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funds undexr this grant were used to support an investigatien and
to find reasons to close OEDCI and were not used to assist OEDCI
with Lrarnlng and technlcal a551stance.

b. Findings(

(1) The Executlive Director reported that neither he nor the
OEDCI board were apprised of plans to fund this demonstration noxr
were they sent a CAP Form 76 for comment at the time the application
was submltted or funded.

(2) The Region IX, OEDCI field representative, Rick Morada,
stated to an interviewer that he was not aware that the Oakland demon-
“stration grant existed. Therefore,; he could not comment on it.

T Morada said that the only thing he perceived the SEOC. doing in O“DCI
was -investigation,

{3)  There has been very little meaningful coordination be-
tween the appropriate Regional Office staff (field representative),
the CAA or ‘the special technlcal assistance consultant funded under
this grant. : ,

(4) The special technical assistance consultant has not
regularly attended OEDCI Board and Executive Committee meetings. It
was reported that the consultant attended only one such meeting.

(5) No quarterly diagnostic reports have been submitted to
the WR/OEQ or OEDCI. Since August 1, 1970, there should have been
two quarterly reports submitted.

(6) The resume submitted for the person hired as the special
technical assistance consultant under the grant does not meet the
uuallrlcatlons de°cr1bed in the grant

(7) Mr. Espana, the spec1al technlcal ass1stance consultant
jhﬂred was not aoproved by Reglon IX, OEO as. requlred by the grant.

S (8} There was no eVLdence that the SEQO had attemnpted- to
“administer or implement this grant as written at the Oakland CaA.
'To date, there has been mo meaningful -technical -assistance provided
to OEDCI staff, board, or low~income groups.

e Conclusion:

, (l) The SEOC has not performed the term and conditions of
‘the grant ‘

(2) WR/OEO and SEOO both have neglected\to fulfill their re-
spons1b111ty to inform the partre% 1nvolved of the demonstration
,grant . : o




: {3) There was not proper monitoring of this grant to insure
that the conditions, goals; and objectives were being met by the

5 e

d. . Recommendation:

(1) The grant should be terminated.

(2Y An audit examination of the funds expended under this
arant should be conducted as soon as possible.
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Tl SECO AND THE REGIONAL OFFICE

1,  PEECEPTIONS:

The California SEOQO perceives its relationship with Regional OEOQ to
be at best ambivalent and at worst founded on distrust and permeated
by mutual indifference. While the State and the Region got off to a
good start in. their relationship, the situation rapidly deteriorated
until regular communication between the State and the Region became
almost non-existent. :

The State,has‘complained, among other things, of the following mat-
ters:

a. The state is not zouriinely invited to participate in the pre~
reviews of all CAas in the 5itate.  When the Reglon does extend an
invitation, it is often too late to allow the state to make the neces—
sary scheduling adjustments to enable their personnel to be in at-
tendance. Moreover, the State has also complained that once pre-
review dates have been get by the Region and the CaAs, these dates
= are changed at the last moment produciﬁg a disruptive effect on the
<‘~} : deployment of State personnel.

b. The State complains that the Region is unwilling to supply
it with audit reports on the CAAs and that the State has been re~-
gquired, therefore, to seek out alternate sources to obtain such
reports and other financial information on the CAAs.

c. The State has not been brought into meaningful participation
in evaluations conducted by the Region on community action agencies.
Robert Hawkins, Director of Operations for the SEOC, described the
situation as follows: Tl :

(1) "The State Office of Economic Opportunity has
participated in a joirnt evaluation and review
of OEDCI. However, the outcome of this eval-
uation was most unsatisfactory, due to duplicity
on the part of the Regional 0Office.

{2) "We have also participated in‘'a Task Force
Evaluation with WR/OEO on the Berkeley Com-
munity Bction Agency.  However, the State
Office has withdrawn from this Task Force,
‘and has sent a letter to Regional OEO request—
ing written guarantees that the powsrs enumerated
: in QEQ Instruction 7501-1 will be guaranteed to
— 4’, o the State Office (see Attachmentsg). This action
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was taken in- 1light of the behavior of the
‘Regional Office in the Cakland area.

