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THE NATIONAL ADVISORY COUJICIL ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 
1016 SIXTEENTH STREET N.W. 

The President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr . President : 

WASH INGTON, D.C. 20036 

Telephone 202 / 382·1 577 

June 30, 1975 

On behalf of the members of the National Advisory 
Council on Economic Opportunity, I have the honor of 
transmitting the Advisory Council's Eighth Annual 
Report. 

During the period of our studies and deliberations 
we have been encouraged to note trends that would 
indicate improvements in certain of the areas on which 
we based our findings and recommendations . We commend 
the progress to date and trust it will achieve ever­
increasing momentum . 

It is our hope that this report will be useful to 
you and your administration in connection with 
deliberations and decisions on programs designed to 
serve the poor. 
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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 Conununity 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 Conununity Services Act of 1974 was signed by the President on 
J anuary 4, 1975. It established a Conununity 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 and 
Demonstration activities and also took particular note of the responsibilities 

laced on the Community Services Administration for evaluative functions, 
~e 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 Agree­
ment program could be used by local communities an.d how it ~ight in­
crease the involvement of state and local governments m 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 Department 
of Labor and are now funded under the provisions of the Comprehensive 
Employment and Training Act of 1973. The Community Services .Act did 
not repeal the Economic Opportunity Act authority ; rather s~eClfic new 
migrant and seasonal farmworker responsibilities have been glVen to the 
Community Services Administration. This authorization, its impact on the 
needs of migrant and seasonal farmworkers, and the question 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 Cot.ncil 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) . 

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. 
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BACKGROUND 

1 
A NEW ERA IN 

ANTIPOVERTY EFFORTS 

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 prior 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 pr~moted 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 
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through education, on-the-job training, and a policy of promotion-from-

within. d' h 
Rather than establish programs and wait for recipients to 1scover t em, 

these programs-utilizing neighborhood residents as staff-reached out to 

those who needed them. . . . . 
Although the use of outreach workers did not ongmate w1th OE~, 1t w~s 

oEo's policy to employ neighborhood residents to reach an~ work w1th thetr 
peers in the community. Outreach workers were able to asSlSt many to learn 
about services that would both meet their immediate needs and h:lp prepare 
them to enter the etonomic mainstream ; these workers _were umqu~ly able 
to involve individuals in the programs and services. To 1mprove dehvery 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: 
T he 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 Comprehens1ve Health S~r­
vices and Neighborhood Health Centers; and the concept of comprehensive 
planning for manpower programing at the state and local _Ie~el has become a 
vital part of the Comprehensive Employment and Trammg 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 whoop­
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 t~e popula­
tion and, therefore, exasperate the conditions under wh1ch they hve. It ~as 
also felt that this special emphasis would tend to alienate the rest of soc1ety 

from the poor. 
Others contended that after the 1 0-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 ~gencies. . .. 
Others opposed continued federal support for local antipoverty actlvltles, 

It was generally felt that if these local programs had merit, then l~cal govern· 
ments or private local agencies would-through revenue sharmg 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 of 
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 alleviate 
poverty, concerned citizens from every walk of life and conscientious public 
servants at every level of governm~nt worked separately and together to 
achieve a rededication to federal and local efforts designed to alleviate 
poverty. 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 January 4, 1975, the President signed into law the Headstart, Economic 
Opportunity 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 
Development and other 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 the creation 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 Services 
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. 

1 Community Services Act of 1974, Sec. 2. 
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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 evaluatmg .and c~.r~I­

nating programs. It provides for overall coordination of evaluat10n activities 
by extending csA's responsibility for this function to inclu~~ all federal .P?V­
erty-related efforts. It also stipulates greater accountabihty by r~qwnng 
more systematic and detailed reporting to the Congress and the pubhc 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 prog~. 

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 mcrease 

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 Com~u­
nity Services Act programs but also the poverty-related programs authonzed 

by other acts. 
csA is a:lso responsible for coordinating its Migrant and Seasonal Fan_n-

workers programs with those of other agencies. In addition, csA has spectal 
responsibilities to ensure that the effects of the energy .crisis on the ~r, 
the near-poor, and the elderly are taken into account m 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 independ~nce ~f .the . poor· 
The council is concerned that, despite 10 years of expenence, It ts stlll 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. 
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. It is important that programs administered by the new agency con­
sistently emphasize activities that encourage economic independence. The 
Advisory Council cautions those who administer the programs, both nation­
ally and locally, to remain alert to the danger of a dependency concept in 
program goals and operations and to focus on the need for a conscientious 
rededication to the goal of self-sufficiency for the poverty sector. 

Maintaining Focus 

Over the past several months the council has observed a number of initia­
tives to provide employment for many whose incomes have stopped or 
have been reduced as a result of current economic conditions. While these 
efforts are vital, the council notes that programs designed to 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. These 
programs must be viewed as separate and distinct national efforts. 

Congressional Intent 

The council has observed that the congressional . intent for poverty pro­
gra~s ~as sometimes been thwarted by federal policymakers who have 
arbitranly set rules and regulations of their own design. The most glaring 
example occurred several years ago when Congress enacted provisions cal­
cul~ted to en~ure the involvement of local governments with Community 
Act10n Agencies. However, OEO headquarters issued regulations that con­
tained so many technical and difficult-to-fulfill requirements that it was 
virtualy imposs!ble for communities to set in motion the machinery that 
would accomphsh the intent of the provisions. 

Several Members of the Congress reported to the council that they were 
aware of and deplored a number of regulations deliberately designed to 
circumvent legislative intent. 

The Advisory Council respectfully urge~ that those charged with congres­
sional review carefully monitor the rules and regulations promulgated 
by agencies administering programs for the poor to ensure that they comply 
with legislative intent. 

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 

' ' local levels are still uninformed about CSA and the role of Community 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 fede~ and 1~~1 ag~ncies for the goals and 
programs of the Community Semces AdmmlStratlon. 

The council respectfully urges the Congress to incorporate in forthcoming 
appropriations and other acts provisions that will support. the mission of CSA 

and strengthen its relationship with other federal agenczes. 

COMMENDATION 

The council found tha.t many agencies maintained their focus and con­
tinued solid operations during the difficult past 2 years when their futures 
remained in doubt. The Advisory Council walfllly commends those efforts. 
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2 
COMMUNITY 

SERVICES ACT OF 197 4 

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, 
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• Research and Demonstration, 

• 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 ope~;ating antipoverty programs, 
cAAs are designated to: 

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

• 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; 

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

• 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 othe~ half. This 
division of responsibility thus encourages state and local governments to in­
crease their involvement in antipoverty efforts. 
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For this program, the act authorizes the establishment of an Intergovern­
mental 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; 
• Identify 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 
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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 
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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.2 

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 otherwise able 
to afford them, the Design and Planning Assistance program authorizes 
funds for technical assistance and professional services on housing, neigh­
borhood faciliti~, transportation, and other aspects of community planning 
and development. 

Research and Demonstration 

This program is designed to expand knowledge on the incidence of poverty, 
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 Demonstration 
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.3 

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 on Re­
search and Demonstration activities, as well as "the results of evaluative re­
search and summaries of evaluations of programs and project impact and 
effectiveness," 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 (DHEW) to administer the following programs: 

• Head Start; 

• Follow Through; 

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

• Native American. 

1 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 
~oungsters in ~he primary grades. Follow Through provides special instruc­
tion and contmues 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 
Recove~ locates ~d treats alcoholics in the community. This program 
emphas.lze~ t.he maintenance of the family structure, as well as the recovery 
of. the md1V1dual. It seeks to avoid institutionalization and operates from 
neighborhood facilities that utilize the oounseling services and support of 
recovered alcoholics. 

D:Ug Rehahilitati~n projects are also community-based efforts of Compre­
hensiVe Health SelVIces. 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 Na~ive American program serves to develop innovative approaches to 
the spec1al ~eeds ?f Indians and Hawaiian and Alaskan natives. Specifically, 
the effort a1ms to mcrease the economic and social well-being of these groups. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS OF THE ACT 

The act incorporates a 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 Commu~ity Act_ion funds; 
• A revision in the distribution formula for Commumty Action funds; 
• A revision in the distribution formula for Head Start funds; 
• Authorization for increased state participation in the administration 

of the act; 
• 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 Commumty 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 Commu~ity 
Action Agencies will be systematically reduced over the 3-year authonza­
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 

year1977. . 
Special provision is made for CAAS receiving less than $300,000 annually. 

Fot 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, Eduqtion, 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 remew the act 
and clarify those provisions now unclear. 
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ADMINISTRATING CSA: 

PERSONNEL ALLOCATIONS, 
TRANSFER ANn 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 OMB 

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 OMB 4 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 OMB 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 inoorporation 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 Se~ices 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 oomplexities 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 federa:l 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 
OEO. 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 regard 
Community Action Agencies as if they were going out of business. Although 
some of these agencies are themselves recipients of federal funds authorized 
by the Community Services Act of 1974, they are not aware that CAAs are 
authorized, supported, and funded by csA. Also, as a consequence of this 
failure to recognize the changed status of CAAS, services to the poor are 
suffering. 

The Advisory Council has reached the following conclusions ~ : 

• As attention is diverted from program activities to the politics of trans­
fer, the mission of assisting the poor to become self-sufficient is subordinated. 

• The Advisory Council's position in support of an independent agency, endorsed 
by a majority of its members, was explained in its sixth and seventh annual reports. 
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• Internally, csA is unable to make thoughtful and constructive projec­
tions and plans. 

• Uncerta~nty about its _future inhibits csA from embarking on a strong 
program to mform agenCies at the local level about its mandates and 
operations. 

• Until the tran.sfer iss~e .is settled, csA will not achieve its operating 
goals, and the const1tuency 1t 1s to serve will suffer. 

The Advisory Council respectfully urges the President to resolve the question 
of transfer as soon as possible. 
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BACKGROUND 

4 
REGIONAL, 

STATE, AND LOCAL 
RESPONSIBILITIES 

The act mandates a reduction in regional office authority and also provides 
that the functions of regional offices may be transferred to the states. After 
June 15, 1975, policymaking functions, including final approval of grants 
and contracts, must be maintained by the director of csA. These cannot be 
delegated to any regional office or official. However, the director is author­
ized to delegate the administration of community action programs-except 
policymaking, grants, and contract approval functions-to a state if all the 
Community Action Agencies within the state approve such delegation. 

REGIONAL OFFICE AUTHORITY 

From the study of the act and the documents connected with it and from 
conversations with the members of the Congress and their staffs, the Advi­
sory Council noted that the underlying reason for returning the policy­
making and grant approval authority to the office of the director was to 
prevent the regional offices from countermanding policies established by the 
director of csA. This safety feature was designed to protect these policies in 
the event that csA is transferred to the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. 

After reviewing the policymaking authority exercised by regional offices 
prior to June 1975, the council concluded that the director had actually 
maintained most of this authority in his own office. Nevertheless, the regional 
offices have lost the authority they had for final approval of grants and 
contracts. 

STATE RESPONSIBILITIES 

Under the provisions of the act it is possible for states to ·be granted major 
responsibilities for the administration of CSA programs. The Advisory Coun­
cil found that the Office of Economic Opportunity was the first federal 
agency to conduct major experiments in which states were given the respon­
sibility for certain functions usually conducted by regional offices. 
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Two experiments initiated at oEo were designed to increase state authority 
for the administration and operation of local grantee programs. 

One of these occurred in the Denver region. There a plan was designed to 
ensure that if their federal funding were to cease, Community Action Agen­
cies would be able to survive through closer relationships with state and local 
governments. An even earlier experiment, conducted as a Research and 
Demonstration project, gave the State of Oklahoma responsibility in that 
state for the functions of the regional offices at Dallas. 

Denver Region Plan 

The Denver region, covering Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Wyo­
ming, Utah, and Colorado, was concerned that Community Action Agen­
cies were being by-passed and ignored by state and local governments. 
Such concern arose because oEo was being dismantled and because revenue 
sharing had not resulted in adequate funding for theni. 

Although a few CAAS remained uncommitted to the plan, a variety of 
relationships and organizational ties among Community Action Agencies 
and state and local governments were developed as a result of the Denver 
experiment. For example, a statewide CAA with satellite community CAAS 
was formed in some states. In others, the CAA was aligned more closely 
to the local government or became part of it. 

To ensure the continuance of the Community Action concept and to 
enhance the capabilities of CAAS to compete with other agencies for state 
and local funds, the regional office sought to establish and provide closer 
administrative coordination and linkages between state and local gov­
ernments and the Community Action Agencies within their jurisdictions. 
The program design had four goals: 

• Establish for the CAAS leadership roles in planning and coordinating 
the delivery of services in their districts. 

• Align the geographic jurisdictions of cAAs with state planning dis­
tricts and/or other political jurisdictions. 

• Extend the territorial jurisdictions of cAAs or create new ones so 
that the entire state would be reached by Community Action programs. 

• Create public awareness of the structure and functions of CAAS and 
of their value to the community. 

The council found the Denver experiment a very innovative and timely 
plan for dealing with the difficult problems facing local CAAS when it ap­
peared there would be no further direct federal funding. Because the six 
states that compromise the Denver region have vast areas that are sparsely 
settled, the Advisory Council was favorably impressed by the design to 
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extend Community Action services to all geographic areas within the re­
gion. During its discussion of the Denver plan, the council questioned 
whether it could be replicated in other regions where problems and the 
needs of the population are more diverse. The council notes, however, that 
further consideration of the Denver plan would be largely academic, be­
cause the danger of an immediate termination of federal funding for 

effective CAAS no longer exists. 
The Advisory Council observed that without any official delegation or 

transfer the Denver plan resulted in the assumption of some regional 
office functions and authority by certain state offices. 

The council's basic concern with the Denver plan arises from its 
observation that many of the programs in the region have turned into 
direct government services without any significant participation by the 
poor in the planning or operations. Further, some programs and projects 
seem to have been expanded to serve all in the community, not just the 

poor. 

The Advisory Council recommends that CSA examine the relationships 
and roles of the Denver regional office and the state offices to determine 
whether each is functioning according to csA guidelines and specifications. 
The Advisory Council also recommends that CSA authorize a study to 
evaluate the participation of the poor in policymaking and operations 
of programs in the Denver regional experiment; determine if such partici­
pation is significantly different than in other regions; ascertain whether the 
participation of the poor is in conformity with the provisions of the Com­
munity Services Act of 1974; and recommend, if indicated, how increased 
target area resident participation can be achieved within the framework 

of the Denver plan. 

Oklahoma Plan 

The Oklahoma plan was developed when the concept of revenue sharing 
was beginning to receive serious consideration. It was proposed by the 
Governor of Oklahoma to provide more state control over federally funded 
programs, particularly in rural areas of the state. The plan transferred the 
administration of CAAS within the state from the OEO regional office to the 

State Economic Opportunity Office ( sEoo). 
The state staff operated in the same manner as the former regional 

office field representatives, providing technical assistance, monitoring, au­
diting, and funding grantees within the state in accordance with oEo 
guidelines and regulations. The oEo regional director, however, retained 
final authority for grant approval and regional personnel participated in 

the prefunding conferences with grantees. 
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The experiment was initiated in April 1970 and terminated 3 years later 
when OEO was being dismantled. 

The Advisory Council detected in the Oklahoma plan many of the 
characteristics that would probably exist in state-administered programs 
as they would operate under CSA legislation authorizing states to exercise 
regional office functions. 

An independent evaluation of the Oklahoma plan found that it little im­
proved the operations and effectiveness of CAAS. Although the relationships 
between the State Economic Opportunity Office and other state agencies be­
came more numerous and productive, state financial support for CAAS did not 
increase greatly.6 

The council also learned that the state office was subject to considerable 
political pressure. This had become particularly evident when there was a 
change in governors. Programs in the state suffered as a result of political 
maneuvering. For example, substandard cAAs that should have been de­
funded or placed on probation were not because the state office was reluctant 
to take action that might have political repercussions. 

Probability of States Assuming Regional Functions 

The council believes there is considerable merit to providing states with 
more responsibility for the administration of federal programs. The council 
notes, however, that provisions in the legislation are so restrictive that they 
would seem to prevent any significant steps in this direction. Under the act 

. . . the Director may delegate functions other than policymaking functions and 
the final approval of grants and contracts to a State, in accordance with criteria and 
guidelines established by him, . . . as he deems appropriate, except that no such 
delegation shall take place unless all the community action agencies within such 
State formerly indicate their approval of such proposed delegation. . . ! 

