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INTRODUCTION

MANDATE

The National Advisory Council on Economic Opportunity was authorized
by Section 605 of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, as amended,
and continues under the authority of the Community Services Act of
1974. Its 21 members, including the chairman, are to be appointed by
the President. The mandate of the Advisory Council is:

® To advise the director of the Community Services Administration
on policy matters arising under the administration of the act;

® To review the effectiveness and operation of programs under the act
with a view toward improving them, eliminating duplication of effort,
and coordinating these programs with other Federal programs designed
to assist low-income people.

The Advisory Council is required to make an annual report to the Presi-
dent on its findings and recommendations. The report is then transmitted
to the Congress.

FOCUS

The Community Services Act of 1974 was signed by the President on
January 4, 1975. It established a Community Services Administration in
the federal executive branch with the responsibility to administer certain
programs of the Economic Opportunity Act that were not transfered to
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, as well as new pro-
grams established by the Community Services Act. The act, its implementa-
tion, and its impact on the population it serves are the focal points of this
report.

Program Administration Relationships

Because the act emphasizes increased local and state participation in the
design and administration of local antipoverty programs, the responsibilities
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of and relationships among local agencies and federal regional offices and
State Economic Opportunity Offices were the subject of a special study by

the council.

Research, Demonstration, Evaluation, and Standards

The council examined the authorities in the legislation for Research al.ld
Demonstration activities and also took particular note of the responsibil.iUes
placed on the Community Services Administration for evaluative functl(')ns,
the conduct of Research and Demonstration projects, and the establish-
ment of general standards for the evaluation of program and project

effectiveness.

Community Partnership Agreements

The council reviewed ways in which the Community Partnership.Agrf?e-
ment program could be used by local communities and how it might in-
crease the involvement of state and local governments in local antipoverty

activities.

Emergency Energy Conservation

The Advisory Council also examined the role of the Community Services
Administration in energy conservation for the poor and the legislated inclu-
sion of the “near-poor,” which represents an expanded focus for antipoverty

legislation.

Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker Programs

The Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker programs, previously operated by
the Office of Economic Opportunity, were transferred to the Departm(?nt
of Labor and are now funded under the provisions of the Comprehensu./e
Employment and Training Act of 1973. The Community Services lAct did
not repeal the Economic Opportunity Act authority; rather s.pec1ﬁc new
migrant and seasonal farmworker responsibilities have bf:erl. given to the
Community Services Administration. This authorization, 1ts.1mpact on the
needs of migrant and seasonal farmworkers, and the questu.m of whether
it creates duplicative programs were the subject of extensive study and
discussion by the council.
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METHODOLOGY

In its research for this report members were assigned to one of three
major project areas: the roles and responsibilities of federal regional offices,
State Economic Opportunty Offices, and local agencies; implementation
of the evaluation provisions and other new programs of the Community
Services Administration; and Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker programs.

At the invitation of the Advisory Council, representatives from the
Community Services Administration, the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, the Department of Labor, and the staffs of relevant con-
gressional committees made presentations before and participated in sev-
eral Advisory Council and committee meetings. Both as a group and in
individual meetings, the council discussed the Community Services Act of
1974 and its programs with members of the Congress and those mentioned
above.

Advisory Council members met with officials of state and local govern-
ments, board and staff members of a number of local Community Action
Agencies, and a variety of private citizen groups, as well as beneficiaries of
programs aimed at alleviating the conditions of poverty. In addition, council
members visited a number of regional offices of the Community Services
Administration and State Economic Opportunity Offices and attended a
regionwide meeting of state and local poverty program grantees in region
V (Chicago). i

To gain better understanding of the practical problems facing those in
need for services and those responsible for delivering them, the council and
the committees conducted on-site research at a number of Community Action
Agencies. Migrant programs in several areas of the country were also
visited.

Since the Advisory Council membership represents widely scattered geo-
graphic areas and diverse backgrounds, experiences, and professions, the
members were able to assemble information gathered from a wide range
of sources throughout the country. Position papers prepared by the staff and
reports and articles written on behalf of various private groups and asso-
ciations were carefully analyzed. Information and speeches from the Con-
gressional Record, as well as newspaper and magazine articles, were other
research sources for the Advisory Council members. At each Advisory Coun-
cil and committee meeting there was considerable exchange of information
and discussion among the members present. The Advisory Council actively
participated in the development of each phase of the preparation of this
report.

The Acknowledgments lists many of those who assisted the Advisory
Council in connection with this report.