(3) v"Simply stated, the State 0Office no longer
~ trusts the verbal agreements reached with
Regional. OEO, feeling that whenever it is
to their advantage, they will double~cross
the State Office.™

d. In the area of training and technical assistance, John Sawicki
reported that "This office has never been invited by Region IX to

participate in any contract formation or technical assistance plan-—
ning."" :

e. An illustrative example of the breakdown of communication
hetween SEOO and the Regional Office, as perceived by Robert Hawkins,
teals with a demonstration grant involving the concept of volunteer
~rtion. - It appears that a proposal by the State for the funding of
& demonstration grant was signed off by the Region but thereafter the
funds were not released. Hawking described the situation as follows:

(1) "The fundsg for the demonstration program
have not been received by our office. The
ostensible reasons:given by WR/OEO is that
the work program is unsatisfactory. How-
ever, in‘discussion with Joe Maldonado. in
Washington, D. C., in December, 1970, it was
ascertained. that National OEO was moving
away from volunteerism.

(2) "It appears to me that the real reason why"
the volunteer grant has not been approved,
“stems from differences between our office
- and the Western Regional Office, The rea-
" sons for the volunteer grant not being
funded by Regional OEO to the State Office
of Economic Opportunity are not known to
us. The following chain of events took
place regarding this grant:"

~(a) "Rodger Betts formally signed the
CAP 14 with the original work

program. :

{b) "Approximately two to three weeks
later, Rodger Betts, on the advice
of the Western Region staff, put a
freeze on releasing the wmonies. to
us until we redesigned the work
program. = It was his contention
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{c)

(a)

;€e)

(5

that the work program did
not fulfill the conditions

of the grant.

¥Tt was. then suggested by
Mr. Betts that Mr. Uhler and
Mr. Sawicki redesign the work

program, working with the Re-

gion staff. Mr. Uhler said
he would do this, but unles

Mr. Betts committed to release
monies after the redesigning,
Mr. Uhler felt it would be-a
waste of time,

“Mr., Uhler and Mr. Sawicki
went to WR/0ED after the com~
mitment was given to Mr. Uhler
by Mr. Betts that the monies
would be released after the re~-
designing of the work program
had been accowmplished by the
Region staff,

kN
v

Y

"Mr., Uhler and Mr. Sawicki
spent eight hours at Regional
OEQ designing everything the
way Region staff suggested. We

then returned to Sacramento and

wrote it according to their
terms. ’

"approximately a week later,
the new work program was sent
to WR/OEOQ, and to this day, as
far as I know, there has been
absolutely no word from Rodgexr
Betts as to why the money has
not been released. '

"Mr. Unler has talked with Mr.
Betts on several occasions re-

.garding this grant, and also

has communicated several times
with Joe Casillas. The last
word we have from Mr. Cassillas
is* that this grant is on ice un-
til our relationship with Re-
gional OEO is improved.” ‘
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Key. Regional Office staff who sheuld relate to. the 850G and should
know what is the SECC are more often than not
left in the dark. £

:j
Gfficexr, the Training and Technical
is

Assistance Chief, the ETnﬁtor, and District Supervisors are
not awsre of whalt is transpiring seyoend. their own specific relations
with the $E0C. The field representatives algo don't know what is
(S0l e
o ile

being done with the GO exncept in their direct concerns with grantee
pre~-reviews and thx D ‘

3. - CORC MUQTO S
Since top-officials of © O/haennngton and the Regional Office have
assumed some degree of regponsibility for 0EO relations with the Cal-~
ifornia SECO, very Xittle Regional Office staff support for the SEOO
vas initiated, directed or supported. The exceptions are in field

1 3

i team planning, pre-reviews, and application processing, and vhile these
. were inditiated at the field team level there doesn't seen to have been
any direction or support from OEO Senicr staff. '

as long as Reglonal Office staff feel that top 0EC officials in OEQ/
Washington and the Regional Di?ector are personally handling the
California SECO, they will be'reluctant to initiate any actions
“which may ke out of line with gollcy about which they have little
knowledge and. in the development of which they have not pa?flclgnLﬂH,

Since members of the Regional Office staf perceive the SECO as the
antagonist of the poor and OFEO, they per iro their regponsibility to
o ,

support the SECO as incomprehensible.

4. - RECOM MENDATION:

OEO must clearly define and assign the responsibilities for OEO sup—
‘port of the SECO to the Regional Office without undue interference.