Thus, just one local agency can prevent a state from assuming the regional 
office functions, and it is doubtful that many states will get approval from all 
local grantees. 

Since it is unlikely that all states in a region would opt for the plan, a 
regional office would still be necessary, thus probably resulting in duplicative 
staff. Further, there are few incentives to encourage local agencies to assent 
to state assumption of regional office function. 

The Advisory Council recommends that csA ascertain and consider the views 

and suggestions of local boards regarding the transfer of some regional of­
fice functions to the states. 

• An Evaluation of the Oklahoma Plan. Final report submitted pursuant to contract 
BIC 5232. Transcentury Corp., Robert D. Vincent, principal investigator. 

7 Community Services Act of 1974, Title II, Sec. 5(£) . 
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The Advisory Council notes, however, that unless the legislation is modi­
fied there is little reason to anticipate increased state administration of GSA 

programs. 

State Offices 

The Advisory Council found that many of the local agencies look to regional 
offices rather than to State Economic Opportunity Offices for technical assis­
tance and guidance. The regional office-local agency relationship is stronger 
because policy and funding originate at the federal rather than state level. 

The Advisory Council also became aware of considerable variations in the 
operations of sEoos and their services to CAAS. While most state offices can 
provide technical assistance for various programs, not all have evaluation, 
monitoring, and auditing capabilities. The council agrees that the publica­
tion of general standards for the evaluation of programs and project effec­
tiveness, as required by the act, could help to ensure a minimum standard 

of operation for all state offices. 
The Advisory Council observed that when a SEoo has merged with or 

becomes part of a state agency, which is responsible for a broader range of 
social development programs, resources allocated for programs for the poor 
become diluted or diverted. In one state, the council notes that state per­
sonnel engaged in a variety of activities that seem directed toward enhancing 
the power of the agency or its director rather than assisting communities to 
use state resources for programs designed to serve the poor. In another 
instance, the council observed planners at both the state and local level, 
supported by funds appropriated for poverty programs, directing their 
efforts toward the entire community rather than just the poverty sector. 

It became apparent to the Advisory Council that some state offices are 
not aware of or are unwilling to focus on their csA-related responsibilities. 
As a result, resources of the state government that could help the poverty 
sector are diverted or underutilized. The council points out that as more 
funds allocated for human resource programs reach the states through 
revenue sharing, state offices have an increasing responsibility to ensure that 
some of those funds are used to establish and oversee programs designed 
to alleviate poverty. 

The Advisory Council concluded that the basic functions of State Eco­
nomic Opportunity Offices are to marshal state resources on behalf of local 
agencies providing services to the poor, represent the interests of local agen­
cies at the state government level, and serve as an information clearinghouse 
on all poverty-related programs in the state. When these basic functions 
are operative, state offices can add or increase other services--such ·as tech­
nical assistance and the monitoring and evaluation of performance and 
results-to examine the advisability of assuming regional office functions. 
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The Advisory Council recommends that CSA develop and communicate to 
state and regional offices and CAAS a clear definition of their functions and 
responsibilities and the ways in which their programs and efforts should be 
coordinated. 

Metropolitan Areas 

The Advisory Council found that many large metropolitan Community 
Action Agencies tend to operate without assistance from or consultation 
with regional or state offices. Many have staffs that include specialists and 
experts who are as familiar with federal programs and procedures as are the 
staff members of the regional or state offices. In addition, some metro­
politan CAAS have developed special relationships with policymakers and 
agencies in Washington, D.C., that enable them to operate quite inde­
pendently of regional offices. 

Conversely, rural Community Action Agencies and those operating in 
small- and middle-size towns were found to need consistent direction and 
support from regional and state offices. It is important that these offices 
take into account the differences beween large metropolitan agencies and 
others in their jurisdictions. 

T he Advisory Council recommends that csA develop guidelines that permit 
regional and state offices to vary the conduct of their relationships with 
large metropolitan agencies and others within their areas. 

LOCAL RESPONSIBILITY 

Boards 

Many Community Action Agencies, it was learned, tend to operate in vio­
lation of certain csA rules and regulations governing them. This resulted 
from reduced federal monitoring of local boards and programs at the time 
of personnel ,attrition and travel restrictions, as well as from preoccupation 
with strategy to renew federal support for Community Action Agencies. 

Structure 

Although some regional offices are clearly aware of violations in board 
structures and are beginning to take appropriate action, the Advisory Coun­
cil observed that the representation of the poor on the boards of many CAAS 

is not in accordance with prescribed guidelines. For example, the council 
found that at some CAAS the representatives of the poor had been designated 
in an election that could have been confined to the target area, but was open 
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to all citizens of the community. Also, it was reported that representaives 
of the poor continued on boards long after the term set by federal regula­
tions had expired. 

Power and Operations 

The Advisory Council observed that the memberships of many CAA and 
other grantee boards are not aware of their authority. Further, they are lax 
about their policymaking functions. Perhaps as a result of the uncertainty 
of continued federal funding, some local boards have permitted their staffs 
to exercise both these responsibilities. 

The council also found that many boards do not adequately account 
to the community for program operation and performance. In fact, the 
general public is frequently unaware that Community Action Agencies are 
locally governed and responsibile for accounting to the community on every 
aspect of their operations. 

The Advisory Council also learned that in some cases the professional 
staffs of agencies have joined organizations that participate in lobbying and 
other activities not sanctioned by their boards or by federal regulations. 

The Private Sector 

It has been observed in many communities that the potential support of the 
private sector is not recognized. Too often there is no correlation between 
those who control or influence the allocation of community resources and 
those who serve on CAA boards. 

In many communities CAAS are forced to seek frequent assistance from 
agencies not represented on their boards. In one community studied by the 
council, a member of the private sector is providing housing counseling, 
instruction on the use of supplemental food, as well as other services to a 
Community Action Agency, but is not on the board. 

Insufficient provision for the rotation of representatives of the private 
sector on CAA boards has been noted. Similarly, the council has discovered 
that there is no requirement for active support by all board members. 

The Advisory Council recommends that csA: 

Instruct its regional· offices to undertake a thorough review of the CAA 

boards, focusing on their adherence to the legislation and regulations and 
on the method by which the representatives of the poor are chosen; 

Undertake a program to educate board members about their responsi­
bilities and the exercise of their authority; 

Encourage boards to assume their responsibility and to assert authority 
over program operations and, where indicated, over staff; 
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Plan and implement a program designed to inform the general public 
that CAAS are local programs and that managing, monitoring, auditing, and 
reporting programs and funds, as well as most policy decisions, are local 
responsibilities; 

Review and, if necessary, revise regulations governing lobbying actipities 
of CAA staffs and their associations and institute a program of enforcement; 

Encourage local CAAS to review the potential resources of the private 
sector in their communities and to make every effort to ensure that individ­
uals who could influence the allocation of such resources are represented on 
their boards; 

Provide guidelines designed to increase private sector participation and 
rotation on local boards. 

OUTREACH WORKERS 
In previous reports, the Advisory Council has expressed its findings that CAA 

outreach workers are the most effective channels for communicating to the 
poor. Through these workers the availability of community services and the 
ways to utilize or participate in them are made known. 

In these reports the council commented on the increasing tendency of 
federal agencies to authorize outreach workers in such specialized areas 
as health, housing, nutrition, and manpower and noted that the same out­
reach functions were being duplicated by staffs of more than one agency in 
the community. The Advisory Council continues to receive reports on the 
increase of outreach specialists and the duplication of their efforts. 

The council reaffirms two recommendations regarding outreach workers 
that appeared in its seventh annual report: 

The Advisory Council recommends that federal agencies underwriting social 
service programs for the poor instruct their grantees that when outreach 
workers are indicated, they should negotiate for the use of existing outreach 
resources. [Further, it is] ... recommended that CAAS be encouraged to 
recognize outreach capability as a resource that can be contracted to other 
public and private social service agencies in the community and . . . that 
the appropriate federal and state agencies provide CAAS with technical assis­
tance for the development of this capability.• 

COMMUNICATIONS 
The Advisory Council found that provisions for communications between 
CSA and state and local agencies are inadequate. At the time of oEo's dis­
mantlement, communications between OEO and its grantees were severely 

1 Seventh Annual Report of the National Advisory Council on Economic Oppor­
tunity, June 1974, pp. 13-14. 
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curtailed. There were no formal newsletters, the few policy and guidance 
papers that were issued were usually directed to some aspect of limited 
funding or phaseout activity, and, as pointed out elsewhere, personal con­
tacts were drastically reduced because of travel restrictions. 

Local agencies were similarly hampered in communicating their problems 
and concerns to the regional and national offices. The council learned that 
grantees gradually turned to other sources, such as professional associations 
or lobby groups, for information and/or assistance on problems. 

Since the enactment of the Community Services Act, at least one regional 
office has invited local CAA and state office administrators and board mem­
bers to a regionwide conference designed to inform them about the act and 
of action being taken to implement its provisions. In other regions, regional 
office and state office personnel are attempting to communicate information 
about the act to local grantees. However, the Advisory Council observed that 
many CAAS and local grantees were uninformed or had misconceptions about 
the new legislation. 

The Advisory Council recommends that in its communication system with 
grantees CSA utilize newsletters, guidance papers, grantee conferences, and 
other means that would enhance communication to and from csA and ex­
change ideas about programs and problems. 
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EVALUATION 

5 
EVALUATION, 

RESEARCH AND DEMONSTRATION 

Title IX of the Community Services Act of 1974 gives the director of CSA 

responsibility for very broad authority to perform program and project 
evaluation. It directs him to evaluate the impact of "all programs authorized 
by this Act," including those administered by other agencies, as well as 
"poverty-related programs authorized by other Acts." The act states that 
programs will be evaluated 

to determine their effectiveness in achieving stated goals, their impact on related pro­
grams, and their structure and mechanisms for delivery of services. . . .0 

Title IX requires the director to "publish the results of evaluative research 
and summaries of evaluations of programs and project impact and effective­
ness" 10 not later than 90 days after completion. It provides for accountability 
to the Congress by requiring the director to submit to appropriate congres­
sional committees copies of all research studies and evaluation summaries. 

Closely tied to the director's responsibilities for program and project eval­
uation is the promulgation of standards. These are required prior to obligat­
ing funds for programs and projects covered by the Community Services 
Act for fiscal year 1976. 

The Director shall develop and publish general standards for evaluation of program 
and project effectiveness .... The extent to which such standard~ have been met 
shall be considered in deciding whether to renew or supplement financial assis­
tance .... 11 

Title IX also provides that Research and Demonstration projects and 
related activities of Title I shall be reassessed annually in terms of priorities 
and purpose to determine whether and on what basis such activities should 
be continued, revised, or terminated. It also requires that these reviews and 
determinations be reported to the appropriate committees of the Congress 
by April1 of each year. 

"Community Services Act of 1974, Title IX, Sec. 901 (a ) ( 1). 
w Ibid., Sec. 901(d). 
u Ibid., Sec. 901 (b). 
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Need for Evaluation 

Many federally supported programs in agencies other t~an csA are covered 
by the provisions of Title IX. These, too, s~ould be reviewed an~ evaluated 
to determine whether national goals are bemg met. The evaluations should 
assess the efficiency of program operation and the extent to which they are 
meeting specific problems. Further, programs should be examined with 
regard to coordination and possible duplication. 

Importance of Title IX 

It was found that the provisions of this title could be strategically significant 
to csA's ability to desi~, execute, and coordinate at the federal level effec­
tive programs for the economically disadvantaged. The authority to evaluate 
poverty-related programs authorized by the Community Services Act and 
other acts, the establishment of standards for evaluation of programs of 
the Community Services Act, the coordination of Research and Demonstra­
tion projects with evaluation results, and the requirement to report the 
results of all these activities to the Congress will both enhance program 
effectiveness and ascertain the extent to which programs for the poor are 
accomplishing their stated objectives. 

The requirements of Title IX not only ensure accountability to the Con­
gress but also inform the general public via the reports they necessitate of 
the ways in which csA and related programs are meeting national goals 

and priorities. 

General Standards of Effectiveness 

The council is encouraged to note that csA has undertaken the development 
of general standards for the evaluation of program and project effectiveness. 
The council did, however, hear several grantees suggest that they should 
have been consulted and more closely involved in the development of the 
standards for csA agencies and programs. Considerable concern among 
grantees that the standards and measurements would require extensive 
paperwork and might result in heavy emphasis on recordkeeping rather than 
on program accomplishment was also encountered. Nonetheless, the cou~­
cil tends to disregard these criticisms because the established program 
standards and effectiveness measurements will provide additional perfor­
mance guidance to the grantees and heretofore unavailable information on 

program results to the Congress and the public. 
It is the council's understanding that csA plans to comply with the pro­

visions of the act requiring these standards to be published prior to obligating 
funds for fiscal year 1976. Although it is authorized to do so, CSA has taken 
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no steps to initiate similar standards for programs of the act at the Depart­
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Evaluation Capabilities 
The Advisory Council found that at present CSA does not have the personnel 
within its own organization to initiate and operate even a very limited 
evaluation program. Further, the procedures established for reporting the 
results of evaluations of program and grantee-project performance are in­
adequate to conform to the requirements of the act. 

Agency Evaluation Procedures and Criteria 

Past programs for the poor have not had uniform procedures for evalua­
tion, and project monitoring was generally inconsistent, often either insuf­
ficient or overzealous. A valuable component of the Community Services 
Act is its focus on results and ways to measure them. These measurements 
and the reports of them can bring about the alteration or termination of 
ineffective programs and the expansion and/ or replication of successful 
ones. 

The Advisory Council proposes the following recommendations in this area: 
Given the importance of determining the effectiveness of federal efforts 

and expenditures to alleviate poverty, CSA should implement the provisions 
of Title IX as soon as feasible. T he Congress is urged to fund Title IX. 

In connection with the establishment of standards of performance for 
programs under the act, CSA should initiate, in cooperation with the Depart­
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, the establishment of such standards 
for the other programs (Head Start, Follow Through, Comprehensive 
Health Services, Alcoholic Counseling and Recovery, Drug Rehabilitation, 
and Native American programs) authorized by the Community Services 
Act of 1974. 

CSA should strengthen its evaluation capabilities and its reporting pro­
cedures to better maintain information about grantee performance. In this 
regard, csA should also meet its responsibilities to report the results of pro­
gram evaluations to the Congress annually. 

CSA should establish a procedure whereby evaluations are conducted by 
adequately trained staff within a reasonable time after the initial funding 
of any project and at regular intervals thereafer. 

The council fu rther recommends that in connection with the develop­
ment of its evaluation capabilities, csA develop guidelines that will pro­
vide its program staff a uniform basis on which to make consistent judg­
ments about projects and the way in which they are meeting their goals. 
Review of community participation, involvement, and commitment to 
project goals should be an integral part of all evaluation analyses. 
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RESEARCH AND DEMONSTRATION 

Focus and Emphasis 

The Advisory Council has noted that Research and Demonstration activi­
ties tend to deal with either basic research into poverty-related issues that 
have impact on broad national policy, or projects designed to test the ways 
and the extent to which certain programs or processes alleviate specific prob­
lems of poverty. 

The council observed that many research programs would benefit from 
preliminary utilization of planning grants designed to determine their feasi­
bility and appropriateness. 

The Research and Demonstration projects of the past have been conducted 
with too little emphasis on evaluating results and studies regarding their 
broad applicability. In addition, the council found that there should have 
been more effort directed toward replication of demonstrably successful 
projects. 

The majority of Research and Demonstration programs to date have called 
for testing in large metropolitan cities. Since many smaller cities are, in 
fact, microcosms containing all the elements of large urban areas, smaller 
scale and less expensive Research and Demonstration programs would be 
feasible and their results would be valid for larger application. 

As noted elsewhere in this report, the new Demonstration Community 
Partnership programs provide a vehicle at the community level for Re­
search and Demonstration projects dealing with specific problems. This 
gives localities the opportunity to test programs and projects designed to 
serve their particular and peculiar needs. 

Duplicate Authority 

The Research and Demonstration provisions under Title I and Section 232, 
respectively, of the act are duplicative authorities. Both give the director 
the responsibility to develop a plan for research and demonstration and 
authorize him to conduct research and demonstration projects. Each re­
quires the director to consult with other federal agencies in order to 
minimize duplication and to share the findings of these projects so that 
they may be implemented by other agencies. 

The major difference in the two authorities is that only Title I requires 
that, where feasible, the director arrange to obtain the opinions of pro­
gram participants about the strengths and weaknesses of the programs that 
serve them, a requirement that the council encourages. 

