

October 25, 1973

MEMORANDUM FOR: TOM KOROLOGOS

FRED WEBBER
FROM: WILLIAM E. TIMMONS(®r,
SUBJECT: Legal Services

Rumor has it that Laird cut a deal with Javits to
support the Senator's version of Legal Services.
Conservatives are upset even though I denied it.

I said we would take Administration's bill or House
passed version.

Have you picked this rumor up? Can you raise issue
at next 7:30 meeting without mentioning Laird?

.

&

&
V/cc: Max Friedersdorf



Januvary 24, 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR: BILL TIMMONS

THROUGH: MAX FRIEDERSDORYF
FROM: VERN LOEN
SUBJECT: OEO Exteusion

€hairman Gus Hawkine of the Equal Opportunities Subcommittee (Education
and Labor) is considering introducing legislation shortly for a two or three
year extension of OEO's life after the June 30th expiration date.

He expects to call Al Arnette before his subcommittee as early as February 4

(budget day) to ask his views on the future of community action agencies.
Arpett's shop has been alerted.

At present, all that is left in OFEO are the CAPs, Industrial Development,
and Legal Services. With the Senate standing a good chance to revoke

a cloture on the Legal Services bill soon, with Industrial Development being
assigned to Commerce Department and with other sources of funds being
available at the local level to fund CAPs, it is doubtful if 150 votes to extend
the program for CAPs only in OEO could be mustered. Hawkins must know
this, but apparently i»s under some pressure from fiis Black Caucus and his
Watts constituents, as well as Los Angeles Mayor Tom Bradley, to provide
some pllusion of action to save OEO. Meanwhile, Al Quie hopes to attach an
amendment to the ESEA bill to extend the life of the Headstart Program,
formerkjlin OEO, and now in the Office of Child Development in HEW,

Arnett will clear his testimony with the White House.

VCL/jlm

CC to: Jim Cavanaugh “TORDN
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CONDENSED REMARKS OF ALVIN J. ARNETT
BEFORE THE HOUSE EQUAL OPPORTUNITY SUBCOMMITTEE . ,
February 5, 1974

The PresidenF is proposing a positive program to reform assistance
to the disadvantaged. He is proposing overall increases in existing pro-
grams; interiﬁ administrative reforms; and, a long term comprehensive
restructuring of the present welfare system.

This plan consists of redeploying most OEQO programs to operational
departments in the Executive Branch and transferring the Legal Services
program to an independent corporation.

Funding for human resource programs has grown dramatically. Between
1969 and 1975, outlays for these OEO p&ograms will have increased by 1397,
while outlays.for all other programs will have risen only 26%. There is
no way that this can be construed as anything but an increase in the
Federal Govermments commitment to help the disadvantaged.

- There are prominent misinterpretations of the Administration's
request for no budget authority for OEO in fiscal year 1975. 1In fiscal
year 1972, the total financing of CAAs from all sources amounted to
approximately‘$1.5 billion. Of that, OEQ local initiative funds constituted
$286 million,:or 19.6 percent.- The rest came from other Federal agencies
and from State, local and private sources.

So, rather than advocating totai abandonment of community action pro-

grams, the Administration is suggesting that after ten years, the local

A N
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initiative share of community action funding be assumed by the state or
local community if those officials consider the effectiveness of community
action agencies to warrant continued support.

| The Administration proposes an end to the eatity "OEO". That
presents us with a good opportunity to assess what OEQ has been.

OEQ was a Federal initiative designed to raise a significant number
of Americans out of poverty. Today, ten years later, there is still a
significant number of Americans who are poor.

It is our obligation, I think to recognize our failures. The numbers
tell us of our failure. And that should be enough to move us in a new
direction.

Why did we fail? 1 suggest we failed because of approach: we delivered
services to poor people without doing much about making them nonpoor. We
fed them, housed them, nursed them but did not economically 1ift them.

80 here we are now wondering what to do. And here I inject my personal
feeling, based on nearly seven years experience in the war on poverty, that
the programs having.been given over the operational agencies, it is time to
reconstitute tﬁe anti~poverty effort with differentAapproaches.