The Regional Office must exercise leadership in res olving working
relationships between the Regional Office and the SEQCO and CAAS

5. FPINDIRGS:

Performance oF the SEOD in its role as advisor to the Governor is
perceived as "good" by Regional Office staff members only on the as-
_sumption that tie State administration's commitment is not aligned

with the interests of the poor and the CRAs and OO, (see Cal Wllllaﬂu,
-field representative, on why he answered "good".)

~Members of the Regional Office staff do not believe the SECO gives
significant emphasis to resource mobilization except in isclated
incidents. e : ‘ :




There is no evidence of help to the CEO Regional Office in resourde mo-
bilization although the SEGO has done some work independently.

There has been either no SEOCO coordination and planning with the
Regional Office or so little that it has gone unnoticed by almost all.
Regional Office staff. The Regional Office Planning Officer reported
that the only information on causes and conditions of poverty in the
State ¥Yeceived from the California SEOO arrived Febfuary 26,1971,
Leonard Downs of the California SEQC brought a copy of a tabulation
showing welfare aid recipients by county in the State (see Attach-
ments) ‘There 15 1o indication that the 'SEQO has at any time dis-
ssed with the Regional Office any problems posed by the federal
and state statutory or administrative rgguirements that impede state
level coordination of OLO- rclatbg programs

The Regional Cffice staff is unaware of any attempts by the SEOD to
act as an advocate for the poor.

Performance, especially as revealed by the style of wmost 2of the SE OO
staff field work is perceived as antagonistic toward the poor.
The Regional Office staff reports that some technical assxstqncc has
been provided by the SECO but . rarely in consultation with the Re-
glonal Office to determine OEQ grantee's needs for tecqn1Ca1 assist-
ance, despite some attempts by Regicnal Office field staff to arrange
such consultation. The SBECO participation in the dave10pment of the
Regicnal Offic ol

P

.

i cip
fice training and technical assistance plan was reported
as not helpful. Regicnal Office staff also report that the SEQO has
‘not consulted with the Regional Office with respect to sponsoring or
~participating in training programs and workshops for CaAA staff and
board members. . They identified the December, 1970, -resource mebiliza-
tion wovxshop conducted by the SECO and state agencies in conjunction
with A.T.A.C. {(American Technical Assistance Corporation) for rural
CAAs ‘as tﬂe only example they know of where the SEOC has sponsored a
workshop. ~The SEQC has consulted with OEO to assist grantees in 4 )
taking corrective action recommended by OED as a result of the eval-
uation of gakland and Berkeley, but assistance from the SECO to those
~grantees has not resulted. The SEQO does not consult with OEC to
assist grantees in taking corrective actions recommended by OEO as a
result of audit reports but this is because OEQ neitner shares audit
“,repom_~> with the SEOO nor encourages SEOD ln'olvement.

Performance in grant pre-reviews is perceived as not helpful ranging
from no-at:endance to "partialZattendance in an "observer™ role.
Monitoring is viewed as at best verformed incompetently and usually
destructively to CAAs and OEO. Very bitter feelings exist among
Regional Office staff concerning the style and methods used by SEOO

personnel,




!
i

200 monitoring rep:s are not shared with 05O Regional staff,

although Regional staff bhag regquested that these be shared

and jointly reviewed prior to action by the SEOD. | Usually the re-
sults of SEOO monitoring surface after a grant has been vetoed and
supportive Justification is offered: '

Uy

Few joint evaluations have taken place.  Therefore, observation. of
the SEOC din this area hasg been limited, '

G. CONCLUSTO}ZS :

The SEOO has not performed t hose functions vnjch all for support to

the 0RO Regional Office. Actual SEQO performance has resulted in very
little apparent help to OED or COEO o‘anLee when Judged against the stand-
ards set by OFEO Instruction 7501-1 or *hb SEQQ grant wark programs.