Title IX requires that the Research and Demonstration projects of Title I 
be reviewed and analyzed in conjunction with other programs that come 
under the broader evaluation responsibilities of the agency. No such re­
quirement is made for Section 232 Research and Demonstration projects. 

Title I is new. As discussed below, Section 232 was part of the Economic 
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Opportunity Act of 1964, as amended, and was not repealed by the Com­
munity Services Act of 1974. 

Delegation of Section 232 

During fiscal year 1974, Research and Demonstration activities, established 
under Section 232 of the Economic Opportunity Act, were delegated by 
oEO to federal agencies with general responsibilities for the various project 
areas. The bulk of the Office of Economic Opportunity's Research and Dem­
onstration projects were delegated to the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare ; a few projects were delegated to the Department of Labor 
and the Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

These delegations were made on the assumption that OEO was to be dis­
mantled. In short, there would no longer be a separate federal agency 
functioning to administer programs for the poverty sector. 

In the Community Services Act of 1974, Section 232 is specifically ex­
cepted from the provision prohibiting the delegation of csA functions and 
authorities to other federal agencies.12 

Appropriation 

Under the authorities of Section 232 of the Community Services Act of 
1974 and under Section 1110 of the Social Security Act, the executive budget 
for fiscal year 1976 requests $29,260,000 for policy research studies "into 
the causes and cures of poverty," 1 3 which funds should be appropriated 
directly to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

The council observed that direct appropriation to the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare for Section 232 activities would circum­
scribe csA's opportunity to coordinate the planning of Section 232 projects 
with its own research and demonstration efforts. The council also notes 
that csA's evaluation responsibility includes projects under Section 1110 
of the Social Security Act. 

The Advisory Council has concluded that the appropriation for Section 
232 should go directly to csA to facilitate the coordination of programs and 
to strengthen its relationship with other agencies. 

From its review of the Congressional Record and from its discussions 
with members of the Congress and their staffs, the Advisory Council 
gathered that if csA is absorbed into the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, csA would assume direct operating responsibility for all Section 
232 Research and Demonstration projects currently operated elsewhere at 

12 Ibid., Sec. 601 (c) . 
13 The Budget of the U.S. Government, Fiscal Year 1976, App., p. 462. (Sec. 1110 

authorizes the funding of research studies into the prevention and reduction of 
dependency on welfare.) 
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the. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. Therefore, if csA is 
transferred to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, a direct 
appropriation to csA would eliminate any internal Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare competition for the Research and Demonstration 
authority. 

The council respectfully urges that beginning in fiscal year 1976, all appro­
priations for Section 232 projects be made to the Community Services Admin­
istration for transfer to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

The Advisory Council recommends that: 
csA undertake a systematic review and analysis of numerous Research and 

Demonstration projects that have been conducted and undertake programs 
that will repeat and expand those that have demonstrated genuine potential 
for promoting self-sufficiency among the poor; 

csA focus on program and project evaluation and de-emphasize direct 
federal sponsorship of narrow Research and Demonstration projects; 

Any future funding of federal Research and Demonstration activities be 
confined to projects designed to answer questions of broad national policies 
affecting the poor; 

No new Research and Demonstration projects be funded under Section 
232; 

Section 232 projects under the delegation authority should be phased out 
or permitted to expire; 

All new federal poverty-related Research and Demonstration activities 
should be initiated and operated by csA under the authority of Title I. 
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PURPOSE 

6 
DEMONSTRATION 

COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENTS 

The Demonstration Community Partnership Agreements provision of the act 
is designed to increase state and local governments involvement in and 
support of local antipoverty efforts. To accomplish this, states and localities 
are permitted to enter into legal partnerships with antipoverty agencies for 
new or expanded projects and activities. The state or local government must 
contribute, in cash, 50 percent of the cost of the project for which the part­
nership is formed. Upon approval of each project and agreement, csA is 
authorized to fund the other 50 percent of the project. 

The act also provides CSA with an Intergovernmental Advisory Council on 
Conununity Services to oversee this program. This council is to be composed 
of nine members appointed by the President. Three are to be representatives 
of states, county, or municipal governments, or organizations that represent 
such governmental units; three are to be representatives of Community Ac­
tion Agencies and other grantees under the act, or from organizations- that 
represent such agencies and grantees; and there are to be representatives of 
labor, management, or "other sections which have demonstrated active 
interest in community action and antipoverty programs." 

The Intergovernmental Council functions to encourage the formation of 
Community Partnership Agreements, which it reviews with regard to regula­
tions, guidelines, or other program criteria. The director is advised of the 
findings of this review prior to his final approval. The council is to conduct 
a continuing national survey to determine what public and private resources 
have been, are, or may become available for antipoverty efforts and to iden­
tify and encourage increased availability and use of such resources for anti­
poverty programs. In addition, the Intergovernmental Council is to report 
annually to the President .and the Congress on its activities and findings and 
purpose recommendations for legislation. H 

POTENTIAL OF THE COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENTS 

The Advisory Council has concluded that the Community Partnership 
Agreements program offers a valuable vehicle for shifting an important 

"Community Services Act of 1974, Sec. 236. 
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Research and Demonstration function from the national to the local level. 
Research and Demonstration projects administered at the local level, in 
conjunction with state and local governments, can be designed to meet local 
problems. Local emphasis would increase the relevance of such activities 
and also serve to involve states and local governments in experimental efforts 
on behalf of the poor. In addition, the Community Partnership Agreements 
program provides for efforts to increase the resources applied to the prob­
lems of the economically disadvantaged. 

The Advisory Council also views the funding provision of the Commu­
nity Partnership Agreements as an important incentive to encourage com­
munities to focus on their poverty constituencies and to pledge resources 
to programs for them. It is one of several efforts authorized by the act to 
foster cooperative relationships between CAAs and their state and local 
governments. 

LOCAL. RESPONSE 

In its fieldwork the council found much more support for the Community 
Partnership concept than it had anticipated. For example, one regional 
office conducted a survey to determine the extent to which state and local 
funds might be pledged if the program became operative. It learned that 
over $4 million could be available immediately if the community partner­
ship program received federal funding. The regional office expressed dis­
appointment that the sum was not larger, but the council believes that $4 
million pledged for an untried and unfunded demonstration program is 

a good beginning. 
Other regional offices reported that the states and communities in their 

areas had indicated a willingness to participate in the Community Partner­
ship program. The council also learned that a n~mber of CAAS and state 
associations of cAAS are encouraging csA to request congressional appro­

priations for this program. 

The Advisory Council recommends that the Community Services Admin­
istration seek appropriations for and plan to implement the community 
partnership agreements program during the current fiscal year. 

In view of the potential for a substantial increase in both local involve­
ment and local resources and the willingness expressed by the states and 
localities to participate in Community Partnership Agreements, the council 
urges that the administration and the Congress give prompt and favorable 
consideration to funding the community partnership agreements program. 
The council further urges that, should this program ·be funded, the Presi­
dent appoint the Intergovernmental Advisory Council on Community 
Services as soon as feasible. 
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REVENUE SHARING 

The council has received numerous reports that many states and com­
munities spend little or no money from general revenue sharing in the cate­
gory of "Social Services for the Poor or Aged." It has also heard repeated 
criticism that there is little or no local citizen participation in the discus­
sion on how these general revenue-sharing funds are to be used. 

The Community Partnership Agreements offer state and local govern­
ments the opportunity to improve in both areas of criticism. Mechanisms 
for local participation in the decision-making process already exist at Com­
munity Action Agencies and these could serve as vehicles for determining 
the types of Community Partnership Agreements to be funded. There is 
little question that many of the projects agreed upon would benefit the poor. 

Federal money is available to states and localities under certain federal 
programs that contain a matching-funds provision. The Congress, however, 
has stated that revenue-sharing funds may not be counted as matching 
money. 

The council urges the Congress to review the limitation on the use of gen­
eral revenue-sharing funds as matching money for federal programs and con­
sider making the Community Partnership Agreements an exception to that 
limitation. 

MISUNDERSTANDING FUNDING PROVISION 

Although the Community Partnership Agreements concept has been met 
with enthusiasm, some misunderstanding centering around two major areas 
has developed among grantees. It was reported to the Advisory Council 
that some CSA grantees are under the impression that all new or supple­
mental local programing will be subject to the 50 percent contribution 
requirement specified for Community Partnership Agreements. Although 
the local share of the Community Partnership Agreements program is set 
at 50 percent, the local support for regular programs approved for CAAS 
is set- depending on the size of the agency-at 25 percent or 30 percent 
for fiscal year 1976 and at 30 percent and 40 percent for fiscal year 1977. 
The local share for Community Partnership Agreements must be provided in 
cash; for other programs it can be cash "in-kind" (e.g., the monetary value 
of services, equipment, and facilities ) . 

csA should explain to its grantees that the funding requirements of Com­
munity Partnership Agreements are separate and apart from other csA pro­
grams and that a number of new programs in addition to Community 
Partnership Agreements will be funded by csA. 

Another concern voiced to the council stated that the amount of fund­
ing for Community Partnership Agreements received from states and locali­
ties might be interpreted as an indkation of the success of the local agency. 
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However, there are many communities--particularly those in rural areas, 
but in some metropolitan areas as well-that will not be able to participate 
in this program because of their own financial situation. The council notes 
that antipoverty agencies in such areas are often particularly valuable 
because they might be operating the only local programs specifically for 
the poor. The council suggests that any conclusions drawn from the amount 
of state and local funding raised for Community Partnership Agreements 
should involve a careful evaluation of the economic conditions of localities 
that might appear to have evidenced less interest and support. It should 
be noted that in certain areas projects funded with comparatively small 
amounts of money can solve some very real problems. 
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7 
EMERGENCY 

ENERGY CONSERVATION 

The Community Services Act specifically instructs the CSA to undertake an 
energy conservation program for the poor, the near-poor, and the elderly. 
Section 222(a) (12) establishes the Emergency Energy Conservation pro­
gram and authorizes the director: 

to provide financial and other assistance for programs and activities, including, but not 
limited to, an energy conservation and education program; winterization of old or sub­
standard dwellings, improved space conditioning, and insulation; emergency loans, 
grants, and revolving funds to install energy conservation technologies and to deal 
with increased housing expenses relating to the energy crisis; alternative fuel supplies, 
special fuel voucher or stamp programs; alternative transportation activities designed 
to save fuel and assure continued access to training, education, and employment; ap­
propriate outreach efforts; furnishing personnel to act as coordinators, providing 
legal or technical assistance, or otherwise representing the interests of the poor in ef­
forts relating to the energy crisis ; nutrition, health, and other supportive services in 
emergency cases; and evaluation of programs and activities under this paragraph .... 

BACKGROUND 

Beginning in 1973, the Office of Economic Opportunity diverted funds from 
its ongoing programs to cope with the emergency energy needs of the poor. 
CAAS and sEoos subsequently developed a number of programs that served 
as models for other organizations and that are now reflected in the csA legis­
lation. CAAS should be commended for the initiation and operation of these 
projects. 

The first and best known program funded was Project FUEL (Fuel for the 
Unemployed, Elderly, and Low-Income), administered by the division of 
economic opportunity in the State of Maine and subcontracted to the 13 CAAS 
in the state. The three-pronged project involved "winterizing" (insulating) 
substandard homes of the poor and elderly, stockpiling emergency fuel sup­
plies, and operating energy crisis centers at each CAA. Four months after 
funding approximately 2,900 homes had been winterized, utilizing volunteer 
labor, at an average cost of $95 per house. A study conducted by the Uni-

10 Community Services Act of 1974, Sec. 222(a) ( 12). 
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versity of Maine revealed that in the first year the saving on fuel costs 
equaled two to three times the amount spent for winterization. According 
to an engineering estimate, Project FUEL resulted in the conservation of 
1 million gallons of fuel oil and kerosene.16 

In addition to conducting winterizing projects, cAAs throughout the 
country interceded with fuel companies and government officers to deliver 
fuel to people in emergency situations. Comprehensive local programs of 
energy conservation were developed by utilizing the resources of other fed­
eral programs and available local and state funds, combined with the man­
power of recipients and volunteer organizations. Information and education 
materials were disseminated to explain methods of fuel conservation; volun­
teer labor was mobilized to cut wood that the poor could use for heating 
and cooking; and credit arrangements with fuel companies and revolving 
loan funds were established to pay for fuel delivery to the poor. In some 
instances CAAS utilized labor made available by the public service employ­
ment legislation. 

EMERGENCY ENERGY CONSERVATION IN CSA 

While the Community Services Act of 1974 stated that csA was responsible 
for energy conservation programs for the poor, proposals have been made 
to allocate these functions to the Federal Energy Administration (FEA). 

FEA, which assumes the basic responsibility for the federal response to the 
energy crisis, has a Consumer Affairs-Special Impact Office to deal with 
energy policy as it relates to special groups whose needs might not otherwise 
be considered. It, however, has neither the personnel nor the mechanisms 
in the field to respond to local problems. The Consumer Affairs-Special 
Impact Office of FEA has already established liaison with csA, which, the 
council learned, is working well. 

The council notes that in a time of crisis CAAS were uniquely able to 
combine outreach capability, knowledge of the poverty population and com­
munity resources, and the flexibility to accomplish these projects rapidly, 
economically, and effectively. 

The council has concluded that CAAS should have the responsibility to 
plan, coordinate, and administer energy programs for the poor at the local 
level. Therefore, it is most appropriate that csA have the legislative authority 
to undertake these functions at the national level and to assist CAAS. 

INTERAGENCY LIAISON AND ADVOCACY 

The legislation relating to the emergency energy conservation programs 
states that: 

11 Project FUEL, Final Report and Evaluation. Submitted to OEO by the Maine 
Division of Economic Opportunity, June 1974, pp. 1 and 2. 
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The Director, after consultation with the Administrator of the Federal Energy Of­
fice and appropriate Federal departments and agencies shall establish procedures and 
take other appropriate action necessary 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 
formulation and administration of programs relating to the energy crisis." 

The council agreed that while the critical and possibly prolonged energy 
crisis will affect everyone in this country and will call for federal, state, 
and local, as well as individual, efforts to conserve energy, it should be 
remembered that the impact of an energy shortage is felt even more by the 
poor. Therefore, when policies and programs regarding energy conserva­
tion are formulated, it is essential that the interests of the poor be given 
special consideration. 

The Advisory Council views the Emergency Energy Conservation authof'ity 
of the csA as extremely important. It recommends that the director work 
vigilantly to ensure representation of the interests of the poor in matters 
pertaining to national energy conservation policy and encourage the Federal 
Energy Administration and other appropriate agencies to initiate reseaf'ch 
into the ways in which the poor will be affected by energy shortages and 
conservation programs. 

ELIGIBILITY OF THE NEAR-POOR 

An initial problem connected with the Emergency Energy Conservation 
program will be developing eligibility criteria for the "near-poor." In its 
seventh annual report the Advisory Council noted that the differing stan­
dards of eligibility for services among the various federal programs create a 
dilemma for local administrators, confusion among beneficiaries, and nation­
wide misunderstanding about federal programs and national goals. In 
that report, the council called for the development of a generally accepted 
definition of "near-poor" and the establishment of uniform eligibility criteria 
that could be utilized by all programs. This need still exists. 

The council recommends that csA develop, in cooperation with other 
agencies, a definition of "near-poor" that can be used by all federal agencies 
when determining recipient eligibility for participation in federally supporled 
programs. 

INHERENT DANGER 

Because the legislation states that the Emergency Energy Conservation pro­
gram will serve (in addition to the poor) the elderly and the near-poor, 
there may a tendency for csA to expand other programs to serve these 

17 Ibid. 
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groups. The council believes that if the needs of the poor are to be effectively 
served, it is imperative that the one agency in government designated to serve 
those needs remain singular in its mission. 