1
A NEW ERA IN
ANTIPOVERTY EFFORTS

BACKGROUND

The Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 represented a national commit-
ment to the alleviation of poverty through programs designed to bring
about the economic independence of the poor. Prior to 1964, most govern-
ment programs and policies for the poor tended to stifle initiative and
encourage dependence. Too often these programs began and ended with
the delivery of a welfare check or an emergency service: They were dealing
with the symptoms, not the conditions and causes of poverty.

The Economic Opportunity Act (Eoa) focused on a comprehensive
approach to dealing with the problems of the pdor and causes of poverty.
It authorized programs for child care, nutrition, homemaking, housing,
health care, alcoholism and drug rehabilitation, consumer education, pre-
school and college preparatory education, teenage and adult vocational
training, manpower and job development, senior citizen employment and
services, legal assistance, and economic development. It also tested new
systems to deliver services to communities and neighborhoods, provided
for the participation of beneficiaries in all phases of program development
and operation, and promoted the use of volunteer and outreach workers
to communicate and work with the poverty sector. The act was aimed to
develop the eventual self-sufficiency of the poor, as well as to meet their
short-term and emergency needs.

The act established, in the Office of the President, the Office of Economic
Opportunity (oEo) to administer the programs. Further, it authorized the
establishment of -Community Action Agencies (caas) to operate local
programs.

One of the most innovative features of the act was the requirement that
beneficiaries, in cooperation with the rest of the community, participate in
the design, administration, and operation of programs for themselves and
their peers. By law, the poor or their elected representatives were members
of the local caa and other boards that formulated policy, planned pro-
grams, and allocated resources. Local programs recruited staff from the
poverty sector and developed paraprofessional and professional capabilities

5

590-338 O =~ 75 - 8




through education, on-the-job training, and a policy of promotion-from-
within.

Rather than establish programs and wait for recipients to discover them,
these programs—utilizing neighborhood residents as staff—reached out to
those who needed them.

Although the use of outreach workers did not originate with oEo, it was
oE0’s policy to employ neighborhood residents to reach and work with their
peers in the community. Outreach workers were able to assist many to learn
about services that would both meet their immediate needs and help prepare
them to enter the economic mainstream; these workers were uniquely able
to involve individuals in the programs and services. To improve delivery of

services, Comprehensive Service Centers were established in neighborhoods

where the poor lived.
While some of the Economic Opportunity Act programs became contro-

versial and others failed to survive, a number of programs were very success-
ful and are now established as continuing programs of other federal agencies:
The domestic volunteer programs were incorporatd into ACTION ; a new cor-
poration has been established to operate Legal Services; the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare now operates Comprehensive Health Ser-
vices and Neighborhood Health Centers; and the concept of comprehensive
planning for manpower programing at the state and local level has become a
vital part of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973,
administered by the Department of Labor. Numerous programs established
and tested under the authority of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964
have been absorbed by other federal agencies.

THE DEBATE

In 1973 the question of whether to continue at a national level a separate
effort on behalf of the poor, with federal financial support for similar efforts
at the local and state levels, became a major domestic issue. Some who op-
posed a separate effort felt that an agency dealing only with programs for the
poverty sector would .tend to isolate the poor from the rest of the popula-
tion and, therefore, exasperate the conditions under which they live. It was
also felt that this special emphasis would tend to alienate the rest of society
from the poor.

Others contended that after the 10-year experience with poverty programs
there was no need to continue any separate effort: The successful programs
for the poor had already been turned over to established agencies.

Others opposed continued federal support for local antipoverty activities,
It was generally felt that if these local programs had merit, then local govern-
ments or private local agencies would—through revenue sharing or from

other resources—support them.
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Some favored the continuation of a separate national and local effort for
the poverty sector. Individuals assuming this stance argued that a number
of successful programs had proved it is possible to alleviate poverty and that,
even though the national focus has shifted to other problems, the paradox o;
poverty in the midst of affluence continues for over 22 million Americans.

Others explained that although poverty programs are expensive, poverty
has a negative impact on every community where it exists to any extent;
abandoning efforts to bring the poor into the economic mainstream would
result in ever-increasing welfare and dependency costs and a growing burden
for every taxpayer.

In the face of federal priorities that threatened to eliminate federal, state
and local programs that represented a national commitment to al’leviat(’a
poverty, concerned citizens from every walk of life and conscientious public
servants at every level of government worked separately and together to
achieve a rededication to federal and local efforts designed to alleviate
povert?r. After much debate, legislation was enacted that reaffirms a national
commitment to the allevation of poverty. A separate agency has been
established to administer programs for the poor, to represent their interests

at the federal level, and to support local agencies charged with similar
responsibilities.