Given the premise that the State administration's views are not aligned
with thoge held by mos £ the Cans and the OEC Regional staff, the
L} e 2

presanting thoge views in such a way as to

SEQD has done @
and at worst still mgintain working relationships

“at best get respec
Menitoring as performed by the SECO is a perversion of the concept
of monitoring as it is performed by the staffs of other .SEQOs and
OEQ regions., '

The cuality of performance has been so poor that had OEO properly
monitored the grants made to the state, suspension for hon»perforﬁanee
could have been justifiably recommended. This non-performance by the
SEQO hag been largely ignored by CEO.  The California SEOO emphasig
on granteec investigation and the methods of investigation were known

< to OEQ but were not corrected. Accor41pgly, OEO has not performed
its function of advocating for the poor and for OEO grantees by re-
quiring the SEOO to perform lts prop'v functions and grant work pro-
gram commitments. :

ﬂ‘

No real impro ovements can bé made in SECO performance unless OFO an-
forces SEOO compliance with the intent and purpose of the Economic:
Opportunity Act and the grant work program and redirects the SEQO's
thrust away from investigations to positive aid and assistance.

7. RECOMMENDATION:

OEO must require SECQ conformance to the intent, and purposes of the
Economic Opportunity Act and require cowpllance wwth grant work pro-
grams and OEQ instructions.

i
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GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

Fhe owvovoll conelusions of the evaluation team are as follaows:

17 The SEOO has potentially a very good senior level staff.
2.  The SECO is improving in internal management.

3. - The SEOO has accompTlsqeo a-number of spec1a] projects
mentioned in the body of the report.

4. The California SEOQ has not-sufficiently followed the work
L programns agveed to as specified 1n its four grants.

5. The SEQC has not acted as an advocate for the poor in keeping
with OEC Instruction 7501-1.

6. The SE0O has made little impact on state and federal agencies,
private agencies, local government or the general public.

7. The SEQO is percelved to be antagonistic to the CAAs and the
poor. : R

8. The SEOO is using the majority of itsg staff to perform invest-
igative functions which are interpreted negatively by the CAas.

9. The majority of the SE0OO staff does not have sufficient tech-
nical background-or experlenfe to deliver quality technical assistance
to thD CA\%. :

lQ; ‘The Oakland Demonstration Grant # CG- 9093 ~A/1 to deal with 1n~°
tensive management technical assistance has not been 1mp¢emented in

accordance with its terms.

11. An impasse exists between the CAAs,; the Regional Offlce, and
the SECO. : ; ‘
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EVALUATION TEAM RECOMMENDATIONS

7. Regular Grant

Refunding the regular California SE0O grant should be made contingent
upon ‘acceptance by the SECO of the fo‘lowing conditions:

1. The Call\ornxa SEQQ agrees to discontinue the Community Progriam
Analyst (CPA) type of investigations. The Califérnia SEOO can discharge
its responsibility under Section 242 of the Egual Opportunity Act of
1964, as amended, more effectively by concentrating the resources of
its office on assisting the CAAs in California by providing meaningful
technical assistance, mobilizing federal, state and local resources,
and insuring . SEOO personnel are properly trained and have knowledge
cof grantee needs.

2. The SE0OO agrees: to insure that technical assistance personnel
w1ll have gqualified-backgrounds to allow them  to deliver positive
and constructive technical assistance to CARs.

¥

3, The California SEQC agrees to train technical assistance per-
sonnel in the proper methods of dellverlng technical ‘agsistance to
CAAs.

4, The California SECO agrees to implement the plan referred to
in Lewis X, Uhlex's letter of February 8, 1971, addressed to 0. Mearl
Custer of Elk Grove Unified School District (see Attachuents), regard-
ing the establishment of an Advisory Council to SEQOQ, and further agrees
that the Advisory Council will include representatives of bOLh the poor
and CaAfs.

5. The California SEQO agrees to establish and maintain minimum
. standards for experience and qualificatieons for staLf conqlsten% w1t
the functions of the p051tlop. :

6. The California SEOQ and Region IX, OEO, have negotiated a
~memorandwn of agreement in accordance with OEO Instruction 7501~1,
Section 7£. ‘ ' : : L :

7. The California SECO agrees that it will undertake an infor-
mational program specifying how it will implement the provisions of
the Regional Office/SECO memorandum of agreement and pfov751onq of
OEQ Instruction 7501~1,

8. The California SEO0 agrees that it will perform its obliga-
“tion to be an advogate for the poor and specifies the steps it wild
take to meet this obligation. :
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e sPay Grant:

o et e P

Refunding for the STAP Grant should be made contingent on agreement by
the SE0O to immediately comply with existing STAP guidelines with
respect to:

1, selection of  Staff
k%

2.  Development of a STAP plan
3. . Submission of STAP reports
4. Long~texrm, on=-site field assignments

€, Management Demonstratio: &rant:

The management demonstrabion grant should not be refunded. The work
program for this grant should be integrated into the regular grant,

Cwith gualified specialists transferred to the regular grants technical
assistance operations staff. :

D. . -Oakland Demonstration Crant:

(a) - The Oskland grant should be lmmediately terminated.