The council recomm~nds that CSA zealously focus on its responsibility to 
the poor and guard against any tendency to dilute its programs with service 
to added constituencies in any programs except Emergency Energy 
Conservation. 
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LEGISLATION 

8 
MIGRANT 

AND SEASONAL 
FARMWORKER PROGRAMS 

Title III, Part B of the Economic Opportunity Act, amended and incor­
porated into the Community Services Act of 1974, authorizes the Com­
munity Services Administration to administer programs for migrants and 
seasonally employed farmworkers and their families. These programs may 
include projects or activities designed: 

( 1) to meet the immediate needs of migrant and seasonal farmworkers and their 
families, such as day care for children, education, health services, improved housing 
and sanitation (including the provision and maintenanc~ of emergency and tem­
porary housing and sanitation facilities ), legal advice and representation, and con­
sumer training and counseling; 

(2) to promote increased community acceptance of migrant and seasonal farm­
workers and their families; and 

(3) to equip unskilled migrant and seasonal farmworkers and members of their 
families as appropriate through education and . developmental programs to meet the 
changing demands in agricultural employment brought about by technological ad­
vancement and to take advantage of opportunities available to improve their well­
being and self-sufficiency by gaining regular or permanent employment or by par­
ticipating in available Government employment or training pr;ograms.18 

The only amendment to the provision quoted above was the substitu­
tion of "development programs" for "training" in a phrase in the first part 
of subsection 3. 

The projects and activities described in the legislation quoted a:bove 
would seem to indicate that csA has a responsibility for non-manpower 
programs serving migrants, seasonal farmworkers, and their families. In the 
Congressional R ecord, the council found statements by some members of 
Congress indicating that they were under the impression that the amend­
ment to Title III, Part B transferred a portion, if not all, of the migrant and 
other farmworker programs operated at the Department of Labor to the 
Community Services Administration. Explicit provision for this transfer is 

18 Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, Title III, Part B, Sec. 312. 
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not found in the act, and there has been no move to transfer programs from 
the Department of Labor (DOL) to the Community Services Administration. 

The legislation can also be interpreted to mean that csA's authority to 
operate programs for Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker programs under 
Title III, Part B duplicates programs operated by the Department of Labor 
under Section 303 of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 
1973 ( CETA). It appears that some members of the administration have 
adopted this position. 

To ascertain whether, in fact, CSA and DOL authorities and programs 
would be duplicative or complementary, the Advisory Council studied CETA 
programs currently 'being operated for migrant and seasonal farmworkers. 
This study necessitated a review of the overall situation of migrant and 
seasonal farmworkers. ·Those findings are also included in this report. 

DEFINITIONS AND CHARACTERISTICS OF MIGRANT 
AND SEASONAL FARMWORKERS 

To qualify for federal programs, a migrant or seasonal farmworker must 
have income below the poverty guidelines and must have earned over half 
of it in agricultural work during a specified period of time, usually within 
the previous 12 to 18 months. Although definitions vary from one agency 
to another, migrant fanuworkers are generally defined as those agricultural 
workers who travel out of state, often to several states, to the sites of avail­
able work. Seaso: .I farmv .. ·orkers are defined as those who work in agricul­
ture within their state of residence. Although both groups give ample proof 
of their willingness to work extremely hard and of their desire to be self­
sufficient, most of these workers remain very poor. Wages are very low and 
the nature of their employment is seasonal. Also, these workers do not have 
the education and skills that would enable them to enter other occupations. 

The council could find no two sets of data that agreed regarding the num­
ber and the characteristics of migrant and seasonal farmworkers. However, 
available data did provide a farmworker profile that the council confirmed 
through field stud~es. 

Although the variations in statistics and other data would hinder any 
systematic approach to solving the problems of this population, these re­
ports did reveal agreement about certain conditions that seem to prevail: 
Migrant and seasonal farmworkers are generally isolated from the commu­
nities in which they live and, therefore, are excluded from consideration by 
political processes. They are without many of the rights and benefits that 
accrue to industrial workers. 

Standards for housing provided by employers for migrant farmworkers 
are extremely low, state and federal minimum wages for agricultural work­
ers are lower than for industrial workers, and many states do not include 
agricultural workers in Workmen's Compensation programs. Most of the 
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mechanisms designed to benefit and protect the rights of workers in our 
society apply mainly to the industrial sector. 

The Advisory Council found that in many cases migrant and seasonal 
farmworkers are not served by social service agencies. Many of these agen­
cies, including some funded by the federal government, are not equipped 
to deal with agricultural workers, either because their procedures are de­
signed to apply to industrial workers or their regulations do not permit them 
to deal with a mobile population. 

Because operating rules sometimes outline residency requirements and 
generally require a statement of earnings (not always provided to farm­
workers), farm workers have difficulty qualifying for medical care, food 
stamps, welfare, unemployment insurance, and other programs available to 
other workers. An additional problem arises when a migrant worker who 
travels across state lines to work tries to enroll his children in public schools. 
Because many public school systems are not equipped to handle an influx 
of children on a seasonal basis, the children of migrants are often rejected. 

The council found that the nature of agricultural work requires migrant 
workers to arrive at a site before crops are ready to harvest. Should crops 
fail and expected jobs not develop as a result, farmworkers are stranded 
without any way to support themselves. Emergency situations where they 
and their families go hungry and at times without shelter occur more fre­
quently for migrants than for those in other job sectors. 

In most cases migrant laborers are recruited and hired through arrange­
ments with third parties who have little interest in improving their pay or 
living conditions and because there are more agricultural workers than 
jobs, employers do not have to compete for their services by offering work 
incentives and fringe benefits. Whether it is because migrant and seasonal 
farmworkers do not participate in the political process and employers of 
agricultural workers-many of whom are interested in cheap and accessible 
labor--do, or because of an unconscious policy expressed at all levels of gov­
ernment, the fact is that benefits for farmworkers are at the low end of every 
scale. 

Many farmworkers are now joining organizations that will represent them 
regarding local and national policies that affect their lives. The council 
notes, however, that until the recent action by the State of California there 
has been little federal or state legislation that could facilitate such organi­
zations. While it is apparent that federal, state, and local programs de­
signed to help migrant and seasonal farmworkers are essential now, even if 
and when conditions improve, it is likely that such programs will continue 
to be necessary. 

CONSISTENT NATIONAL POLICY 

Migrant and seasonal farmworkers are included in the programs of a num­
ber of federal agencies. In addition to the Department of Labor programs 
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discussed in this chapter, the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
operates special health and Head Start programs for migrants and their 
children and Department of Agriculture programs make housing loans, food 
stamp, and nutritional instructions available to them. States have also es­
tablished policies and programs regarding living conditions of migrants and 
other farmworkers. The council noted that many of these have low stan­
dards and are inconsistent or work at cross purposes with other state or fed­
eral government programs. 

The council observed that the Federal Government also has polici~s and 
programs that are at cross purposes with its program for migrant and sea­
sonal farmworkers. The Manpower Division of the Department of Labor is 
operating CETA programs to develop alternative employment for migrant 
and seasonal farmworkers. At the same time another section of DOL, as­
suming that labor is insufficient in certain areas, is approving the importa­
tion of foreign labor to work in the fields. "Green Carders" from Mexico, 
who enter the United States with government approval, force local laborers, 
who cannot afford to work at their rates, to seek work outside their com­
munities. 

The council questions whether economic self-sufficiency can ever be at­
tained by migrant and seasonal farmworkers until the Federal Govern­
ment-in cooperation with the states-reviews, revises, and makes con­
sistent the policies and programs that affect this poverty sector. 

BACKGROUND TO CURRENT MIGRANT 
AND SEASONAL FARMWORKER PROGRAMS 

In the 1960s, the Office of Economic Opportunity launched a number of 
farmworker programs in accordance with the broad provisions of Title III, 
Part B of the Economic Opportunity Act. In 1973 when OEO was being 
dismantled, the 65 Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker grants administered by 
oEo were transferred to the Department of Labor under a delegation 
agreement between these two agencies. On June 30, 1974, funds for Title III, 
Part B ceased, and the Congress appropriated funds to the Department of 
Labor to initiate and operate programs for Migrant and Seasonal Farmwork­
ers under Section 303 ofthe Comprehensive Employment and Training Act, 
discussed later in this chapter. 

The delegation agreement between the two agencies provided for a close 
liaison and exchange of information about the transferred programs. The 
cessation of funding under the Economic Opportunity Act ended the formal 
relationship between the two agencies. 

COMPREHENSIVE EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ACT OF 1973 

The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 replaced the 
Manpower Development and Training Act, the Emergency Employment 
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Act (EEA), and the manpower sections of the Economic Opportunity Act 
(EoA). The purpose of CETA is to 

provide job training and employment opportunities for economically disadvantaged, 
unemployed, and underemployed persons, and to assure that training and other 
services lead to maximum employment opportunities and enhance self-sufficiency by 
establishing a flexible and decentralized system of federal, state, and local programs.10 

The Department of Labor was designated to administer the act's six titles: 

Title I: Comprehensive Manpower Services (for states and localities) ; 
Title II: Public Service Employment (for areas with high unemploy­

ment); 
Title III : Special Federal Responsibilities (for special groups, including 

Indians and migrants and seasonal farm workers) ; 
Title IV: Job Corps (for teenagers) ; 
Title V: National Commission for Manpower Policy; 
Title VI: Administration and General Provisions. 

The Department of Labor may designate as a "prime sponsor'' a state, 
a local government, a combination of government units, or a Concentrated 
Employment program grantee serving rural areas, to plan and operate Title I, 
Title II, and certain other programs authorized by the act. The prime spon­
sor, in turn, designates a planning council to assist in determining the state 
or local manpower priorities and in evaluating the programs. 

Funds are distributed to prime sponsors according to a formula prescribed 
in the act. By allowing state and local governments to design and operate 
programs based on their priorities, the legislation incorporates the principles 
of revenue sharing. 

COORDINATION BETWEEN CAAs AND LOCAL PRIME SPONSORS 

Community Services Administration funding enables Community Action 
Agencies to utilize their expertise about poverty programs and the poor to 
make federal programs and those of local private and public agencies more 
available to the poverty sector. The CAAs are the logical vehicle for locating 
and enrolling participants for programs sponsored by CETA. CAAS can 
find, screen, and motivate people for the programs, maintain enrollment, as 
well as provide access to the supportive and follow-up services of the com­
munity. CAAs can also locate and encourage other agencies to join with 
them arid CETA prime sponsors in providing a comprehensive program of 
employment opportunities. . 

The Advisory Council believes that in many areas the programs created 
through the combined efforts of CAAS and CETA prime sponsors could 
improve opportunities of the poor to achieve economic independence. 

1° Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973, Sec. 2. 
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CETA MIGRANT AND SEASONAL FARMWORKER PROGRAMS 

The Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker program of the Department of Labor 
is operated under the provisions of CETA's Title III, "Special Federal Re­
sponsibilities." Section 303 of that title states in part: 

. . . The Congress finds and declares that-
( 1) chronic seasonal unemployment and underemployment in the agricultural in­

dustry, substantially affected by recent advances in technology and mechanization, 
constitute a substantial portion of the Nation's rural manpower problem and sub­
santially affect the entire national economy; 

( 2) because of the special nature of certain farm worker manpower problems such 
programs can best be administered at the national level. 

The CETA regulations, published by the Department of Labor, state that 
Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker programs are funded for two purposes: 
to provide alternatives to agricultural labor; to improve the life-style of 
those who remain in agricultural work. 

Most CETA grants are awarded annually. Groups in each state in which 
a minimum number of farmworkers labor compete for funding. Organiza­
tions, including former EOA Title III, Part B grantees, governor's offices, 
cAAs, CETA Title I prime sponsors, and other eligible public or private 
agencies, also compete for the money available under Section 303. Currently, 
most of the recipients of these funds are former EOA Title III, Part B 
grantees. 

Formula and Distribution of Funds 

The DOL formula for awarding funds to grantees in the state is based on 
the number of farmworkers in each state. The council found that this 
method of distribution and the increased appropriation over the past year 
has expanded the geographic scope of Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker 
programs and commends the Department of Labor for achieving this 
result. 

In addition, the Department of Labor, recognizing that there are no 
reliable statistics that report the presence of farmworkers within each state, 
uses the most consistent" data available. DOL is attempting to improve its 
system for gathering data for migrant and seasonal farmworkers, an effort 
encouraged by the council. 

Manpower Emphasis 

Although CETA regulations specify providing alternatives to agriculture 
labor and improving the life-style of those who remain in agriculture, the 
council observed that in actual operation provision of alternatives is em­
phasized almost to the exclusion of life-style improvement. The major share 
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of funds expended by the Department of Labor for migrant and seasonal 
farmworker programs (80 percent as of May 1975) has been for manpower 
and related activities. Emphasis on this aspect of programing may stem from 
the fact that employment programs are more in keeping with the overall 
purposes of the CETA legislation and the mission of the department. 

The evaluation criteria DOL has established for its farmworker grants 
stresses the number of job placements achieved annually by the grantee. 
Therefore, although a wide variety of programs are authorized by the CETA 
legislation and former OEO grantees are accustomed to operating a broad 
spectrum of programs designed for the particular needs of their locale, 
grantees are now encouraged to concentrate their attention on only the most 
employable of the farmworker population. 

Grantee organizations explained to the council that their proposals to the 
Department of Labor focused on manpower projects and activities. They 
felt this was the only way they could qualify for continued funding, not be­
cause they believed manpower programs were the primary need of migrants 
and seasonal farmworkers. Thus, the less skilled or more encumbered and 
those forced or choosing to remain in farmwork are neglected by the CETA 
programs. 

Local Determination and Participation 

The ·CETA regulations provide for community participation in program 
planning. The council noted, however, that the Department of Labor es­
sentially dictates local CETA programing, and given its established bias 
toward manpower programs, the needs of many of the farm workers are over­
looked at the federal level. 

Since local participation can amount to little more than planning for 
implementation within specified limits, there is little the local grantee can 
do to expand the focus of their programs to meet the needs of participants. 

If the programs designed for them are going to be relevant and effective, 
then migrants and seasonal farmworkers must be involved in the planning 
process and influence policies and projects that affect their lives. The 
council believes that this can be accomplished by requiring that the boards 
of directors of farmworker grantees include a strong representation of these 
workers, who should also be represented on local advisory councils and at 
community meetings. 

Although the appropriation for farmworker programs under CETA was 
increased by $23.2 million more than allocated for Title III, Part B farm­
worker programs for fiscal year 1974, the funds thus available are not being 
utilized in ways that would result in comprehensive approaches to dealing 
with the problems of many in the recipient sector. The council notes that 
increased funding should never be considered an effective substitute for bet­
ter programing. 
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Outreach 

Because of the mobile life-style of migrants and other farmworkers and the 
isolation in which they often live, programs must incorporat~ outreach 
services if they are to serve them effectively. This outreach funct10n s~ould 
not only be incorporated but be a major component of programs des~gned 
for migrants and seasonal farmworkers. It should be funded suffictently 
to ensure contact and assessment of needs and to provide follow-up services. 

The Advisory Council was disturbed to learn t~at the Dep~~men~ of 
Labor has included outreach activities in its fundmg for admm1strat10n, 
rather than funding them as separate functions. As a result of the de­
emphasis of this important aspect of programing, many for whom these pro­
grams were designed will never participate in them. 

Representation and Advocacy 

The Department of Labor has told the Advisory Council th~t it has neither 
the responsibility nor the staff to advance the cause of mtgrant and sea­
sonal farmworkers with other federal agencies. Some local grantees are 
attempting to provide help outside the scope of the CETA program, but 
the restrictions of the CETA regulations make this very difficult. 

The council found that the views and needs of farmworkers were rarely 
heard and concluded ·that an agency of the Federal Government should 
represent and advocate the needs of migrants and seasonal farmworkers 
at the national level. Grantees should be encouraged and guided to assume 
these same functions at the state and local level. 

Interstate Cooperation 

Although the Department of Labor has improved the geographic coverage 
of the farmworker programs, the council observes that since the funds are 
designated to be spent in the state to which they are awarded, the curr~nt 
method of funding discourages efforts to establish interstate cooperat10n 
and multistate programing. The council believes that there must be inter­
state relationships and cooperation if the programs are to be coordinated and 
provide continuity of service to migrants as they travel from one state to 
another. 

Multiyear Funding 

In the course of its studies, it became evident to the Advisory Council that 
the Department of Labor funds programs on an annual basis and. provides 
little flexibility for coping with the emergency problems of a moblle popu-
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lation. Programs for migrants and seasonal farmworkers, however, should 
have long-range planning and multiyear funding. 

In a previous report, the council recommended that programs for the 
poor should project multiyear funding that would enable long-range plan­
ning and programing. This recommendation is reiterated, especially as it 
would apply to programs for migrants and seasonal farmworkers. 

CSA RESPONSIBILITIES FOR COORDINATION AND MONITORING 

Under the legislation the director is responsible 

for coordinating programs under this part with other federal programs designed to 
assist or serve migrant and seasonal farmworkers, and for reviewing and monitor­
ing such programs."" 