COMMUNITY SERVICES ACT OF 1974

On Janua?y 4, 1975, the President signed into law the Headstart, Economic
Opportun.lty and Community Partnership Act of 1974, to be known as the
Community Services Act of 1974. Its purposes are to

provide further extensions of Headstart, Community Action, Community Economic
Devejlopr.nent and qther programs under the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, and to
provide increased involvement of State and local governments in antipoverty efforts
and for other purposes.*

The act and its provisions are discussed in chapter 2 of this report.

The Advisory Council believes that the passage of the Community Services
Act and tl%e cree?tion of the Community Services Administration represent
a new era in antipoverty efforts, as well as a renewed national commitment
to the principle of assisting the poor to become self-sufficient. While many.
both within and outside the government, consider the Community Service;
Act a continuation of the Economic Opportunity Act programs under a dif-
ferent name, an examination of the legislation does not bear this out. The
concept of promoting self-sufficiency and poverty sector participation is rein-
forced, but the new legislation is designed to build on the successes of former

antipoverty efforts, while eliminating certain weaknesses that became appar-
ent in past experiences.

! Community Services Act of 1974, Sec. 2.



The council points out that the legislation authorizes, at both the national
and local levels, utilization of existing capabilities that have been developed
to administer mature and effective programs on behalf of the poor and
mandates closer coordination and cooperation between local agencies and
local and state governments.

The act also places much greater emphasis on evaluating and coordi-
nating programs. It provides for overall coordination of evaluation activities
by extending csA’s responsibility for this function to include all federal pov-
erty-related efforts. It also stipulates greater accountability by requiring
more systematic and detailed reporting to the Congress and the public on the
performance and accomplishments of its programs.

The Demonstration Community Partnership Agreement—which autho-
rizes state and local governments and local antipoverty agencies to form legal
partnerships among themselves for the purpose of conducting new programs
for the poor—is certain to create relationships that will result in better co-
operation and coordination in all programs.

The act also provides for reduced federal funding for local programs.
While local grantees feel that the requirement for increased local financial
support threatens their ability to survive, the Advisory Council views it as an
opportunity to marshal local resources for local programs and to increase

participation.

Representation for the Poor

The legislation contains a number of provisions that enable csa to pro-
vide constructive representation for the poor at the federal level and to
assist state and local grantees to assume that role at the local level. Chief
among these are csa’s broad responsibilities to evaluate not only Commu-
nity Services Act programs but also the poverty-related programs authorized

by other acts.
csa is also responsible for coordinating its Migrant and Seasonal Farm-

workers programs with those of other agencies. In addition, csa has special
responsibilities to ensure that the effects of the energy crisis on the poor,
the near-poor, and the elderly are taken into account in the formulation
and administration of programs relating to this crisis.

Economic Independence

The council emphasizes that the primary objective of the legislation is
programs designed to promote the economic independence of the poor.
The council is concerned that, despite 10 years of experience, it is still not
clearly perceived—even by many most closely associated with antipoverty
programs—that custodial care and educating the poor to survive on wel-
fare do not represent real progress toward the alleviation of poverty.

8

. It is important that programs administer

sxstex:ntly emphasize activities that encourage :((:ion?;mfeinzz‘;ezgzsz CTO;:-
Advisory Council cautions those who administer the programs, both n;tior:
ally and locally, to remain alert to the danger of a dependen’cy concept in
program goals and operations and to focus on the need for a conscien}t)io
rededication to the goal of self-sufficiency for the poverty sector. o

Maintaining Focus

Qver the past several months the council has observed a number of initia.
tives to provide employment for many whose incomes have stopped o-
have been reduced as a result of current economic conditions thsethes:
efforts are vital, the council notes that programs designed t;) serve those
who are.—-and probably continue to be—in poverty must not be subordi
nated, diluted, or used for purposes other than their original intent Thes;
programs must be viewed as separate and distinct national efforts. .