(b)  An auvdit examination of the funds expended under this grant should
be conducted as soon as possible.

Inter-communication

i

The California SECO should jointly deVelop~with‘the CAAs and Regibn
IX, OEO, a mutually acceptable mneans of inter-communication that will
guarantee that all parties work together -on major issues of joint con-
cexrn. , S 4 - P o
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CTINIATA T3
EUNMMARY

The California SEOO is philoscphically opposed to what it believes

the community action agencies advccate and practice on behelf of the

poor. = Generally, the SEQO believes that Caas subscribe to and faster

a “sol Alinsky™ confrontation approach. This approach ugually re-

sults in embarrassing eccmomic and political pressure being brought

to bear on local and state governuent officials. Further, the SROC

believes that the Westn T -0ffice of Economic Opportunity

does nothing to discourege such v appreoach by the Cands and is, there—

fore, not to be trusted as “he (L:s are not to be trusted. (Also, the

SECO believes the CRAs ard the Focional Office staff to be ultra liberal

and, therefore, antagcnic-tic o the €800.)  Another contention of the

State Office is that current Gi0 pro s-are not reaching the pooxr and

that CAA officialsg ara gself-gstyled spokesmen who do not represent

the poor people. 1In essence, they believe that 0EG supporte a group

of ‘highly paid self-appointed leaders whose views diverge widely

from the current State administration on key igsues affecting the
_poor.

zegion

Mr. Uhler, the Director, stated it is necessary that his staff perform
their present role because the Western Regional Office of OEO will not mon-
itor CBAs in a hard mosed, no nonsernss, business-like and responsible
way anel that the end result is the *Sol Alinsky" confrontation model
which he and his staff do not favor. Mr. Uhler further stated that
until the Regional Office did act more responsibly, he intended %o
follow the present course of action. He also stated that he would
prefer to spend more time on mobilization of resources, innovative
approaches to solving the problems of powverty, performing an ombuds-
man role and in lirking public and private agencies, but could not
becalise he had to spend an inordinate amount of time monitoring and
investigating OFOQ programs to discharge the office's Section 242
function . under. the Economic-Opportunity Act of 1964, as -amended. = He

“would prefer that the Western Regional 0ffice of Economlc OpDOrtunwLy
perform the monitoring function ag the SEOO concelves it.

The CAAs and-Regional Office believe that the SEOO is not an advocate
for the poor and does not intend to serve-in a helpful manner as pre-
scribed in OEO Instruction 7501~1 to alleviate the condltlon of pov-
erty in the State of California. o

The Regional Office believes-its own role to be one-of monitoring and
guidance when working with CBAs. ~ They further believe that boards

of directors are responsible for making their own decision concerning
‘the expenditure of funds with a minimum of dictation by the Regional
'Office.  Overall, the Regional Office perceives its role asz monitor-
ing, interpreting guidelines, and providing helpful information to

X

locally controled non-profit corporations. . They also feel that ORD
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CALIFORMIA SEOQ EVALUATION

TABULATION OF QUESTIONNAIRE ANSWERS -

I. Purpose

The questionnaire was designed to collect data showing how different
groups perceive the performance of the California SEOO. This tabula-
tion reflects the results.

IT. Procedures

A. Groups interviewed and Questiomnaire sections

1. Twenty-four perscns on the SEOQ professional field staff
(community program analysts, coordinators, specialists) and
twenty-three QEQ regional office field staff were asked to
complete Section III -~ The SE0Q and CAAs; Section VII - The
SEOO and the Regional Office; Section VIII - The Regional
Office and the SEOQ; Section XI -~ The California SEQO Work

Program.
. T k : 2.  Five of the senior SEO0 personnel were asked to complete
. (ﬂ ; selected sections-of the questionmaire. (Accordingly, the

tabulation tables will show different numbers of SEOQ staff
answering each section.)