I suggest that we turn our attention to reform of the existing welfare
system along the lines the President descfibed in his State of the Union
Message. The ?resident said:

"Over the past thirty-five years, a multitude of federally funded

programs has grown up whose primary purpose is income security for those’



y i - ~ -3=
; in need. Each of these efforts reflects a humane attempt to respond to
a worthy goal. However, as cash, in-kind and service programs have rapidly
expgﬁded in the past few yearé, two things have become painfully clear:
-~ First, the result is an extremely costly set of generally
unrélated, uncoordinat=d »rograms with many unintended and undesirable
consequeﬁces;'and
- -« Second, these efforts neither efficiently nor equitably accomplish the
overall objective of assisting lower income families and individuals to
échieve greater economic independence:"
Ve We can best serve the poor if the Congress and the Administration
work together, not in continuing programs which make people better able
R to endure poverty, but in developing a system which provides poor people
with the means and incentives to achieve self-suffiency and dighity.
As a result, an extension of the Economic Obpartunity Act is not
necessary for us to meet our obligations to our disadvantaged fellow

| Americans.
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CONDENSED REMARKS OF ALVIN J. ARNETT
BEFORE THE HOUSE EQUAL OPPORTUNITY SUBCOMMITTEE
February 5, 1974

The Prgsident is proposing a positive program to reform assistance
to the disadvantaged. He is proposing overall increases in existing pro-
érams; interiﬁ administrative reforms; and, a long term comprehensive
restructuring of the present welfare system.

This plan consists of redeploying most OEQ programs to operational
departments in the Executive Branch and transferring the Legal Services
program to an independent éorporagion.

Funding for human resource prﬁgrams has grown dramatically. Between
1969 and 1975, outlays for‘these OEG programs will have increased by 1397%,
while outlays for all other programs will have risen oniy 26%. There is
no way that this can bé construed as anything bﬁt an increase in the
Federal Governments commitment to help the disadvantaged.

There are prominent misinterpretations of the Administration’s
request for no budget authority for OEO in fiscal year 1975. 1In fiscal
year 1972, the total financing of CAAs from all sources amounted to

“approximately $1.5 billion. Of that, OEQO local initiative funds constituqéé
$286 million,‘or 19.6 percent. The rest came from other Federal agencies
and from State, local and private sources.

So, rather than advocating total abandonment of community action pro-

grams, the Administration is suggesting that after ten years, the local



initiétive share of commﬁnity action funding be assumed by the state or
local commupity if those officials consider the effectiveness of community
action agencies to warrant continued support.

| The Administration proposes an end to the emtity "OEO". bThat
presents us with a good opportunity to assess what OEQO has been.

OEO was a Federal initiative designed to raise é significant number
of Americans out of éoverty.,-Today, ten years later, there is still a
significant number of Ameriéans who are poor. . . L o

It is our obligation, § think to recognize our failures. The numbers
tell us of aur_failﬁre. Aﬁd that should be enough to move us in a new
- divection.  ,:, ‘ :k,u”,A% : -

Why did we fail? i suggest we failed beca;se of apprdach: Qe delivered
services to poor people without doing much about making them nonpoor. We
fed them, housed thém, nursed them but did not economically 1ift them. -

So here we are ndw wondefing what to do. Andkhere i iﬁject my peréénal
feeling, based on nearly seven years experience in the war on poverty, that
the programs having been'given.over the operational agencies, it is time to
reconstitute tge anti-poverty effort with different;approaches.

I suggest that we turn our attention to reform of the existing welfare
system along éhe lines the Presidenf-described in his State of the Union

- Message. The President said:

"Over the past thirty-five years, a multitude  of -federally funded- -~ - -~

prograﬁs has grown up whose primary purpose is income security for those
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in need. Each of these efforts reflects a hﬁmane éttempt to respond to
a worthy goal. Howéver, as cash, in-kind and service programs have rapidly
exbanded in the pést few years, two things have become painfully clear:
-- First, the result is an extremely costly set of generally
unrelated, uncoordinated programs with many unintended and undesirable
consequences; and
-- Second, these efforts neither efficiently nor equitably accomplish the
{ ;.- overall objective of assisting lower income families and individuals to
achieve greater economic independence.”
We can best serve the poor if the Congress and the Administration
work together,' not in continuing prograﬁs which make people better able
to endure poverty, but in developing a system which provides poor people
with the means and incentives to achieve self-suffiency and dignity.
As a result, an extension of the Economic Opportunity Act is not
necessary for us to meet our obligations to our disadvantaged fellow

Americans.