Congressional Intent

The council has observed that the congressional intent for poverty pro-
grams 1‘1as sometimes been thwarted by federal .policymakezs who Ifa.ve
arbitrarily set rules and regulations of their own design. The most glaring
example occurred several years ago when Congress enacted provisions cal-
culafted to ensure the involvement of local governments with Community
A<':txon Agencies. However, oEo headquarters issued regulations that con-
tz?lned so many technical and difficult-to-fulfill req.uirements that it was
virtualy impossible for communities to set in motion the machinery that
would accomplish the intent of the provisions. i

Several Members of the Congress reported to the council that they were

aware of and deplored a number of regulation: . :
4 gu s delibe;
CitCaiiist degtathtive et eliberately designed to

'I_'he ?dvix?ry Council respectfully urges that those charged with congres-
sional review carefully monitor the rules and regulations promulgated

by agencies administerin
g g programs for the poor to ensure that
with legislative intent. P' s

Coordination with Other Agencies

The .council notes that nearly 6 months after the enactment of the Com-
munity Services Act, many governmental officials at the federal, state, and
lf)cal levels are still uninformed about csa and the role of Comx’nunit;' Ac-
tion Agencies. The council urges csa to undertake a program designed to
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educate officials and the public about its mission and to disseminate infor-
mation about the capabilities of caas. This program should also seek to
generate support from other federal and lc?ce.;.l agt_:ncies for the goals and
programs of the Community Services Administration.

The council respectfully urges the Congress to incorporate in for'thcoming
appropriations and other acts provisions that will support the mission of csa
and strengthen its relationship with other federal agencies.

COMMENDATION

The council found that many agencies maintained their focus ?.nd con-
tinued solid operations during the difficult past 2 years when their futures
remained in doubt. The Advisory Council warmly commends those efforts.

10

2
COMMUNITY
SERVICES ACT OF 1974

The Community Services Act of 1974 established the Community Services
Administration (csa) in the federal executive branch, outside the Office of
the President. The legislation designated csa to administer new programs
it established and certain programs of the Economic Opportunity Act of
1964, as amended. Other Economic Opportunity Act programs previously
delegated to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare for admin-
istration are now established there.

COMMUNITY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION PROGRAMS

The new programs established by the act and to be administered by the
Community Services Administration are:

® Demonstration Community Partnership Agreements,
® Emergency Energy Conservation,

® Summer Youth and Recreation,

® Research and Demonstration.

The programs of the Economic Opportunity Act, now established in csa,
are:

® Community Action Agencies,

Community Economic Development,

Consumer Action and Cooperatives,
Environmental Action,

Rural Housing Development and Rehabilitation,
Rural Loans,

Community Food and Nutrition,

Assistance for Migrant and Seasonal Farmworkers,
Senior Opportunities and Services,

State Agency Assistance,

Technical Assistance,

Design and Planning Assistance,

11



® Research and Demonstration,
e Evaluation.

The act continues the National Advisory Council on Economic Oppor-
tunity and its mandate.

Community Action Agencies

Community Action Agencies (caas) are community-based agencies estab-
lished to operate and coordinate programs designed to alleviate poverty.
Their boards of directors are composed equally of representatives from the
public, private, and economically disadvantaged sectors of the community.
Community Action Agencies may be either public or private nonprofit
organizations. :

These vehicles help implement and support csa programs at the com-
munity or operating level. In addition to operating antipoverty programs,
caas are designated to:

e Mobilize and channel the resources of local private and public organi-
zations and institutions into antipoverty action;

e Increase the capabilities of and opportunities for the poor to participate
in the planning, conduct, and evaluation of programs affecting their lives;

& Stimulate new and more effective approaches to the solution of poverty
problems;

e Strengthen communications and mutual understanding about the
causes and effects of and solutions for poverty;

e Strengthen the planning and coordination of antipoverty programs in
the community in order to better serve the poor.

Community Action Agencies, although primarily funded by the federal
government, receive local support to operate their programs. The admin-
istration of funds for and the provision of assistance and guidance to Com-
munity Action Agencies are the primary responsibilities of csa.

Demonstration Community Partnership Agreements

The Demonstration Community Partnership Agreement program, newly
established by the Community Services Act, authorizes state and local gov-
ernments and local agencies serving the poor to enter into partnership agree-
ments for new or supplemental community projects and activities aimed at
alleviating poverty. The state or local government is required to provide 50
percent of the project funding; csa is authorized to fund the other half. This
division of responsibility thus encourages state and local governments to in-
crease their involvement in antipoverty efforts.

12

For this program, the act authorizes the establishment of an Intergovern-
menta] Advisory Council on Community Services that will function to:

® Encourage the formation of community partnership agreements;

® Review the substance of such agreements and advise the director of
csA on its findings;

® Survey the extent to which public and private resources have been
made available to antipoverty efforts;

® TIdentify and encourage ways to increase the use of public and private
resources for such programs; and

® Report annually to the President and the Congress.