Six OEO regional office staff personnel were asked to complete
all or selected sections of the questionnaire. Three other
regional office staff were asked to complete Sections I, TI;
VII, VIII which deal with the SEQ0O as advisor to the governor,
with the SEO0O and state agencies, with the SE0QO and the Regional
Office. . These nine regional office staff personnel were se-
lected from these divisions: 0Office of Governmental Relations;
Plans, Budget & Evaluation; Program Management Support, VISTA;
and Legal Services.

3. CAA executive directors and board chairmen were asked to com-
' plete Section III -~ The SEQO and CAAs and Section. XI ~ The
California SEOO Work Program.

Twenty-one CAA executive directors and 17 board chairmen were
personally interviewed by the evaluation team.

Another thlrteen CAA "executive directors and four beoard chair-
men submitted their questionnaires by mail in time for this
tabulation. The questionnaires from two CAA executive direc—

tors arrived too late to be included.

.,




Nine state agency officials completed Section IT - The SEOO
and Other State Agencies.

At
s

5.  Fourteen staff personnel from other federal agencies completed
Section IV .~ The SEOO and Other Federal Agencies. The agencies
interviewed were:

Health, Education & Welfare -~ 2 (Jlth four other staff
participating in the interview)

Housing & Urban Development - 6 (including five who gave
their ansvers by telephone)

Labor -~ 4

8mall Business Administration - 1 (with six other staff
participating in the interview)

Economic Development Administration - 1
6. Eighteen representatives of local government were interviewed
and ‘asked “to complete Section V -~ The SEOQ and Local Govern-
ment, ' e :
; P 7. Twenty-eight representatives or members of community groups,
e Q,,f ~ primarily organizations of poor people, were asked to com-

plete Section VI -~ The SEGO and Community Groups.

B. Total number of questionnaires

This tabulation includes data from 168 questionnaires from people
interviewed by the evaluation team plus 17 which were sent by
mail for a total of 185 gquestionnaires:

(More than 168 people were interviewed, but some participated in
interviews but were not asked to fill out questionnaires, e.g.

CAA director's staff.)

C. Questions and Ratings

1. The questions in the questlonnalre were written in elther one
of two ways:

a. '"Has the SEOO0 . . . " which could be anSwered'by a
"yes/no/don't know" rating;




e

b. "How well has the SEQO . .. . " whichkcould be answered
by a "good/poor/don't know" rating.

(The SEQD Organization and Mdnagement section does not
exactly follow the system.)

2. The questions were drawn from OEO Instruction 7501-1, "The
Role of the SEOQ" and from the SE0O CAP 81 and work programs.
The scope of questions was deliberately designed to be com-
prehensive in order to avoid bias in the selection of questions
to be included.

Altogether 119 questions appeared in the questionnaire.

D. The Tabulation Tables

1. Each Question

Tabulations of thirty questions (out of 119) are included in
this report. They were selected as a falr and significant
representation to show perceptions. of SEO0 performance.

2. Questionnaire Summary by Section (in percentages)
The figures shown in this summary are the percentage of the
total number of responses to all questions in the particular

section of the questionnaire.

3. Questionnaire Summaries by Function (in percentages)

The figures shown in these tables are percentages of the total

number of responses to questions which relate to the particu-

lar function, e.g. Technical Assistance.  These questions

relating to a particular function appeared in several sections
“of the questionnaire.

S I1IT. Quéstionnaire Tabulation Findings

1. The most striking.and obvious finding in the tabulation is the
“high percentage of answers in the "don't know' category.

People in all groups and for almost all sections of the question-
naire don't know whether or not the SEQ0 has performed many of
the tasks it is supposed to do or how well it has performed them.

-l




Reviews of individual questionnaires revealed that this situation
was relatively the same with experienced personnel as well as

with new staff. Likewise, the interview experience confirmed that
the "don't know' answers came from lack of knowledge rather than
an unwillingness to state an opinion affirmatively or negatively,

2. The next most obvious. finding is that while the SEQO perceives
its performance positively no other group can agree. For ques-
tions which people believed they could answer (taking out the
"don't knows') the results weére generally negative. - In other
words, when people had knowledge of SEOQ activities they thought
poorly of the SE0O. ‘

3. The CAAs were more decisgive in stating their negative perception
of "SEOC performance than were the regional office staff.