———— e e



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

March 28, 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR: , BILL TIMMONS

THROUGH : MAX FRIEDERSDORE M, A
FROM: VERN LOEN V

SUBJECT: OEO Extension

Hawkins' Equal Opportunity Subcommittee is to report out
Thursday a three—year extension of OEO Community Action Prograns.
Issue will be fought out in full Education and Labor Committee.

Quie is considering an attempt to make it a three-year phaseout
with the Federal Government picking up em 50% of administrative
costs the first year, 25% the next and zero the next, state and
local contributions making up the balance.

CAP Directors have raised some money and hired some high-powered
lobbyists including former Congressman Bill Cramer. Members now
are starting to hear from mayors and governors in support of
extending CAPs.

May we assume that we are still hanging tough for OEO shutdown

on June 307

cc: Korologos
Cavanaugh



April 4, 1974

Ll

MEMORANDUM FOR: BILL TIMMONS

THROUGH: MAX FRIEDERSDORY
. FROM: VERN LOEN
SUBJECT: Future of OEO

Paul O'Neill, Jim Cavasaugh, Fred Webber and I met today with Senators
Juvits and Taft and Congressman Quie and Bill Steiger. Javits threw out a
proposal to eliminste OEO, repeal the Ecosomic Opportunity Act, and establish
» new ACTION agency for volunteer and commaunity services bullt upon the
existing ACTION agency.

Community action programs would be 2esigned to this agency under an
Associate Director for Community Services. All existing ACTION authoritjes
would remala a3 they are. The matching formula would be 80-20 for FY'75
(same as now), 2/3 to 1/) thereafter with 2 maintenance of effort requirements.

The membera all seemed set upon a three-year authorisation to kep the preogram
alive through the next Administration; however, Javits indicated the length of
the extension and the formula for phase-down are megotiable items.

O'Neill and Cavanaugh gave 8o ground and cited the progress being made in
state and local takeover of CAP programs. Javits' man, John Scales,
estimated only 60% of existing CAPs would survive if they were cut loose from
federal support on July | as planned. O'Ngill did mention a preference for an
increase in General Revenye Sharing to give state and local Governments the
option to takeover those CAP programs which are successful.

Weie and Taft did not show much support for the proposal, but Javits and Bill
Steiger made {iphlain they do not want the future of the community action move -
to be "wiped out at the caprice of some local elected officiale.” Later I learmed
that the proposal was drawn up by Scales and Quie's man, Marty LaVor.
Members are heing bombarded with calls and mail from state and local officials
who obvicusly have been influenced by the high priced lobbying efforts being
carrled out by former Coagressman Bill Cramer, ¢t al, being financed by the
CAP directors.

Aftervards, 1 suggested that O'Neill and Cavanaugh deal directly with Qule,
‘beczuse he does not like Laver and his proposals and recently had a scandal
of sorts involving one of kis own CAP directors. Without Quie they could net
get the support to override a veto. :
VCL/jlm

CC to: K. Cole, P, O'Nglll, J. Cavasaugh, ¥. Webber, T. Korojpgos



April 23, 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR: BILL TIMMONS
THROUGH: MAX FRIEDERSDORF
FROM: VERN LOEN |
SUBJECT: OEO to HEW

Perking and Hawkins held a private meeting with Quie today before the
Full Education and Labor Committee meeting, which failed to draw &
quorum.

Apparently the Demos had concluded that a tactical error was made in
abandoning their original straight three-year extension of OEO Community
Action Programs; likewise with ADVO.CRAP. After some discuseion of
establishing a brand new independent agency to pick ap the CAAs, they

agreed to place them in HEW, probably in the Social and Rehabilitation
Service.

Perkine and Hawkins also want to create a new Assistant Secretary for
OEQ equal to the Assistant Secretaries for health, education, and welfare.
Quie did not buy that idea. A declining Federal matching grant of 80-20
for FY'75, 70-30 for FY'76, and 60-40 for FY'77 wae agreed upon. Other
areas of agreement involved incentive grants to encourage CAAs to go
public and permitting the states to be agents for the Secretary.

@uie knows this package still would produce a veto, that we are holding
firm for local takeover om July L.

The whole bus iness will be fought out in full Committee on Thursday
morning. It is Quie's guess that the liberals will go off in all directions
as usual and providd him the necessary excuses to oppose the legislation
on the House Floor. If he bas to go along with whatever they report,
dragging his heels, there iz still likely to be a big Floer fight over
extending OEO as is. That could produce encugh votes to sustain a veto.