Community Economic Development

The Community Economic Development program functions in urban and
rural areas with high concentrations of the poor. The program funds a
limited number of Community Development Corporations and cooperatives
that enable target area residents to participate in community development
projects that provide economic opportunity, training, and employment and
promote individual entrepreneurship.

Emergency Energy Conservation

Energy conservation efforts were initiated by caas to reduce the impact of
shortages and mounting energy costs on the poverty sector. The Emergency
Energy Conservation program established by the 1974 act makes these efforts
nationwide and includes the elderly and the near-poor. The program, de-
signed also to conserve fuel, ranges in its activities from education to hous-
ing winterization, emergency loans, alternate fuel supplies, and coordinated
transportation.

The act specifies that the director, after consultation with the adminis-
trator of the Federal Energy Administration and appropriate federal de-
partments and agencies, shall establish procedures and take other appro-
priate action to ensure that the effects of the energy crisis on low-income
persons, the elderly, and the near-poor are taken into account in the formu-
lation and administration of programs relating to the energy crisis.

Consumer Action and Cooperative Programs

Consumer Action and Cooperative projects, which are usually administered
by caas, are to assist in the development and operation of consumer advocacy
and cooperative programs, credit resource development programs, and con-
sumer protection and education. They are intended to help low-income

13

590-339 O - 175 - 4



individuals and groups become aware of their rights as consumers and to
protect them against unfair or discriminatory practices.

Environmental Action

Environmental Action is a program through which low-income individuals
are paid to do work that would not otherwise be performed on projects
designed to combat pollution or to improve the environment. Projects may
include cleanup and sanitation activities, reclamation and rehabilitation
of ecologically damaged areas, conservation and beautification activities,
as well as the restoration and maintenance of the environment. In short,
the program aims to improve the quality of life in urban and rural areas.

Rural Housing Development and Rehabilitation

This program encourages experimentation for housing in rural areas. It
augments existing federal housing programs by providing federal support
for nonprofit housing development corporations and cooperatives involved
in the construction of new homes and the repair and renovation of existing
housing in rural areas.

Rural Loans

The Rural Loan program is designed to provide loans to raise or maintain
the living conditions of low-income families who are not qualified to obtain
loans under other federally supported programs. The funds may be used
to acquire or improve real estate or to operate or improve family-sized
farms. Also, cooperative associations, designed to enable such families to
supplement their incomes, are eligible to receive loans under this program.

Community Food and Nutrition

Formerly designated Emergency Food and Medical Services, this program is
designed to provide financial assistance for medical supplies and services,
nutrition, and other aid necessary to counteract conditions of malnutrition
and starvation.

Assistance for Migrant and Seasonal Farmworkers

The Community Services Act of 1974 authorizes csa to administer certain
non-manpower programs for migrant and seasonal farmworkers. These

14

include projects or activities that meet the immediate needs of migrant
and seasonal farmworkers and their families through a variety of services,
promote increased community acceptance for them, and equip them to
seek alternate employment.?

Senior Opportunities and Services

Designed to meet the special needs of the elderly in the areas of health care,
welfare, employment, housing, and consumer information, these programs
are to be planned, administered, and operated by the elderly.

Summer Youth Recreation

This new program authorizes csa funds to be used to increase recreational
opportunities during the summer months for low-income children. The
funds are to be made available on a formula basis to prime sponsors and
other agencies designated under Title I of the Comprehensive Employment
and Training Act of 1973.

State Agency Assistance

This program of federal financial assistance is designed to sponsor an agency
(usually the State Economic Opportunity Office) in each State to

¢ Identify and mobilize the resources within the state for antipoverty
activity;

® Represent the interests and needs of the poor at the state government
level;

® Provide advice, training, and technical assistance to community agen-
cies in the state; and

® Assist in monitoring and evaluating the programs of local agencies,

Technical Assistance

Through contracts with professional and volunteer organizations offering
technical expertise, this program provides communities with advice and
guidance on the administration of antipoverty agencies.

?In ch. 8, the council discusses whether some of these provisions authorize duplica-

tion of programs already vested in the Department of Labor by the Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act of 1973.
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Design and Planning Assistance

For individuals and community organizauons or groups not othen_vise able
to afford them, the Design and Planning Assistance program authorizes
funds for technical assistance and professional services on housing, neigh-
borhood facilities, transportation, and other aspects of community planning
and development.