4, The question asked concerning the SEO0's performance as advisor
to the governor had mixed responses.

Some people insisted on writing in that their rating of "good"
- meant only that the SEOO performance carried out the governor's
philosophy. ~

el
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FUNCTIOXN: _Advisor to Governor

SAMPLE OF A QUESTION RELATING TC FUNCTION:

"How well has the SEOO assisted the £OVEInor,

i concerning the governor's authority to dis-—
approve OEQO grants and contracts of assistance?"
f FUNCTION BY GROUP AND FUNCTION BY GROUP AND
L RESPCONSE *VES/NO RESPONS *GQOD/POOH
g — DO T RESPONDING DON'T|
i o s, B\ . & . ¥
| GROUPS YES | NO lyxwow | ¢ GROUPS GOOD } POOR | o | T
: o o o p | .
SE0O 100%] 07 0% 100 © SE0O 01%] o H o 100 “
REGIONAL 3 o REGTONAL , A gl g
’ o ) o y 1‘0/
Cads I T3 R cans 1 32%| 32 %36 | 100
STATE , o O STATE » B R
AGENCTES % el % | acEciEs 1194 33 %} 56 ' {100
FEDERAL A4 { FEDERAL , L
AGENCIES 3 B B % AGENCTES 091 7%93 % j100%
LOCAL ) | ~ jrocan 5 _, | P
covERIMENT | %l % % GOVERNMENT | 23 7] 30 Tg47 % | 100 0
COMMUNITY 1 ' COMMUNITY A ¥ ,
GROUPS % % %y % GROUPS % A B y
*YES/NO RESPONSE INDICATES THAT #GOOD/POOR RESPONSE INDICATES THE
THE RESPONDENT FEELS THE SEOQO HAS QUALITY WITH WHICH THE SEOQ HAS
OR HAS NOT PERFORMED SPECIFIC PERFORNED SPECIFIC TASKS RELATED
TASKS RELATED TO THIS FUNCTION. TO THIS FUNCTION.

Attachment #2
Page 1 of 7




FUNCTION: Resource Mobilization

SAMPLE OF A QUESTION RELATING TO FUNCTION:

"How well has the SEO00 on its own initiative,
sought out or assisted in the development of
every state, Federal, community and private
agency resource (programs, expertise, funds,
etc.) that can be effectively marshalled and/or

coordinated to assist CAAs and other anti- -poverty

efforts within the state?!

FUNCTION BY GROUP AND 'FUNCTION BY GROUP AND
RESPONSE *YES/NO RESPONS *GOUD/ POOK
RESPONDTING DON ' T . ] RESPONDING DON'T
CROUDS YES | NO Jpnow | T CROTIES GooD | POOR | =0 H ¢
B 0 07 U, (},: O‘!
SE00 ikl o 0% 100" SEOD 81 %1 0 % 19" hoo /i
REGIONAL | | REGTONAL v
OFFICE -0 % 50% 50 To 100% OFFICE 4 % 65 ?7( 31% 100«
; ; \ -
CAls P B N B2 Cads 8 % 72% 20% foo'%
STATE LN R . STATE | 1 -
AGENCTES 11% | 22%}67 % | 100% acEncIeEs 122 %l 33% 45 % hoo ‘%
FEDERAL : FEDERAL o X
AGENCIES % 1 R % AGENCIES 0 ol 21% 79 % foo %
LOCAL , LOCAL s : . o
COVERNMENT % VA % GOVERMMENT | 6 %) 44 50 % hoo %
COMMUNITY COMMUNITY |} e o
GROUPS %t %% % GROUPS % u % A
*YES/NO RESPONSE INDICATES THAT #GOOD/POOR RESPONSE INDICATES THE
'THE RESPONDENT FEELS THE SEOO HAS QUALITY WITH WHICH THE SEOO HAS
OR HAS NOY PERFORMED SPECIFIC PERFORMED SPECIFIC TASKS RELATED
TASKS RELATED TO THIS FUNCTION. TO THIS FUNCTION.

Attachment #2
~Page 2 of 7
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FUNCTION: Coordination & Planning

SAMPLE OF A QUESTION RELATING TO FUNCTION:

"Has the SEQO Director provided other state
agencies with information and statistics on

~the causes and conditions of poverty in the
state, on the problems and needs of the poor,
and the programs and efforts to overcome poverty

within the state?"