It is unclear from the language of the act, however, whether the director 
of csA is responsible for reviewing and monitoring all federal farmworker 
programs or only those administered by csA. The council notes that the 
Department of Labor has adopted the latter interpretation. 

NATIONAL COMMISSION FOR MANPOWER POLICY 

The council learned that CSA is not represented on the National Commis-­
sion for Manpower Policy. The council deems it essential that csA-with 
its primary focus on programs for the poor-participate in the formulation 
of national policies regarding employment programs. 

CONCLUSIONS 

From its study of the migrant and seasonal farmworkers population and 
programs serving them, the Advisory Council has reached the following 
conclusions: 

The programs for them currently being operated by the Department of 
Labor, while fulfilling the mission of the CETA legislation, are not meeting 
the non-manpower needs of this group, and there is little prospect that DOL 

programs will change significantly in the near future. 
Federal programs designed to serve their needs must be comprehensive 

and should not subordinate efforts to improve their health, education, hous­
ing, and general well-being to job opportunity and employment programs. 

The Advisory Council concluded, further, that the migrant and sea­
sonal farmworker programs CSA has been authorized to operate would not 

20 Community Services Act of 1974, Sec. 315. 
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duplicate the programs authorized in the Department of Labor by CETA. 
In fact, the Congress was careful to amend Title III, Part B to eliminate a 
duplicate authority for "training" and replace it with "developmental pro­
grams." csA's authority is much more inclusive than that of the Depart­
ment of Labor and calls for complementary, not duplicate, programs. The 
council recognizes, however, that when two major federal agencies are 
given complementary authorities, some danger of duplication always 
exists. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

It is the view of the Advisory Council that to avoid possible duplication of 
effort and provide for .coordinated comprehensive services for migrant and 
seasonal farmworkers, responsibility for the local programs should rest with 
the Community Services Administration. It. !s this federal agency that has 
the broader and more flexible mandate to serve this sector. 

To ensure the continuation of manpower programs for farmworkers, the 
Department of Labor should fund such programs through GSA. 

The council recommends that csA's first budget priority be to seek funds 
to implement its mandate, thus providing comprehensive services to migrant 
and seasonal farmworkers. 

The council recommends further that csA programs for migrants and 
seasonal farmworkers contain broad provisions for outreach services, par­
ticipation and advocacy, interstate linkages, and multiyear funding. 

The GSA legislation [Sec. 315 (C)] advises its director to give special con­
sideration to providing csA funds to agencies that have previously received 
funding under oEo, Title III, Part B. This provision offers some assurance 
to established and experienced organizations that should ,they continue to 
perform well they will be given extra consideration in GSA funding decisions. 

Because of the especially complex problems of migrant and seasonal farm­
workers, the council encourages csA to take particular note of Section 315 
(C) when it funds farmworker grants. 

Regardless of whether congressional intent concerning the monitoring 
of migrant and seasonal farmworker programs is clear under Title III of the 
legislation, the Advisory Council finds ample authority under Title IX for 
CSA to assume this function. The council recommends that GSA recognize 
and assume its responsibility for these activities. 

If programs for migrants and seasonal farmworkers are to be coordinated 
at the federal level, then one agency must initiate the coordination. The 
council has concluded that csA is the proper agency to do this and respect­
fully urges Congress to amend Title III of the Community Services Act to 
incorporate a provision for overall coordination. 
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The council further urges that the Congress amend the Comprehensive 
Employment and Training Act to include GSA as one of the federal agencies 
on the National Commission for Manpower Policy. Until this is accom­
plished, the council respectfully recommends that DOL invite a representative 
of CSA to serve in a consulting capacity on programs pertaining to emplo•y­
ment for the poverty sector. 
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SUMMARY 

The Advisory Council views the Community Services Act of 1974 as areas­
suring example of the way in which a grassroots movement can achieve a 
responsive result from government. Despite the lack of commitment from 
some in the Congress and the administration to continued financial support 
for federal, state, and local antipoverty programs, the efforts of tireless con­
cerned citizens from every walk of life have not been in vain: Legislation 
has evolved that represents a renewed national commitment to the allevi­
ation of poverty. 

In its study of the act and its implementation, the Advisory Council found 
that the Community Services Administration must be decisive in a number 
of administrative and program areas if it is. to achieve its mandated ob­
jectives. Further, the support and cooperation of Congress and other execu­
tive agencies are essential to the success of the Community Services Admin­
istration. 

The council found that the inherited personnel ceiling and the present 
staff allocation pattern of csA are not appropriate for an agency with a 
viable and important mission. The council urged that the Office of Man­
agement and Budget assess csA's personnel requirements in terms of its 
mandate and objectives and authorize an appropriate personnel ceiling for 
the agency. The council recommended that csA embark on an internal re­
organization that reassigns personnel to priority activities. 

The Advisory Council found that many local grantees, as well as those in 
and out of government, were insufficiently informed about or misunderstood 
the intent and provisions of the Community Services Act. Contact between 
csA and other federal agencies is vital but lacking. To develop needed 
support for itself and for CAAS, csA should undertake to educate officials 
and the public about the nature, mission, capabilities, and merit of CAAS. 
Communication among csA and its local grantees is also inadequate. CSA 
must establish a communication system with its grantees--newsletters, 
guidance papers, grantee conferences, reporting techniques, and other 
means-to facilitate exchange about program problems and accomplish­
ments. 

Recommendations toward improving the administration and communica­
tion functions of the agency are contained throughout the report. 

Until the question of whether the agency will remain autonomous or be 
transferred to other departments of government is resolved, the efficiency of 
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current administration and constructive planning are impaired. The council 
respectfully urged the President to resolve this matter. 

The council found that the Community Services Administration's au­
thority to delegate certain regional office functions to State offices has 
merit; as noted, however, such transfers are unlikely due to the restrictions 
in the legislation. 

From its examination of the innovative Oenver region plan, designed to 
enable CAAS to survive without federal funding, the council recommended 
that csA determine the extent to which the poor participate in policy plan­
ning for programs in that region. 

Boards of directors of some local grantees were found to be deficient in 
terms of structure, responsibility, and the exercise of authority. The council 
recommended that CSA regional offices undertake a thorough review of 
CAA boards to determine their conformity to regulations and guidelines. 
The council further recommended that CSA develop a program to educate 
board members regarding their responsibilities, functions, and prerogatives. 

The Advisory Council, noting that outreach functions in communities are 
frequently duplicated by staffs of more than one federally supported pro­
gram, reiterated earlier ~ecommendations that federal agencies instruct their 
grantees to use existing community outreach services. In addition, CAM 
should be encouraged to market their outreach capabilities to other agencies. 

The Advisory Council found that the Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker 
programs authorized to csA are more relevant to the needs of that poverty 
sector than those authorized and operated under the authority of the Com­
prehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973. It is the Advisory Coun­
cil's view that such programs should be operated by csA, given its broader 
and more flexible mandate. 

The council examined the Federal Energy Administration and the Com· 
munity Services Administration as alternate vehicles for energy conservation 
programs for the poor and concluded that in view of its direct access to local 
mechanisms, their experience, and capabilities, csA is the logical agency to 
conduct such programs. 

Because the legislative mandate to evaluate all poverty-related activities 
is crucial to the agency, the council recommended that csA develop a strong 
evaluation capability at the federal level. csA, additionally, should assist 
state and local agencies to assume this same role at their levels. 

The Community Partnership Agreements program was found to provide an 
opportunity to shift Research and Demonstration activities from the federal 
to the local level. Such a shift would increase the relevance of these activities 
and also serve to involve state and local governments in experimental efforts 
on behalf of the poor. 

In connection with the responsibilities discussed above, CSA will need 
funding for Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker programs, emergency energy 
activities, evaluation functions, and Community Partnership Agreements. 
While each of these categories is an essential antipoverty effort, the council 
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recommended that obtaining funds for Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker 
programs should be csA's highest new budget priority. 

In connection with its evaluation responsibility, the Advisory Council 
recommended that csA strengthen its capabilities, improve its reporting 
system, and establish uniform procedures. 

The council found that the Research and Demonstration authorities in the 
act are duplicative and recommended that those projects previously dele­
gated to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare be phased out 
or allowed to expire. The council urged that current appropriations for Re­
search and Demonstration projects be made to csA for transfer to the De­
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare and recommended that all 
future research and demonstration projects, bearing on questions of fed­
eral policies that affect the poor, be funded to and operated by CSA. 

The council found that the language in several provisions of the legisla­
tion is subject to interpretation. The council respectfully urged Congress to 
clarify the language and intent of csA legislation and to include in other 
legislation provisions that would be supportive of csA's functions and its 
relationship with other agencies. The council also urged that there be con­
tinuing congressional review to ensure that csA policies, programs, and 
operations are in accord with congressional intent. 

Pointing out that welfare payments do nothing to solve the long-range 
problems of the poor, the council restated its conviction that the primary 
objectives of all antipoverty efforts must be the promotion of economic in­
dependence and urged that csA zealously guard against any policies or ac­
tivities that would tend to promote dependency. Finally, the council cau­
tioned that the programs of csA must maintain their focus on the poor and 
poverty; they should not be subordinated, diluted, or used for any other 
purposes. 
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Region V: Chicago 

John Devine 
Lucille Even 
Glenwood A. Johnson 

State and Local Agencies 

Region VI: Dallas 

BenT. Haney 

Region VII: Kansas City 

Ralph Creger 
Dean Lupke 
Bill Shovell 
Wayne Thomas 
Ken Toyan 
Robert Watson 

R egion VIII: Denver 

Bob Behrendt 
Bob Brousseau 
Shannon Doss 
Mary Joe Downey 
Carolyn Lobado 
David Vanderburgh 

Charles Allen, Program Funding, Inc., Rochester, N.Y. 
Michael Allen, Texas Department of Community Affairs, Austin, Tex. 
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J. C. Banks, West Central Wisconsin CAA, Glenwood City, Wis. 
William Bechtel, Department of Local Affairs and Development, Office of 

the Governor, Wisconsin 
Paul Carpino, ADCO Improvement Association, Adams County, Colo. 
Jeanine Claus, Black Hawk County Board of Supervisors, Operation Thres-

hold, Waterloo, Iowa 
Cecil Cook, Pike County CAA, Colorado Springs 
Lynn Cutler, Black Hawk County Board of Supervisors, Waterloo, Iowa 
Charles Doremus, Texas Department of Community Affairs, Dallas, Tex. 
George W. Dunne, Board of Commissioners, Cook County, III. 
Lloyd Gallagher, Black Hawk County Board of Supervisors, Waterloo, Iowa 
Dave Gallegos, ADCO Improvement Association, Adams County, Colo. 
Leigh Grosenick, Minnesota State Planning Agency, Office of Federal Rela-

tions 
Don Hansen, Migrant Opportunity Program, Phoenix, Ariz. 
Carroll Hayes, Black Hawk County Board of Supervisors, Waterloo, Iowa 
Edith Hollingsworth, Black Hawk County Board of Supervisors, Waterloo, 

Iowa 
Charles D. Hughes, Jr., Community and Economic Development Associa­

tion of Cook County, Inc. 
Willis Johnson, Dallas Community Action Center, D~llas, Tex. 
William A. Kardoes, Office of Human Resources, State of Colorado, Denver, 

Colo. 
Edith Lallier, Ramsey Action Program, Inc., St. Paul, Minn. 
Peter L. M. Lee, Pikes Peak Economic Development Association, Colorado 

Springs 
John B. Lopez, Office of Human Resources, State of Colorado, Denver 
Otis Mitchell, Michigan Employment Security Commission 
Stuart J. Mitchell, Program Funding, Rochester, N.Y. 
Ernesto Mora, Migrant Opportunity Program, Phoenix, Ariz. 
Johnny Nelson, Program Funding, Rochester, N.Y. 
Carl Newbauer, Black Hawk County Board of Supervisors, Waterloo, Iowa 
Ronald :O'Neil, Minnesota State Office of Economic Opportunity, St. Paul 
Albert Pritchett, CCUO/Model Cities 
Pedro Rivera, New England Farmworkers Council, Springfield, Mass. 
AI Rosenberg, S.C.O.P.E., Ohio 
Wilbert Russell, Monmouth, New Jersey, Community Action Program 
Norvell Simpson, Community Services Department, Board of County Com-

missioners, Bl Paso County, Colorado Springs 
Karen Tobin, Program Funding, Rochester, N.Y. 
Robert S. Tyson, Iowa State Office of Economic Opportunity 
Demetre Vignovich, Iowa State Office of Economic Opportunity 
Gene Waugh, Texas Department of Community Affairs, Austin 
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Henry Willoughby, Black Hawk County Board of Supervisors, Waterloo, 
Iowa 

Bruce Young Candelaria, New England Farmworkers Council, Springfield, 

Mass. 

Special acknowledgment and appreciation is given to the following mem­
bers of the Advisory Council whose terms expired since the publication of 
the last annual report. 

Willis D. Gradison, J r. 
Cincinnati, Ohio 

Morris Herring 
Tucson, Ariz. 

Norman Hodges 
Los Angeles, Calif. 
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J udge Paul A. Tranchitella 
Philadelpha, Pa. 

Joseph Trerotola 
New York, N.Y. 

Sherman Unger 
Cincinnati, Ohio 
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BIOGRAPHICAL NOTES 
ON ADVISORY COUNCIL MEMBERS 

RoBERT A. ARKISON is associated with Lehman Brothers, New York 
investment bankers. Formerly, he was executive vice president of Coenen 
and Co., Inc., an account executive with Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner and 
Smith, and New Jersey regional partner of Goodbody and Co. Mr. Arkison, 
a native of New Jersey, is serving a second term on the Advisory Council. 

RITA C. CLEMENTS is a member of the United Way Board of Dallas 
and a former member of the Board of Directors of the Lange Company. She 
is currently chairman of the Student Affairs and Residence Committee of 
Hockaday School, where she also serves on the Board and Executive Com­
mittee. In the past Mrs. Clements has served as chairman of the Board of 
the Special Care School for Retarded Children arid as a member of the 
Board of Directors of KERA- TV, St. Michael School, Dallas Society for 
Crippled Children, Girls' Adventure Trails, and Educational Opportunities. 
On December 30, 1973, Mrs. Clements was appointed by the President to 
the 25-member National Advisory Council to the ACTION agency. As 
chairman of the New Program Development Committee, she serves on the 
Executive Committee of the National Volunteer Service Advisory Council. 
Republican National Committeewoman for Texas and the mother of fo11:r, 
Mrs. Clements has been involved in the leadership of numerous political. 
civic, educational, and cultural activities. 

THE REVEREND MoNSIGNOR JosEPH A. DooLING is pastor of St. Fran­
cis Xavier Church in Newark and past executive director of the Mount 
Carmel Guild, a nonsectarian community organization for the handicapped. 
Monsignor Dooling has been the archdiocese coordinator for the antipoverty 
programs of four northern New Jersey counties (Bergen, Essex, Hudson, and 
Union) and director of Community Living and Housing Development in 
these counties. He has served as a member of the National Housing Council, 
the Sensory Study Section for Neurological Diseases and Blindness, the Min­
nesota Research Systems, the New Jersey Governor's Advisory Council for 
Construction and Programing for Mental Retardation, the Executive Com­
mittee on Developmental Disabilities Council, and was the first chairman of 
the Governor's Advisory Council for the Developmental Disabilities Services 
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Act. Monsignor Dooling is currently a member of the Public Policy Com­
mittee of the New Jersey Mental Health Association, the Newark Mayor's 
Council for Inter-Racial Relations, and the New Jersey State Health Policy 
Planning Council. He was the recipient of the 1974 Brotherhood Award 
presented by the New Jersey Region of the National Conference of Christians 
and Jews. 

JESSE E. GLOSTER, a graduate of Lincoln University, received his Ph.D. 
in economics from the University of Pittsburgh and has been professor of 
economics at Texas Southern University in Houston since 1951. In 1965 he 
conducted a series of seminars at the university for the Small Business Ad­
ministration. The recipient of numerous research grants for studies on in­
surance, housing, unemployment, and extramarginal income, Dr. Gloster 
has been responsible for organizing a number of minority enterprises, in­
cluding a credit union, a finance company, and a bank. Dr. Gloster is the 
author of Economics of Minority Groups, published by Premier Printing 
Co., Houston, Texas, in 1973. 