Research and Demonstration

This program is designed to expand knowledge on the incidence of poYerty,
explore its causes, and develop ways to alleviate it. It seeks to develop inno-
vative and successful Research and Demonstration programs that can be
replicated by private agencies and state and local governments. :

The Community Services Act creates new Research and Demonstrat'lon
authority for csa under Title I and continues, under Section 232, a similar
Research and Demonstration authority previously delegated to the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare.?

Evaluation

The legislation specifies broad evaluation authority for the Community
Services Administration: It requires the publication of general standards for
evaluation of program performance and mandates a comprehensive review
of the agency’s Research and Demonstration functions. It stresses account-
ability to the Congress by incorporating requirements that reports . Re-
search and Demonstration activities, as well as “the results of evaluative re-
search and summaries of evaluations of programs and project impact and
cffectiveness,” be submitted to the appropriate committees of the Congress.

COMMUNITY SERVICES ACT PROGRAMS ADMINISTERED BY DHEW

The Community Services Act of 1974 authorized the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare (DHEwW) to administer the following programs:

e Head Start;

® Follow Through;

® Comprehensive Health Services, which includes alcoholic counseling
and recovery and drug rehabilitation ; and

® Native American.

® This duplication and its implications are discussed in ch. 5 of this report.
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Head Start

Head Start is designed to enable preschool children of the poor to attain
their full potential when they enter school. The program focuses on pre-
school education, health and nutrition, and a number of social service activi-
ties. It seeks to involve parents as well as their children.

Follow Through

This program is designed to sustain and further the progress of Head Start
youngsters in the primary grades. Follow Through provides special instruc-
tion and continues to focus on health, nutrition, and related services.

Comprehensive Health Services

Comprehensive Health Services authorizes programs in areas with a high
concentration of poverty and seriously inadequate health services. These pro-
grams include outreach activities, diagnostic services, medical treatment,
home care, rehabilitation, family planning, mental health care, and dental
care. In addition, Comprehensive Health Services may include planning
and evaluation activities, personnel training, patient transportation, and
other related services.

Now a part of Comprehensive Health Services, Alcoholic Counseling and
Recovery locates and treats alcoholics in the community, This program
emphasizes the maintenance of the family structure, as well as the recovery
of the individual. It seeks to avoid institutionalization and operates from
neighborhood facilities that utilize the ocounseling services and support of
recovered alcoholics.

Drug Rehabilitation projects are also community-based efforts of Compre-
hensive Health Services. They focus on treatment, rehabilitation, and the
cause of drug abuse and addiction. They, too, seek to preserve the family
structure and to utilize neighborhood counseling services and support of re-
covered abusers and addicts wherever possible.

Native American

The Native American program serves to develop innovative approaches to
the special needs of Indians and Hawaiian and Alaskan natives, Specifically,
the effort aims to increase the economic and social well-being of these groups.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS OF THE ACT

The act incorporates a2 number of administrative provisions. Some of these
are discussed and include the following:

¢ Authority for the President to transfer the Community Services to the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare and the Community Eco-
nomic Development program to the Department of Commerce;
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A systematic reduction of federal funding for Community Action funds;
A revision in the distribution formula for Community Action funds;
A revision in the distribution formula for Head Start funds;

e Authorization for increased state participation in the administration
of the act;

e Prohibitions on delegations of csa programs to other agencies or to
regional offices.

Authority To Transfer

While the act establishes the Community Services Administration as an
independent agency in the executive branch, it authorizes the President to
submit to the Congress, after March 15, 1975, a reorganization plan that
would transfer to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare the
Community Services Administration with all its programs, except the Com-
munity Economic Development program. The Community Economic De-
velopment program would be transferred to the Department of Commerce,
where it would become the Community Economic Development
Administration.

The legislation prescribes that should the President submit such a plan,
the Congress either assent by silence or pass a joint resolution of disapproval
within 60 days of submission.

Reduction of Federal Share for CAAs

The Community Services Act provides that federal support of Community
Action Agencies will be systematically reduced over the 3-year authoriza-
tion of the act. Now at 80 percent, the federal share of support for caas
will be reduced to 70 percent in fiscal year 1976 and to 60 percent in fiscal
year 1977. i

Special provision is made for caas receiving less than $300,000 annually.
For them, the 1976 federal support level will be 75 percent; in fiscal year
1977 the federal support will be 70 percent.

Distribution Formula for Community Action Funds

The act revises the distribution formula for Community Action funds.
The distribution among the states is to be based on the number of public
assistance recipients in the state relative to the number in all states; the
number of unemployed persons in each state relative to all states; and the
relative number of “related children living with families with incomes below
the poverty line” in each state compared with those in the same situation
in all states.