VCL/jlm

CC to: Keorologos
Ainsworth
O'Neill
Cavanaugh




April 30, 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR: BILL TIMMONS
THROUGH: MAX FRIEDERSDORY¥
FROM: VERN LOEN
SUBJECT: OEO Extension

House Education and Labor Committee today voted 27 to 8 to
place Community Action and other minor element programs of
OEQ in HEW, The Committee first rejected, 30 to 6, a Meeds
Amendment for a straight-three year extension in OEO,

A letter {rom Secretary Weinberger to Congressman Badille
expressing opposition to the trensfer was placed in the record

but not read. Arguing in support of his Amendmenty, Meeds said
the HEW proposal is so watered-down that Congrese will be unable
to override a veto, but at least, 8 would place the blame on the
President. Brademas agreed.

Hawkings countered with the argument that the HEW proposal is a
bi-partisan bill and that would be asking the poor to suffer in order
to identify the Presideat as the culprit if Meeds' was adopted.

Quie tried unsuccessfully to water-down the measure still further
with three amendments. Then used the failure of his amendments go
an excuse to vote against the reporting of the HEW tranafer.

Kemp served notice that he will offer a floor amendment to fund
Community Action Agencies through revenue sharing.

VCL/jlm , FOR N,

CC to: J. Cavamaugh, Paul O'Neill, T. Korslogos, \75'
P. O'Dounell, G. Ainsworth \e



April 10, 1974

]
MEMORANDUM FOR: BILL TIMMONS

THROUCH: MAX FRIEDERSDORF
FROM: VERN LOERN
SUBJECT: ADVOCAP (OEQ transfer)

Full House Education and Labor Committee cancelled its hearing today on the grounde
that the Committee print had not yet been printed. Quie assembled the Minority
Members (minue Bill Steiger and Esch) and mapped strategy for handling this bill

in Committee after the recess and in hopefully defeating it on the House Floor. There
has been considerable adverse reaction to the above name change for ACTION., Rt ls
being referred to scornfully as ADVO-CRAP. '

Strategy is to ridicule it to death while showing what it will do to disrupt ACTION

and such popular programe as the Peace Corps which have their own constituencies
among members. In Full Committee, Minority Members will strive to retain the
apove name and make some waves in vain to phase-out the program at a lower level

of authorization than the 80-20, 75-25, and 70-30 federal-local matching in the
Subcommittee version. Quie had supported 50-50, 25.75, and 10-90 for the three-year
extension. Another key element in Quie's stragegy ie that he can persuade the
Administration to go along with some kind of an extension for community action if

it is placed in HEW and moves toward a federal phase.cut.

He feels he, with the help of Mrs. Green, can certainly get enocugh votes on the House
Floor to sasily sustain a veto if not to defeat the ADVO.CRAP proposal outright.
Ancther key bone of contention ls the Mink A mendment which would abolish Regional
OEO Offices and centralize the power and authority in Washington, D, C. The
Republicans want to delegate regional office authority to State Economic Opportunity
Offices (SEOQs).

Balzanc is preparing taliigg papers on what this proposal would do to ACTION,
QOEOQ is sending over a talking paper synopsizing Arnett's opening day testimony
against any extension of OEQ. Se¢ far the Committee hae not invited Balzane to
testify.

VCL/jlm P
g

BCC to: Jim Cavanaugh
Paul O'Neill
T. Korologos
[Gene Ainsworth
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

December 13, 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR: .~ WILLIAM E. TIMMONS

THRU:
FROM:

SUBJECT:

MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF %( -

VERN LOEN /A,

Future of OEO

4 D

M. C. Al Quie joins us in viewing the Senate version as atrocious.
Assuming it passes and goes to conference, he will insist on the

House version:

Transfer community action agencies
to HEW; V

Declining federal matching (80-20 in
FY 75, 70-30 in FY 76 and 60-40 in FY 77);

Spin off economic development to
Commerce Department.

If he succeeds, he will try to persuade the President to sign it. If
he fails he will oppose the conference report and urge it be vetoed,

He is not really hot for CAAs, but fearful of what next Congress will
do if we don't pass a reasonable 3-year bill,

cc: Counsellor Marsh, J. Cavanaugh, P. O'Neill, T. Korologos

- P, O'Donnell, G. Ainsworth