DoROTHY A. KYLE has been active in local, regional, and national 
antipoverty activities since 1965. She is a member of the Human Rights 
Commission of the City of Waterloo, the County Manpower 'Board for Black 
Hawk County, and serves on the District Drug Council. Mrs. Kyle has served 
on the Board of Directors of the Community Action Agency of Black Hawk 
County, the National Women's Advisory Council of the Office of Economic 
Opportunity, and the National Private Resources Advisory Board. She has 
been a member of numerous community boards, including the Northeast 
Iowa Council on Aging and the Northern Iowa Youth Involvement Com­
mittee, and has participated in other civic, political, and educational activi­
ties. In 1970 Mrs. Kyle received the regional OEO Certificate of Apprecia­
tion and has also received a Lane Bryant National Citation for Volunteer 
Services. 

FRANK C. PADZIESKI is chairman of the Michigan Employment Se­
curity Commission, COJ1sultant to Dearborn Underwriters, Inc., a director 
and secretary of the Dearborn Bank & Trust, and president of Macon En­
terprises, Inc. Formerly active on the Dearborn City Planning Commission, 
the Civil Service Commission, the Dearborn Chamber of Commerce, and 
Junior Chamber of Commerce, Mr. Padzieski is a member of the Detroit 
Economic Club and numerous other local, civic, and community organiza­
tions. He serves as vice chairman of the Board of Regents of St. Mary's 
College, Orchard Lake, Mich. 

STELLA C. SANDOVAL is a member of the Fair Employment Practices 
Commission of the State of California. She also serves on the Women's 
Advisory Council and the Spanish Surname Advisory Committee to the Cal-
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ifomia Fair Employment Practices Commission. An active member of nu­
merous civic and charitable organizations, including the League of United 
Latin American Citizens, Mrs. Sandoval has also been involved in the 
leadership of the American Legion Auxiliary, the Cancer Crusade, and the 
March of Dimes. 
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Walter B. Quetsch, Acting Director 

Claudia P. Green, Executive Secretary 
Nancy Pettis, Research Specialist 
Matthew Phillips, Jr., Administrative Officer 
Margery Sorock, Research Specialist 
Dolores A. Washington, Staff Assistant 

Jeanne Viner Bell, Editor and Special Consultant 
Stephen B. Hand; Legislative Researcher 
Norman Hodges, Consultant 
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Community Services Administration 

History Table of Estimates and Appropriations 

Budget 
Request House Senate 

Year to Congress Allowance Allowance Aopropriation 

1965 $ 947,500,000 $ 750,000,000 $ 861,550,000 $ 800,000,000 

1966 1,500,000,000 1,500,000,000 1,510,000,000 1,500,000,000 

1967 1,825,000,000 1,562,500,000 1,737,500,000 1,687,500,000. 

1968 2,060,000,000 1,612,500,000 1,980,000,000 1,778,000,000 

1969 2,180,000,000 1,873,000,000 2,088,000,000 1,948,000,000 

1970 2,048,000,000 1,948,000,000 1,948 ,ooo,.ooo 1,948,000,000 

0 
1971 2,080,200,000 894,400,000 900,400,000 894,400,000 

1972 780,400,000 (1) 780,400,000 741,380,000 

1972 Supp1. 956,000 956,000 956,000 956,000 

1973 760,200,000 790,200,000 820,200,000 810,200,000 

1974 330,800,000 368,300,000 358,800,000 

1975 . 455,000,000 515,000,000 492,400,000 

1976 363,000,000 474,385,000 526,452,000 494,652,000 

1976 s·uppl. 2,500,000 z,ooo,qoo 2,500,000 

1976 Suppl. 23,000,000 23,000,000 23,000,000 

1977 334,000,000 
, 

496,000,000 573,500,000 511 '170 '000 

(1) Not considered. 



Agency and Item 

Community Services Administration: 

(a) Research and demonstration: 
(1) Rural housing development and 

rehabilitation (Sec. 232)~ •••••••••• 
(2) Veterans education and training 

services (Sec. 232) ••••••••••••••••• 
(3) Other demonstrations (Sec. 232) ••••• 

Subtotal . ••••.•••..•••••••..••.•• 

(b) Community Action Operations: 
(1) Local initiative (Sec. 221) ••••••••• 
(2) Senior opportunities and services 

(Sec. 222(a)(7) •••••••••••••••••••.• 
(l) State economic opportunity offices 

(Sec. 231) •••••••••••••••••••••••••. 
(4) Co~nunity food and nutrition 

(Sec. 222(a)(5) ••••••••••••••••••••• 
(5) Emergency energy conservation 

services (Sec. 222(a)(l2) ••••••••••• 
(6) National youth sports program 

(Sec. 227) •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
(7) Summer youth and transportation 

program (Sec. 222(a)(l3), ••••••••••• 
(8) Migrant programs (Title III B) •••••• 

Subtotal •••••••••••••••••.••••••• 

.. 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, HEALTII, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 

AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1977 

1976 
Comparable 
Appropriation 

3,000,000 

2,500,000 
11,300,000 

16,800,000 

330,000,000 

10,000,000 

12,000,000 

26,200,000 

27,500,000 

6,000,000 

17,000,000 

428,700,000 

1977 
Budget 
Estimate 

260,000,000 

10,000,000 

Jlouse 
Allowance 

5,000,000 

5,000,000 

330,000,000 

10,000,000 

12,000,000 

15,000,000 

27,500,000 

6,000,000 

17,000,000 

270,000,000 417,500,000 

Senate 
Allowance 

5,000,000 

5,000,000 

))0,000,000 

10,000,000 

12,000,000 

40,000,000 

55,000,000 

6,000,000 

17,000,000 
10 1ooo,ooo 

480,000,000 

Appropria­
tion and 
Conference 
Agreement 

5,000,000 

5,000,000 

330,000,000 

10,000,000 

12,000,000 

27,500,000 

27,500,000 

6,000,000 

17,000,000 
1 1ooo,ooo 

431,000,000 



. . . . . . . . . -~--·-. ----~------....-----~~--· ---·-· --·-·-- ____ ,.. ____ -- .... -•·---··-~--·--· ------~ . ...--...-- ___ ,;. -----·-. -·- .. ___ ............... ·--·· -·-- '·-- ... -~--- ·---- _____ .... 

continuation: 

Agency and Item 

(c) Community Economic Development 
(Title VII) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

(d) Program Administration (Title VI) •••••• 

Total •....•.......•••..•••••.•.•.. 

*Rural housing demonstrations were funded 
under section 222(a)(ll) of the Act to 
provide increased local participation • 

.. 

1976 
Comparable 
Appropriation 

46,500,000 

28 1152 1000 

520 11521000 

Appropria-
1977 tion and 
Budget House Senate Conference 
Estimate Allowance Allowance Agreement 

39,000,000 46,500,000 61,500,000 48,170,000 

25 10001000 27 1000 1000 2710001000 27 1000 1000 

334 1000 1000 496 1000 1000 57315001000 511 11701000 
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COMMUNITY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

FY 1976, LABOR. ImW APPROPRIATIONS BILL 

1976 
1975 Budget House Senate 

Aeeroeriation[Activiti AeeroJ!riation Reguest Action Action Aeeroeria t ion 

Community Services Act 

1. Research and demonstration •....•...•...•.••. 8,800,000 8,800,000 21,300,000 16.800,000 
a. Rural housing development and 

rehabilitation •••••••••••••••••••••••• 10,000,000 3,000,000 
b. Veterans education and training 

services •••••••••••••••••••••••·•••••• 5,000,000 2,500,000 
c. Other demonstrations •••••••••••••••••••• 8,800,000 8,800,000 6,300,000 11,300,000 

2. Community Action OperationS•••••••••••••••••393,900,000 295,000,000. 390,900,000 420,500,000 42817001000 

1. Local in1tiative •••••••••••••••••••••••• 330,000,000 295,000,000 330,000,000 330,000,000 330,000,000 
2. Senior opportunities and services ••••••• 10,000,000 10,000,000 10,000,000 10,000,000 
3. State economic opportunity offices •••••• 12,000,000 12,000,000 12,000,000 12,000,000 
4. Emergency food serviceS••••••••••••••••• 22,400,000 22,400,000 30,000,000 26,200,000 
5. Emergency energy conservation 

serviceS•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 16,500,000 16,500,000 38,500,000 27,500,000 
6. Youth recreation and sports 

progran1 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 17,000,000 
7. National youth sports program .•••••••••. 3,000,000 6,000,000 

3. Community Economic Development•••••••••••••• 61,000,000 39,000,000 46,500,000 46,500,000 '•6,5001000 

4. Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker&•••••••••••• 10,000,000 

5. Program Administration •••••••••••••••••••••• 28,700,000 29,000,000 28,185,000 28,152,000 28,1521000 

Total•••••••••••••••••••••••••••·•••••492,400,000 363,000,000 474,385,000 526,452,000 52011521000 

1976 Transition Quarter•••••••••••••••••••••••••••• _.2.!h750,000 144,975,000 129,746,000 129,746,000 

•• 
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COMMUNITY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

FY 1975, LABOR, HEW APPROPRIATIONS BILL 

1974 1975 
Comparable Budget House Senate Conference 

Aeeroeriation/Activiti Aeeroeriation Reguest Action Action Action A22ropriation 

Community Services Act 

1. Research and demonstration •••••••••••••••••• 6,300,000 8,800,000 8,800,000 8,800,000 8,800,000 

2. Community Action Operations ••••••••••••••••• 223 1ooo.ooo 346,500,000 364.000,000 409.000,000 393.900,000 393,900,000 

1. Local initiative •••••••••••••••••••••••• 185,000,000 330,000,000 330,000,000 330,000,000 330,000,000 330,000,000 
2. Senior opportunities and services ••••••• 4,000,000 7,500,000 10,000,000 10,000,000 10,000,000 10,000,000 
3. State economic opportunity offices •••••• 6,000,000 9,000,000 12,000,000 12,000,000 12,000,000 12,000,000 
4. Emergency food services •••••.•.••••• , • , , • 30,000,000 22,400,000 22,400,000 
5. Emergency energy conservation 

services . ............................. 25,000,000 9,000,000 24,000,000 16,500,000 16,500,000 
6. Youth recreation and sports 

program •••.••.••••••••••••.••••••••••• 3,000,000 3,000,000 3,000,000 3,000,000 3,000,000 

3, Community Economic Development •••••••••••••• 39,300,000 39,000,000 53 1 50o,ooo 68,500,000 61,000,000 61,000,000 

4. Program Administration •••••••••••.•••••••••• 27,300,000 29,000,000 28,700,000 28,700,000 28,700,000 _l!L_700,000 
<, 

Total . ........•.••••••.••••••••.•••... 289,600,000 420,800,000 455 1ooo,ooo 515 1 ooo,ooo 492,400,000 492 1 400 1 000(a}_ 

(a) FY 1975 appropriation made available for obligation through September 30, 1975 • 

.. 
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ST.&.N11411D FoiiK 132 
(Revised July 1976) 
Office o! Management and Budget 
Circular No. A-34 

Sheet _l_ __ of .6 __ _ 
Fiscal year_:;,:;, __ _ 

APPORTIONMENT AND REAPPORTIONMENT SCHEDULE 
AGESCY 

COMMUNITY SERVICES ADMTIHSIRA'T'ION 
BURICAU 

D:a:scaiPTION 

BUDGETARY RESOURCES 

1. Budget authority: 

APPROPRI.A.TION OR FUND Tll'LE AND SYMBOL 

8170500 ECONOMIC OPPORTL~ITY PROGRAM 
COMMUNITY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

.AMOUNT ON 
LATEST S.F. 1:{2 AGENCY RJ:QUII:ST AC'l'ION BY OMB 

.\.. Appropriations realizt><I------------------------------ 511, 170, 000 511 ' 17 0 , 000 
B. Appropriations anticipated (indefinite)--------------
C. Other new authority ( ) 

D. Net transters ( + or -) -------------------------
2. Unobligated balance : 

A. Brought forward October 1----------------------
B. Net transfers ( + or -) -------------------------

3. Reimbursements and other income : 

A. Earned--------------------------------------
B. Change in untilled customers' orders ( + or - ) -------
C. Anticipated for rest of year-------------------------

4. Recoveries of prior year obligations: 

A. ActuaL-------------------------------·----
B. Anticipated for rest of year--------------------------

5. Portion not available pursuant to P.L. (-) 

6. Restorations ( + ) and writeotrs (- ) --------------------

330,000 

~-----------1-------------ll-------------
7. TOT..U. BUDGETARY RESOURCES----------------------------- 511,170,000 511,500,000 

1===========1=======~====1=========== 

APPLICATION OF BUDGETARY RESOURCES 

Memorandum: 
8. Apportioned : ObUgatiott.t incurred 

Category A. : 
(1) First quarter _____________ _ 

(2) Second quarter ____________ _ 

( 3) Third quarter--------------· 
( 4) Fourth quarter _________ _ 

Category B: 
(!)Emergency Energy Conservation Ser. 
(2) 
(8) 
(4) 

9. Withheld pending rescission--------------------------------

10. Deferred--------------------------------------------------
11. Unapportioned balance of revolving fund---------------------

107,000,000 258,750,000 258,750,00 
313 ,500, 000 78,750,000 78,750,00 

79,670,000 103,420,000 103,420,00 
11,000,000 43,080,000 43,080,00 

27,500,000 27,500,00 

f-----------1 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

12. TOT..U. B~RESOU;:.>!S--;----------------------------- I 511 , 17 0 : 000 511 ,500 '000 511 ,500,000 

SUliMittED.~:i_! ~-~d~1.t~--:.... 11-iL /_26__ .\P,mmottED.-----------------: ... ~.:" ------~----
< Authorlud officer) pt..!.:'~~-) D 0 n c.l d A • D '? ;-s-::: :l ' -- (Date) 

De.-..-...,-T,_r 
""'!:'':..L ...... 

Lzsu~ie:~ :~=~ctcr 
-. - •-: r ~ /"'tr"i 

, 



Community Services Administration 
1977 Reapportionment 

(thousands) 

CATEGORY A 1ST QTR 

Rural Housing 

Local Initiative 222,000 

Senior Opportunities 
and Services 7,000 

State Economic Opportunity 
Offices 3,000 

Community Food & Nutrition 

Youth Sports Program 

Summer Youth Recreation 

Migrants 

Community Economic 
Development 

Administration 

Totals 

CATEGORY B 

TOTAL 

20,000 

6,750 

258) 750 

2ND OTR 

54·, 000 

1,000 

3,000 

14,000 

6,750 

78,750 

Attachment to the Apportionment Schedule for: 

8170500 - Economic Opportunity Program 
Community Services Administration 

3RD QTR 

31,000 

1,000 

3,000 

27,500 

6,000 

17,000 

ll,PO 

6 '750 

103,420 

*Includes anticipated reimbursements of $330 thousand. 

4TH QTR 

5,000 

23,000 

1,000 

3,000 

1,000 

3,000 

7,080* 

43,080 

TOTAL 

5,000 

330,000 

. 10,000 

12,000 

27,500 

6,000 

17,000 

1,000 

48,)70 

27,330 

484,000 

27.500 

511,500 

, 
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1977 Reapportionment Request - October 20, 1976 

This request for reapportionment of the fiscal year 1977 
Community Services appropriation differs from the initial request 
of October 1, 1976 in three program areas; local initiative, energy 
conservation and community economic development, as well as a change 
in the fourth quarter for administrative expenses to provide for 
appropriation reimbursements anticipated in 1977. An explanation 
by program follows: 

Local Initiative - The revised quarterly apportionment for this 
program will allow funding in the first quarter of larger local 
initiative (sec. 221) grantees - those with budgets in excess of 
$300 thousand - to their individual program year end. Currently 
in 1977, those larger grantees have been funded within the initial 
apportionment request of $90 million for one quarter only to December 
31, 1976. The amounts shown for the last three quarters will enable 
continuation of twelve-month fundings of smaller grantees - those 
grantees with annual budgets below $300 thousand - whose annualization 
to the program year concept had begun in the 1976 transition period. 
Also provided are balances required to refund the larger grantees as 
their program years start ·to September 30, 1977. The effect of this 
reapportionment request is to eliminate the administrative burden of 
processing larger CAAs on a quarterly basis as has been the procedure 
in the past and does not permit a return to annualized funding for 
these larger CAAs. 

Senior Opportunities and Services - There is no change in the SOS 
request from that of October 1. The distribution of $7 million and one 
million in each of the last three quarters enables a stream-lining of 
the SOS funding work-load by processing only two grant actions per year 
instead of several which is required when funding on a quarterly basis. 