The act contains a “hold harmless” provision to ensure that under the
new formula, no state will receive a lower level of funding for Community
Action than it received in fiscal year 1974.
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Distribution Formula for Head Start Funds

The act provides a new formula for the distribution of Head Start funds
among the states. This formula is based on the relative number of public
assistance recipients in each state and the relative number of related chil-
dren living with families with income below the poverty line in each state.

A “hold harmless” clause provides that no state is to receive less funds
for Head Start programs than it received in fiscal year 1974,

Increased State Participation

The director is authorized, as he deems appropriate and according to cri-
teria and guidelines established by him, to delegate to a state functions
other than policymaking and the final approval of grants and contracts.
This cannot take place unless all Community Action Agencies within the
state indicate their approval of the proposed delegation.

Prohibitions on Delegation

With the exception of a Research and Demonstration authority previously
delegated to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (Sec.
232), the act specifically prohibits the delegation of the csa programs to
any offices not directly responsible to the director of csa.

' The act states that after June 15, 1975, policymaking functions, includ-
ing the final approval of grants and contracts, shall not be delegated to
any regional office or official.

CLARITY OF THE ACT

In its research, the Advisory Council found that certain provisions of the
Community Services Act of 1974 are subject to differing interpretations.
This has resulted in considerable confusion among administrators and the
public.

As discussed elsewhere in this report, there are questions as to whether
the legislation as written accomplishes the intent of Congress and whether
certain programs it authorizes would duplicate existing ones. Clarification
of certain provisions of the legislation would assist administrators of the
act to conform to the intent of Congress and would enable those in gov-
ernment, as well as the general public, to better understand the goals and .
programs of the act.

The Advisory Council respectfully urges the Congress to review the act
and clarify those provisions now unclear.
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ADMINISTRATING CSA:
PERSONNEL ALLOCATIONS,
TRANSFER AND UNCERTAINTY

In its examination of the Community Services Administration as it now
operates, the Advisory Council found three major obstacles hindering its
effectiveness:

® An inherited personnel ceiling;
® An outdated allocation of personnel within the agency; and
® Uncertainty as to whether or when the agency will be transferred.

Each has a negative effect on internal operations, as well as on csa’s rela-
tionship with other agencies. :

PERSONNEL CEILING

No detailed analysis or review of the personnel ceiling allocated to the
agency by the Office of Management and Budget (oMB) has been under-
taken to determine whether the Community Services Administration is ade-
quately staffed to handle its mandated responsibilities. Also, the oms
document supporting the President’s budget request for fiscal year 1976
neither determines nor reflects a viable personnel ceiling for a new agency
mandated to undertake a broad range of functions.

The Advisory Council found that the personnel ceiling of 1,006 perma-
nent and 100 special positions allocated to the agency by oms * does not
take into account the csa legislation enacted January 4, 1975. In fact,
this allocation was arbitrarily carried over from the Office of Economic
Opportunity as it was operated during its period of dismantlement. Under
the phaseout plan for oEo, personnel were to have been transferred with
their programs to other federal agencies or assigned to close down the
nontransferred grants and contracts.

The council has been told that oms has postponed discussion of the csa
personnel ceiling until such time as a decision is reached as to whether

¢ The Budget of the U.S. Government, Fiscal Year 1976, App., p. 865.
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the agency will be transferred to the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare and the Department of Commerce. The Advisory Council
points out that this is insufficient reason to withhold from csa a personnel
allocation commensurate with task.

The council believes that csa should begin working to fulfill its mis-
sion at once. It is essential that a realistic personnel ceiling for csa be
established as soon as possible.

The council respectfully urges the Office of Management and Budget‘to
develop and recommend a reasonable personnel ceiling for the Community
Services Administration for fiscal year 1976.

ALLOCATION OF PERSONNEL WITHIN CSA

A review of the current personnel positions within the agency revealed a
heavy allocation for administration at the expense of program support. A
little over 2 years ago oEO maintained a ratio of approximately one and one-
half administrative positions to one program position. Due to attrition and
transfer of certain program units, by the time csa inherited the oEo person-
nel allocation the ratio had increased by 33 percent, or to two adminis-
trative positions for every program position.