State Economic Qpportunitv Offices - This $12 million annual program 
remains at $3 million a quarter, enabling continuation of quarterly 
funding until a reassessment of the total program can be begun. 

National Summer Youth Sports Program and Summer Youth Recreation -
The appropriation levels of $6 million for the sports program and 
$17 million SYRP do not change from the original third quarter appor­
tionment request. Both programs provide recreational and sport 
activities for school-aged youths during the summer months. Apportion­
ment in the third quarter allows sufficient time to process grants for 
both programs that generally begin in the latter part of June. 

' 



Communitv Food and Nutrition - The third quarter apportionment 
request for this program does not change from the original submission. 
For several years prior to 1976, appropriations for Community Food 
and Nutrition had become available for obligation in the last quarter 
of the old fiscal year period. This apportionment request allows re­
funding for another twelve months to the third quarter of FY 1978. 

Energy Conservation Services - GSA had requested approtionment of 
$27.5 million for this program in the second quarter and now requests 
reapportionment of the s~ amount to be obligated through the year. 
Most of the funds in this category are used for one-time weatherization 
projects of households of the poor and near poor. 

Migrants- No request was made by GSA for this program in 1977, 
however, one million dollars was included in the 1977 appropriation. 
The fourth quarter apportionment request will allow GSA to prepare, 
over the next nine months, a plan encompassing interagency coordination 
and-advocacy in complementing Department of Labor's programs in non­
manpower areas. GSA's efforts will supplement DOL programs by responding 
to the needs of the entire migrant family. 

Community Economic Development - The Community Economic Development 
(Title VII) request enables the Agency to carry out the 1977 plan sub­
mitted as a part of the 1978 budget request. The $20 million requested 
for the first quarter is entirely Part A funding to provide for 
continuation of on-going Community Development Corporations due for 
biennial fund~g during that period. Subsequent quarters contain 
request for implementation of Parts A, B, C, and D of the Act as follows: 



... 

Act Section 1ST QTR 21-m QTR 3RD QTR 4TH QTR TOTAL 

A. Special Impact 19,750 12,550 5,250 1,250 38,800 

B. Rural Programs 500 500 

c. Development Loans 1,500 1,500 3,000 

D. Support Programs 1,200 * 3,670 4,870 

Sub-Total 19,750 13 '750 10,920 2,750 47,170 

Administration 250 250 250 250 1,000 

Appropriation Total 20,000 14,000 11,170 3,000 48,170 

Administration - The reapportionment schedule includes an amount in 
the fourth quarter to cover appropriation reimbursements anticipated 
during 1977. Reimbursements primarily consist of receipts from other 
agencies for whom CSA has performed computer services. 

*To be used principally for CEO evaluation. 

# 
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Additional Apportionment Information 

Control over Release of Funds to CSA Grantees 

With the passage of the Community Services Act of 1974 CSA started 
the process of conversion to letters of credit to comply with the 
requirements of Treasury Department Circular No. 1075. Currently, all 
grantees with expected annual funding levels of $250,000 and over, are 
funded with letters of credit regardless of the type of program. As 
supplemental grants are given to these grantees, their letters of credit 
are increased to reflect the amount of the new grant action. Draw downs 
on the letters of credit are governed by the provisions of the Treasury 
Fiscal Requirements Manual to, with one exception, assure that cash 
withdrawals occur only to meet the needs of the grantees for their 
actual disbursements. This one exception involves the draw down of 
Community Economic Development program funds for placement in minority 
banks in support of the President's program to place more money in 
minority banks. 

For those grantees with expected annual funding levels of under 
$250,000, funds are provided by a monthly check issue system. Quarterly 
Financial Reports are required from all grantees to indicate the amount 
of cash on hand and the projected cash needs for the next quarter. 

Rural Housing 

CSA is in the process of developing an overall strategy for Rural 
Housing which will be provided before final decisions are made. 

Communitv Food & Nutrition 

Allocation of these funds is a multi-step process. After tentative 
decisions are made concerning the 15 percent for Indians and Migrants 
and other statutory considerations, regional allotment levels are 
developed using a formula that considers the number of poor individuals, 
the number of elderly poor, the infant mortality rate, and past regional 
funding levels. After regional strategy plans to use these funds are 
approved nationally, the regions begin entertaining grant applications 
from both CAAs and non-CAAs. ) 



. 1 
' I 
l 

~ 

' t 
J 

J 
j 
! 
l . 1 

.. , 
l 

J 
l 
"t 
I 

J 

·~ 
i 
J 
J 
l 
j 
1 

I 
~ 

94TH CoNGRESS } HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES j REPoRT 
Ed Session . t No. 94-1219 

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, A~TD HEALTH, EDUCATION, 
AND WELFARE, AYD RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRI­
ATION BILL, 1977 

Ju:.-.E 8, 1976.-Commltted to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union and ordered to be printed 

Mr. FLOOD, from the Committee on Appropriations, 
submitted the following 

REPORT 
together with 

. SUPPLEl\!ENTAL, ADDITIONAL, DISSENTB"G AND 
MINORITY VIEWS 

[To accompany H.R. 14232] 

The Committee on Appropriations submits the following report in 
explanation of the accompanying bill makiz:g appropriations for the 
Departments of· Labor, and Health, Education, and Welfare (except 
the Food and Drug Administration, the Office of Consumer Affairs, 
Indian health activities, construction of Indian health facilities, and 
assistance to refugees in the United States), Action (domestic pro­
grams), the Community Services Administration, the Corporation for 
Public Broadcasting, the Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service, 
the National Commission on Libraries and Information Science, the 
National Labor Relations Board, the National Mediation Board, in­
cluding the National Railroad Adjustment Board, the Occupational 
Safety and Health Review Commission, the Railroad Retirement 
Board, and the Soldiers' and Airmen's Home. 

, 



M 

-appropriations contained in this bill be devoted, to the maximum de~ 
gree feasible, to direct research efforts. 

The Committee is aware of the efforts by the Department to revise 
Feder:al. Management Circular 73-8, which sets forth cost principles 
pertammg to Federal grants and cont~ts with educational institu­
tions. ·The Committee understands that the Department. together with 
the Office of Management and Bud~et, and other concerned Federal 
a~n<:ies •. is curren~ly discussing the Department's proposed revision 
of this. Circular with representatives of educational institutions. The 
Comnuttee wants to be kept informed of the pro~ess of these delibera­
tions. The Committee-also believes that the Department should explore 
t~e po~ib~lity of including cost competition as an element of con­
Siderah~n m the grant approval process. in orderto encourage economy 
and effic1ency .on the part of grant recipients. • 

The Committee will expect a renort on these matters bv the time 
hearings begin on the fiscal year 1978 budget. ~ 

TITLE III-RELATED AGENCIES 

ACTION 

OPERATING EXPE:XSES. DOMESTIC l'ROGRA:MS 

The bill includes $56.800,000 for the -older American volunteer 
programs of Action. an incre-ase of $L500,000 over· the budget request 
and. $6.408,090 over ~he cm;nparable 1976 appropriation. The Commit­
tee IS d~ferrm~ considerat~on of the budget requ~st; for th~ remaining 
domestic pro~ms of Action because the anthorizm_g le-_g~slation was 
onlv verv recentlv extended. 

The bill inch.ides $19.000.000, an ·increa~ of. $i.500.000 over the 
budget and over the 1976 appropriation. for·the Retired Senior Vol­
u;nteer Program. Th~ increase over the budget Will e11s)lre that suffi­
Cie~t funds are available to cover the · eost -of. continuing existing 
proJects. - --- · 

The bill includes the bud~et request of ·$.14.000.000 for the Foster 
G~an?-parents.progTam.an increase o~ $5.65lt000 overthe 1976 appro- · 
pnat10n. The I~ crease o'\"er !ast year Will fund 45·new proiects, increase 
the volunteers transportation allowance. and increMe the number of 
volunteers funded from 13.150 in 1976 to 16,450 in 1977. 

For the Senior Companion .pro~am. the bill includl's the budget 
re9uest of $3,800,000, a reduction of $~4/i.OOO ~rom ~he 1976 appropri­
ation. However, the prop:ram level will actually incrense from 1976 
to 1977, and the volunteers' transnortntion allowance will be increAsed. 

The number of volunteers :fnnded will increase from 1.700 in 197A to 
3,110 in ~977, and the number of projects will increase bv 14. The 
P:t;>eTam mcreas~s are l!ossible because continuation cost req-uirements 
w1l.l ~e ~duced m 197 t as a result of nnexpended nrojeC't funfls re­
mammg m new grants funded during fiscal year 1976 and the three· 
month transition period. · 

Col\nn:rnrr SER,~CES A.nMINISTRATio:x 

COMltuNITY SERVICES l'ROGRAl\[ 

The bill includes $496,000.000, an incrense of $162,000.000 over 
the bud~et request. and a decrease of $24.152,000 from the 1976 
nppropriation. 
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TJ:.e Co~ittee has added $70,000,000 over the budget for com­
mumty action programs to restore the 1976 level of :funding. These 
:funds provide support for the administration and general operating 
costs of community action agencies throughout the nation and provide 
f?r ~ wide variety of local programs operated by CAP agencies. The 
btll mcludes the budget request of $10,000,000 for the Senior Oppor­
tuniti~ and Services program. The Committee has added $5~000,000, 
for wh1ch there was no budget request, to expand the rural housing 
de•·elopment and rehabilitation program. 

. The Committee recommends restoring the State economic opportu­
mty o~ces and th~ emergency energy conser\·ation services program 
to the1r 1976 fundmg levels of $12,000,000 and $27,500,000, respective­
ly. The budget proposed to eliminate both programs. The bill includes 
$46,500,000 for community economic development, an increase of $7,-
500,000 over the budget, and the same amount that was appropriated 
in 1976. The budget proposed to eliminate the community food and 
nutrition program. The Committee recommends an appropriation of 
$15,000,000. 
. The bill includes $23,000,000 for youth recreation programs, consist­
mg of $17,000,000 for the summer youth recreation and transportation 
program for the summer of 1977 and $6,000~000 for the national youth 
sports program. These are the same amounts that were provided in 
1976 for thes': programs, for which there was no budget request. 

The Committee has added $2,000,000 over the budget to provide for 
the continuation in 1977 of 60 permanent positions proposed for elim­
ination in the budget. The total amount in the bill for program ad­
ministration is $27~000,000. The Committee feels strongly that the 
Community Services Administration should make evcrv effort to im­
proYe its monitoring of grants and contracts in the field. 

CoRPOR.\Tiox FoR PUBLic BRoADCAsnxo 

PUBLIC BROADCASTING FUND 

The bill includes $96,750,000 for fiscal year 1977, an increase of $26,-
750,000 over the budget request and $18,250,000 over the 1976 appro­
priation. The bill also includes advance appropriations for fiscal years 
1978 and 1979. For 1978, the bill includes $107,150,000, an increase of 
$27,150,000 over the budget request. For 1979, the bill includes $120,-
200,000, an increase of $30,200,000 over the budget request. The Com­
mittee expects to consider appropriations for fiscal vear 1980 in con­
nection with the fiscal year 1978 appropriations bill. • 

Virtually all of the increase over the budget in each of the three 
fiscal years is for grants to local public television and radio stations, 
including radio expansion grants. These funds are distributed by the 
Corporation directly to the local stations which have a great deal of 
discretion as to how the funds are used. Approximately 70% of these 

·local station grants is spent on pro2Tft.mmmg, including a significant 
amount of local program productioll.: . 

The increase of $18,250,000 over the 1976 appropriation is accounted 
for primarily by increased grants to the local stations, with small in­
creases in other areas, such as common broadcast services and program 
direction and administration. 

, 
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SENATE 

Calendar No. 942 
{ REPoRT 

No. 94-997 

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR AND HEALTH, EDUCATION, 
AND WELFARE AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRI­
ATION BILL, 1977 

.TuNE 26 (legislati"'e day JUNE 18), 1976.-0rdered to be printed 

Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee. on Appropriations, 
submitted the following · 

REPORT 
[To aceompany H.R. 14232] 

The Committee on Appropriations, to which was referred the bill 
(H.R. 14232) ma.~ appropriations for the Departments of Labor, 
an:d Health, Education, and Welfare, and related agencies for the 
fisea.l year ending June 30, 1977, and for other purposes, reports the 
same to tib.e Senate with various amendments and presents herewith 
in-formation relative to the changes made: 
Amount of bill as passed by House _______________ $56, 205,212,000 

Amount of Senate bill over comparable House bilL_ +937, 426, 575 

Total bill as reported to Senate____________ 57, 142, 638,575 

Amount of compa.rable appropriations, 1976______ 53, 424, 480, 270 

Budget estimates, 1977-------------------------- 52, 618, 208, 000 
The bill as reported to the Senate: 

Over the comparable a.ppropriations for 1976_ +3, 718,158,305 

Over the estimates for 1977---------------- +4, 524, 230, 575 
(1) 
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the Washington, D.C. headquarters office, not from offices working 
directly with program operations in the :field. 

CoMMUNITY SERVICES AmnNISTRATION 

COMMUNITY SERVICES PROGRAM 

1976 eo~rable appropriation--------------------------------- $520,152,000 
1977 budget estimate------------------------------------------- 334, 000, 000 Elouse all~ance ______________________________________________ 496,000,000 

CoDWmdttee reconwnendation------------------------------------ 558,500,000 
The Committee recommends $558,500,000 for the operation of the 

Community Services Administration in fiscal year 1977. This is an in­
crease of $224,500,000 over the administration ~s budget request for 1977 
and an increase of $62,500,000 over the House allowance. 

The Committee is of the opinion that its increased allowance over the 
House allowance and the budget request more adequately serves the 
needs of the poor throu_ghout the ~ ation. This increased need is re­
flected in published statistics which show the downward trend of the 
number of poor v.ersons of 25.6 million in 1971 to 23.0 million in 1973 
rising to 24.3 million in 1974. The continuing rise in the Consumer 
Price Index from 156.1 in January, 1975 to 166.3 in December, 1975 
will probably keep the number of poor persons at a high level; pre­
liminary estimates on the number of poor in 1975 are 26.0 million. 

The Committee and the House recommend $5,000,000 for Rural 
Housing programs authorized under section 222 (a) of the Economic 
Opportunity Act, as amended by the Community Services Act of 197 4 . 
This will provide assistance to low-income families in rural areas to 
construct and acquire ownership of adequate housing; to rehabilitate 
or repair existing substandard units in low-income areas; and to other­
wise assist families in obtaining standard housing. 

The Committee a~es with the House recommendation of $330,000,-
000 for the local initiative .Program. This amount prm·ides for con­
tinuation of 865 Commumty Action AgenciPs at current Federal 
funding levels of expenditure. It will ensure that during fiscal year 
1977, each State will be allocated at least the same annualized level of 
funding for local initiative programs that it receh·ed out of funds 
appropriated during fiscal year 1976. 

Community Action Agencies provide the vehicle for the eommunity 
action proces..:; which gives the local community a plan to combat pov­
erty adoJ>ted to that community~s particular needs and problems in 
areas of health, housing, manpower, education. youth de\•elopment, 
economic development, and consumer affairs. There are 431 urban and 
434 rural Community Action agencied covering 2,200 counties and 
serving 88 percent or approximately 21 million of thE.> ~ation's poor. 

The Committee concurs with the House recommendation of $10.000,-
000 for the Senior Opportunities and Sen ices program. This will per­
mit the program to be continued at tht> samt- annualized funding level 
at which it operated in fiscal year 1976. The Senior Opportunity and 
Services program is designed to identify and meet the special net-ds of 
the elderly poor. Specific program objectives inc1ude: developmt-nt of 
new emplovment, volunteer and referral st-rvices: ereation of addi­
tional servfces and programs to remt>dv J.!aps fl.ll(l rlefieiencies in exist­
ing programs; and modification of ~1i~ihi1it:;· rt-rptirt-ments and pro-
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gram structures to facilitate the greater use of existing public services 
by the elderly poor. Currently 1,000 senior citizen projects are funded, 
serving approximately 900,000 elderly citizens. 

An amount of $12,000,000 is recommended by the Committee, also in 
agreement with the House, for the State Economic Opportunity offices 
program in 1977. State Economic OJ?portunity offices function as ad­
visors to the Governors on Community Services Administration pro­
grams and other antipoverty actiYities within the States. They also 
mobilize resources and act as advocates for the poor at the State level, 
as •well as provide technical assistance to Community Services 1\.d­
ministration grantees. 

The Committee recommends $40,000,000 for the Community Food 
and Nutrition Program, anincre~ of $25,000,000 over the ;House ~1-
lowance for ep-1ergency food services. The budget request d1d not m­
clude any funds for this program. An amount of $26,200,000 was ap­
propriated in fiscal lear 1976 for emergency food services. This Com­
munity Food and Nutrition Program has been used to provide food 
assistance to impoverished households throughout the country. Ef­
forts have been successful in the expansion, monitoring and increasing 
of the effectiveness of Federal food programs; in developing self-help 
and alternate food delivery systems, such as community gardens; in 
supplementing and filling the voids of Federal feeding programs; and 
in provi<ling food on a temporary basis in critical situations. SuC'h ef­
fol"':s undertaken by Community Action Agencies, Legal Services Pro­
grams, Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker Orgaruzations, Indian 
Agencies and Tribes, and other similar organizations must be con­
tinued and ex{>anded. To insure uniformly effective program operation, 
the Commun1ty Services Administration shall undertake pro~am 
planning, develo.J.>ment, monitoring, and evaluation on the national 
level The flexibility to tailor programs to specific local needs shall ~ 
maintained. In addition, no less than 20 percent of the funds appropn­
ated for this program shall be allocated for the use of migrant. and 
seasonal farmworker organizations, Indian agencies, and Indian 
Tribes. Emphasis should be placed on services to reservation Indians. 
The funds for Indians and migrants should be distributed to the areas 
of greatest need, so that some States and regions, such as those where 
Indian reserv·ations are concentrated, may receive a greater share of 
the earmarked 20 percent national average. Also, the regional ad­
ministration of this program shall be eliminated. 

The agency shall submit the following to the Senate Appropriations 
Committee: 

A complete plan for the implementation of the Community 
Food .and Nutrition Program. This is to include specific objec­
tives, performance standards, program priorities including moni­
toring, and evaluation activities. 

Submit a report to the Senate Appropriations Committee by 
August 1, 1976. A major portion of this report is to specify com­
pliance .or noncompliance with this and previous Congressional 
mstrnct10ns. 

Submit a report by April 1, 1977 on the accomplishments, 
achievements, and compliance with Congressional inst111ctions. 

A recent General Accounting Office report. criticized utilization of 
emergency food services appropriations to fund six senior citizens 
groups in the six States of Region VIII. ·wnile it is the belief of the 

Committee that 
these funds, sur: 
Opportunities al 
range of services 
the Committee 1 

Administration 
Services progra: 
emer@'ency food 
contained under 

The Committ 
conservation se1 
House allowane• 
for fiscal· year 1 
Energy Admini 
families reduce · 
ever-increasing · 
provided in this 
mcluding loans 
avoid utility sh1 
priation be used 
near-poor, not f, 
employees shou 
should not exce 
in some cases, tl 
due to the emerg 

1Vithin the to1 
ices, the Commi 
level be maintai 
Appropriate Te 

The Committ 
utilities continu 
and near-poor. : 
to bridge the g 
the rising cost • 
no later than 0 
mentary assista1 
native program 
ener~ costs. Tl 
previous or corr 
direct cash assi1 
the need for ad· 
concerned as to 
price inflation 01 

Within the to 
services, the Co 
least maintain tl 
program in Ala~ 

The Committ• 
000 for the Nat 
disadvantaged J 
trated areas of 1 
opportunities or 
The National y, 



...._...._..._ _ _........, ............. __ ............ -·"""• ,,......,..,_ • .., . ...,,.._..,...,~:....·· w· ...... _, • .., • .,. •• ,.., •• .;..._ .. _ ..... •c .... ,.....,.. .. _._ ...... ., ..................... , ..... ,... .... #w·~s.-.· .:..· ---· ..... _ ... ..;;...;,._· ..... __.. .• _.......,......_~,) -. .• :_ 

· public services 
~cts are funded, 

mmittee, also in 
portunity offices 
functiou as ad­
inistratiou pro­
~ates. They also 
~ the State level, 
~y Services Ad-

>mmunity Food 
~r the House al­
uest did not in­
,200,000 was ap­
•ices. This Com­
to provide food 
ile country. Ef­
~ and increasing 
~loping self-help 
uty gardens j in 
r programs; and 
~ations. Sucll ef­
~1 Services Pro­
lzations, Indian 
lS must be con· 
)gram operation, 
.ertake pro~am 
on the national 
al needs shall be 
funds appropri­
of migrant and. 

.es, and Indian 
rvation Indians. 
uted to the areas 
h as those where 
greater share of 
the regional ad-

~ Appropriations 

the Community 
le specific objec· 
including moni-

IS Committee by 
s to specify com­
IS Congressional 

Lccomplishments, 
.1 instructions. 
:ed utilization of 
!C senior citizens 
the belief of the 

121 

Committee that the nutrition focus of these groups qualifies them for 
these funds, support of the six groups through the broader Senior 
Opportunities and Services program will allow them to provide a full 
range of se:vices in addition to the~r nutrition activities. C<;msequen~ly, 
the Committee encourages the Director of the Commumty Serv1ces 
Administration to transfer $500,000 to the Senior Opportunities and 
Services program from the increased funding recommended for the 
emer~cy fOod progTam, as provided for by the transfer authority 
contamed under section 616 of the Community Services Act. 

The Committee recommends $55,000,000 for the emergency energy 
conservation services program, an increase of $27,500,000 over the 
House allowance. This is the same amount requested by the President 
for fiscal year 1977 but included in the budget request of the Federal 
Ener~ Administration. This program is designed to aid low-income 
famihes reduce their energy consumption and lessen the impact of the 
ever-increasing cost o£ energy. In addition to winterization, the funds 
provided in this bill will be used for short-term emergency assistance, 
mcluding loans and grants to eligible individuals only, to help them 
avoid utility shut-off. The intent of the Committee is that this appro­
priation be used for winterization and financial relief of the poor and 
near-poor, not for expansion of administrative machinery. No Federal 
employees should be added, and local agency administrative costs 
should not exceed 10 percent. The Director is encouraged to waive 
in some cases, the non-Federal share requirements for these programs 
due to the emergency nature of the matters involved. 

Within the total provided for emergency energy conservation serv­
ices, the Committee strongly recommends that a significant funding 
level be maintained to continue the efforts of the National Center of 
Appropriate Technology. 

The Committee is concerned because the costs of heating fuels and 
utilities continue to rise faster than the available income of the ~oor 
and near-poor. It is important that a cost-effective way be identified 
to bridge the gap between the real income 6f these households and 
the rising cost of energy. The Director shall report to the Congress 
no later than October 1, 1976, on the national need for such supple­
mentary assistance and shall make recommendations concerning alter­
native programs for helping the poor and near-poor meet rising 
ener~ costs. The report shall include a thorough assessment of any 
preVIous or comparable demonstration projects such as fuel stamps, 
direct cash assistance, and vouchers. The report should also discuss 
the need for additional demonstration projects to :further inform all 
concerned as to alternative methods of reducing the burden of energy 
price inflation on the poor and near-poor. 

Within the total recommended for emer~ency energy conservation 
services, the Community Services Administration is directed to at 
l4?>ast maintain the fiscal 1976 level of support for the weatherization 
program in .-\.laska. 

The Committee coneurs with the House recommendation of $6,000,-
000 for the National Youth Sports program. This activity provides 
disadvantaged youths between the age of 10 and 18 living in concen­
tt·ated areas of poverty an opportunity to receive health and nutrition 
opportunities on college and university campuses during the summer. 
The National Youth Sports Program is administered by the National 
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Collegiate Athletic .Association and operated by participating mem~r 
colle~s and universities throughout the country who provide the1r 
facihties, such as pools, gymnasiums, playing fields, and tracks, and 
nonexpendable equipment, such as mats, gymnastic apparatus, and 
hurdles, at no cost to the program. The Committee and House recom­
mendation of $6,000,000 allows approximately 62,000 enrollees, of 
which 40 percent are estimated to be female, to participate in these 
activities in at least 165 colleges and universities in 1977 and will allow 
for program expansion to winter sessions, ad~g emphasis on th~ en­
richment programs such as drug abuse education, personal hygiene, 
and educational and career opportunities. 

The Committee and House recommendation of $17,000,000 for the 
Summer Youth Recreation program provides cultural, educational, 
and sports activi~ies during the summer months for econo~cally­
disadvantaged ch1ldren between the ages of 8 and 18. ApproXImately 
$1,700,000 is included for transportation support services; the amount 
spent may vary depending upon local needs. The $17,000,000 allow­
ance will be distributed among approximately 483 prime sponsors and 
other agencies designated under the Comprehensive Employment and 
Training Act of 1978 serving an estimated 8.3 million youths during 
the summer of 1978. 

The Committee recommends $10,000,000 to provide assistance to 
meet the needs of migrant and seasonal farmworkers and their fami­
lies. No amounts for this program were included in the House allow­
ance nor the budget request. The nature of the assistance would be in 
the areas of day care for children, education, health services, improved 
housing and sanitation, legal counsel, oonsumer training, and counsel­
ing. These funds may also be used to upgrade skills of migrant work­
ers because of rapid technological advancement in the agricultural 
areas, as authorized by title III, part B of the Community Services 
Act. 

The Committee recognizes that the educational needs of Spanish 
origin Americans have not adequately been met, particularly in the 
area of higher education. Over the past 3 years t•he Community Serv­
ices Administration funded the LlJLAC National Educational Serv­
ices Centers, which have successfully provided recmiting, counseling, 
and placement services to the educationally disadvantaged, particu­
lnrly to those of Spanish origin, in assisting them to obtain postsecond­
ary educational opportunities. The Committee recommends that the 
Director continue the funding of the National Educational Services 
('~nters at or ab<we the fiscal 1976 level of funding. 

The Committee is encouraged by efforts of the Community Services 
Administration to begin returning to the general practice of awarding 
grants on a 12-month basis. It is understood that existing funding 
permits 75 percent of all grants to be awarded on an annual basis 
m the future. The current practice of fundin~ grants every three 
months is not only a wasteful and inefficient utilization of scarce re­
sources. but it makes it virtually impossible for local project sponsors 
to adequately plan effective programs. The Committee expects the 
Community Services Administration and the Office of Management 
and Bud~t to consider submitting, as part of the fiscal year 1978 
Presidents budget, a sufficient appropriation request to allow all 
grants to be approved on an annual funding cycle, staggered through-
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out the year to permit an orderly processing of the work. It is under­
stood that such an appropriation request would not involve an increase 
in the agency's overall program operating level, but it should result 
in savings to the taxpayers through more efficient program 
administration. As it undertakes this course of action, the Committee 
expects that no program will be funded below the amount required to 
continue current levels of operations. 

CoRPORATION FOR PuBLic BROADCASTrxo 

PUBLIC BROADCASTIXG FUND 

19i6 comparable appropriation---------------------------------- $78, 500, 000 
1977lmdget ~>stimate-------------------------------------------- 7'0, 000, 000 
Advance-year estimate------------------------------------------ 170,000,000 
1977 llouse allovvance------------------------------------------ 96,750,000 
Advance-year allowances---------------------------------------- 227, 850, 000 
1977 Committee recommendation-------------------------------- 103, 000, 000 
Advance-year recommendatioDB--------------------------------- 261, 000, 000 

The Committee recommends $103,000,000 for fiscal1977, an increase 
of $33,000,000 over the President's budget and $6,250,000 over the 
House allowance. The Committee recommends $121,000,000 for 1978, 

•· an increase of $41,000,000 over the President's budget and $13,850,000 
over the House allowance, and $140,000,000 for 1979, an increase of 
$50.000,000 over the President's budget and $19,800,000 over the House 
allowance. 

The new authorizing legislation (Public Law 94-192) requires that 
each Federal dollar appropriated to the Corporation be matched by 
$2.50 in non-FedPral funds. This matching provision, coupled with 
the Committee's recommendation of advance-year appropriations, will 
provide for the first time an improved planning and management 
capability for the Corporation and the public broadcasting- entities. 
Accordingly, the Committee is recommending an appropnation for 
fiscal year 1977 and advance-year appropriations for fiscal years 1978 
and 1979. It is anticipated that the Committee will in future years 

. continue to aJ?propriate funds two years in advance in order to provide 
the CorporatiOn for Public Broadcasting with the continued advan­
tages of advance-year funding. 

The increases over the budget request will enable the Corporation 
to provide larger grants to public radio and public television stations, 
as well as increasing system-wide. support activities and the develop­
ment and piloting of new national programs or program series. 

The Corporation for Public Broadcasting is a private, non-profit 
corporation established to improve non-commercial radio and tele­
vision broadcasting and to assist in establishing a public broadcasting 
service which is more widely available throughout the Nation. 

Under the Public Broadcasting Act of 1967, the Corporation for 
Public Broadcasting has four principal purposes. They are to facilitate 
the full development of educational broadcasting in which programs 
of high quality, obtained from diverse sources, will be made available 
to public television ·and radio stations; to assist in the establishment 
and development of one or more systems of interconnection for such 
stations; to assist in the establishment and development of one or mort> 
systems of public broadcasting stations; and to engage in its activities 
in ways that will most effectively assure the maximum freedom of pub-
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DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR A.l.'ID HEALTH, EDUCATION, 
AND WELFARE, .A.ND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA­
TIONS BILL, FISCAL YEAR 1977 

AUGUST 3, 1976.-Qrdered to be printed 

Mr. FLOOD, from the committee of conference, 
submitted the following 

CONFERENCE REPORT 
(To accompany H.R. 14232] 

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of. the two 
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 14232) 
"ma~ appropriations for the Departments of Labor, and Health, 
Education, and Welfare, and related agencies, for the fiscal year end­
ing September 30, 1977, and for other purposes;" having met, after 
full and free conference, have agreed to recommend and do recommend 
to their respective Houses as follows: · 

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 1, 5, 6, 12, 
27,73,74,76. . 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendments of 
the Senate numbered 2, 3, 10, 28, 34, 43, 44, 53, 58, 60, 61, 64, 66, 69, 70, 
72, 75 and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 7: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 

the Senate numbered 7, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $130.,133,(}()(); 
and the Senate agree to the same ... 

Amendment numbered 9: 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 

the Senate numbered 9, and agree to the same with an amendment 
as follows: 

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted by said amendment 
insert: $73,018/)00 of which $5,611,./)00; and the Senate agree. to the 
same. 
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for applying the reductions to the maximum extent against other than 
permanent employment in both the Departmental direction and opera­
tion activities. 

The conferees reaffirm the language of the House report calling on 
the Department to bring the spiraling indirect cost rates under con­
trol. The conferees are concerned over the substantial sums ostensibly 
appropriated for activities authorized by law, but which are in ac­
tuality being diverted to pay overhead costs of universities and other 
recipients of federal grants. It is thus imperative that the Depart­
ment work closely with the Office of Management and Budget and 
other Federal agencies, to undertake revisions in the indirect ~ost 
mechanism which will result in a significant reduction in funds bemg 
diverted into indirect costs. The Department ought to seriously con­
sider including cost competition as part of the grant approval process 
in connection with the revision. 

The Department should submit a re~ort by January 1:1977 as to t~e 
steps it has taken and the total proJected dollar savmgs that will 
result. 

POLICY RESEARCH 

Amendment No. 67: Appropriates $20,000,000 instead of $24,950,-
000 as proposed by the House and $12,475,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Amendment No. 68: Reported in disagreement. 

TITLE Il!....;.RELATED AGENCIES 

ACTION 

OPERATING EXPENSES, DOMESTIC PROORAl\IS 

... <\.mendment No. 69: Deletes legal citation inserted by the House. 
Amendment No. 70: Appropriates $108,200,000 and inserts technical 

language as proposed by the Senate, instead of $56,800,000 as proposed 
by the House. 

CoMMUNITY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

COMMUNITY SEliVICES PROGRAM 

Amendment No. 71: Appropriates $511,170,000, instead of $496,000,-
000 as proposed by the House, and $573,500,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. The conference agreement includes the following increases 
over the amounts proposed by the House: $12,500,000 for the com­
munity food and nutrition program, $1,670,000 for community eco­
nomic development, and $1,000,000 to initiate a migrant and seasonal 
farmworker program. 

The conferees are agreed that the amount in the conference agree­
ment for the emergency energy conservation services program repre­
sents funding for the first six months of fiscal year 1977. Funding re­
quirements for the remainder of the fiscal year will be considered in 
a supplemental appropriations bill. 
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