Another problem is created by the question of transfer. The Legal Ser-
vices unit currently operated by csa will soon be moved to the public Legal
Services Corporation now being formed. The Community Services Act
provides for the possible incorporation of the Economic Development pro-
gram as a separate entity into the Department of Commerce; the remainder
of csa would be assigned to the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare as an independent operating unit. Since it is uncertain whether these
transfers will take place, csa is reluctant to integrate the administration of
the two programs. Therefore, some administrative functions are now being
duplicated because csa is maintaining separate operating units for three
programs (Community Action Agencies, Economic Development, and—at
least temporarily—Legal Services); each has its own administrative
personnel. _

When the Legal Services unit is transferred, csa is legally obligated to
assign some of its employees to assist the Legal Services Corporation for an
unspecified period of time. When that happens, csa will be administering the
Community Action Agency and Economic Development units with even
less personnel.

The Advisory Council has learned that csa is undertaking a compre-
hensive review of its functions and personnel assignments with a view to
reorganizing to meet its new mission even within its limited personnel
ceiling. This is an important step toward improving operations.

The Advisory Council commends the agency for undertaking this review
and recommends that the proposed reorganization be accomplished as soon
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as possible and that it include a maximum allocation for program support
positions.

REGIONAL OFFICE PERSONNEL

Several regional offices reported to council members that, even with their
increased responsibilities under csa, their offices could function efficiently
with substantially less staff than oEo carried when it was fully operational.
They stated that their offices could perform all the functions required by
the act if their personnel ceilings were raised to about two-thirds their past
level. It is doubtful, however, whether they wil be able to function efficiently
if that increase is not forthcoming.

The council learned that in some regional offices administrative personnel
have been able to perform certain program functions in addition to their
administrative duties. While this resulted from staff attrition, the council
views the dual use of administrative personnel as efficient, proper, and
constructive.

The council recommends that csa encourage all regional offices to explore
the use of multifunctional personnel, even when more program staff becomes
possible.

TRANSFER: OPPOSITION AND UNCERTAINTY

Considerable opposition has been voiced to altering csa’s status as an
independent agency, both at the federal level and by those who work in
local agencies and understand the complexities of their operations. Mem-
bers of the council talked with and listened to hundreds of grantees, numer-
ous staff members of csa headquarters and regional offices, and a great
many representatives of the poor. They found strong opposition to the trans-
fer of csa to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare and the
Department of Commerce and substantial support for maintaining the
agency as an independent entity.

The spokesman for a group of caas expressed apprehension that if csa
programs are absorbed by other agencies, the effectiveness of antipoverty
efforts might be greatly diminished. It was felt that no other agency of the
government focuses specifically on poverty and the problems of the poor.

A State Economic Opportunity Office director explained that the proce-
dures and processes of other federal agencies are more cumbersome, com-
plicated, time-consuming, and restrictive than csa’s. He conjectured that if
csa became part of another federal department, it would have to align its
policies and procedures with that department ; as such, antipoverty programs
might become static and unable to respond rapidly to crisis situations.
Another rationale offered in support of an independent agency was that a
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large bureaucracy would add several layers to the hierarchy of decision-
makers involved in programs of the poor.

A number of csa staff have reported that within the federal establish-
ment there seems to be a prejudice against csa programs. Various members
of the Advisory Council also sensed this attitude as they met with officials
of other federal agencies. They found csa was often viewed as rival rather
than as a colleague working on a common concern. This may stem from the
time when antipoverty programs were challenging other programs of gov-
ernment to be more responsive to the poor. Whatever the causes, it has
become clear to the council that other federal agencies do not seem inclined
to cooperate with csa.

The Advisory Council observed that uncertainty about the future of the
Community Services Administration has caused a number of additional
problems that impair the effectiveness and efficiency of the agency. Over the
past several years, the coordination and delivery of federally sponsored pro-
grams for the poor have been deteriorating because of the dismantling of
oeo0. Other human resource agencies that should have been integrating their
programs and efforts with oEo activities tended to ignore what they regarded
as terminal programs.

The council found that at present some federal agencies tend to disregard
the legitimate authority of the Community Services Administration to be
involved in federal programs that affect the poverty sector. With the excep-
tion of the liaison that has been established with the Federal Energy Admin-
istration, csa has virtually no official participation with various interagency
task forces and policy bodies that make decisions affecting the poor.

The Advisory Council found that some of the reluctance of other federal
agencies to deal with csa is due to uncertainty as to whether its programs are
to be transferred. They do not wish to establish formal liaisons and intricate
working relationships with csa if it is to be absorbed by other agencies,
which would probably necessitate revising the relationships or initiatng new
ones.

It was also reported to the council by representatives of several Com-
munity Action Agencies that other agencies in their areas continue to re<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>