FUNCTION BY GROUP AND FUNCTION BY GROUP AND

RESPONSE, *YES/NO RESPONSE  *GOOD/POOK
i R R P crours. | c0op | poor | POV o
SEOD a1k s %) 617 100 * | SEO0 27 % 1 H 0% 100%1
gﬁ%ﬁi“ 1% 42%] 57% 100 ® OFFTCE 1 %) 49% s0% [100 %
CAAs 5% 4% 31% oo % Chas™ al % 9,
somicTEs 8%l 30%) 62% jroo % acevores |12 %] a4 7] 40 100(170
acmmcrss | B B 9] 9 Lacwerss | ool W 0% oo
égg‘;;mgm 31 %1 44%| 25% hoo % gggg{a\m«:m % %% :% '

*YES/NO RESPONSE INDICATES THAT
THE RESPONDENT FELELS THE SEOO HAS
OR HAS NOT PERFORMED SPECIFIC
TASKS RELATED TO THIS FUNCTION.

*GOOD/POOR RESPONSE INDICATES THE
QUALITY WITH WHICH THE SEDO ‘HAS
PERFORMED SPECIFIC TASKS RELATED
TO THIS FUNCTION.

~Attachment #2
~ Page 3 of 7




o : FUNCTION: Advocacy for the Poor

SAMPLE OF A QUESTION RELATING TO FUNCTION:

"How well has the SEOO acted as a special advocate
for the poor in-state government by such activi~
Lies as: :

a. Working for representation of the poor on
state committees which operate programs
affecting the poor? . .

b. Assessing state-poverty-related programs . . .
Cc. Assessing state administrative procedures and
~working to make them more responsive to the

- needs and desires of the poor . . .

d. Developing career opportunities for the poor
within other state agencies . . ."

'FUNCTION BY GROUP AND | UNCTI()N BY GROUP AND
RESPONSE *YES/NO RESPONS *GOJD/ POOR
( RESPONDING | DON ', RESPONDING | . f .  fpon'n]
GROUPS YES ] NO xwow | T GROUPS “O0D § PAOR o | T
. : g i o g a %
SEO0 27%1 1% 50 |10 * SEQQ 38 %} 4 Jsg © 1100 /i
REGIONAL 4 REGTIONAL |
QFFICE 0% 47%] 53% |100 % OFFICE 1% 56 Has B lio0 %
. T
CAhs 2%] 8% 14% 100 % Chns 3% 56 H 41% J100'%
5 T 1
| sTATE - . STATE : . .
acencres | 0% | 26%] 74 % ro0 _%‘ AGENCIES 0% 33 % 67 100/0
FEDERAL » ~ FEDERAL A -
ACENCIES % % % % AGENCIES i % Bl %
LOCAL LOCAT, o . ,;,
COVERNMENT % B % %l | covermaEnT o H % /o
COMMUNITY ~ ' COMMUNITY | : - ,
GROUPS %l R %) % GROUPS % 7 T
*YES/NO RESPONSE INDICATES THAT *GOOD/POOR RESPONSE INDICATES THE
THE RESPONDENT FEELS THE SEOQ HAS QUALITY WITH WHICH THE SE0OO HAS
OR HAS MOT PERFORMED SPECIFIC PERFORMED SPECIFIC TASKS RELATED
TASKS RELATED TO THIS FUNCTION. TO TIIS FUNCTION.

Attachment #2
Page &4 of 7
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FUNCTION:

Technical Assistance

SAMPLE . OF A QUESTION RELATING TO FUNCTION:

"How well has the SEOO provided special technical

assistance where needed to Community Action Agencies,
community groups, and other grantees or potential
grantees, in developing, conducting and administering
programs to alleviate poverty?"

FUNCTICN BY GROUP AND FUNCTTION BY GROUP AND
RESPONSE *VES/NO RuBPONSE *GOOD/ POOR
( ) "RESPONDING | - DCN'T RESPONDING DON'T
e CROUPS YES | NO Jywow} T GROUPS COOD ] POOR | yyong | T
> o pe o %
SE00 w6 %1 13%] 41% {100 SE00 30%] 11 % 50 % {100 ‘
REGIONAL REGIONAL « T
OFFICE 5 %) s0%} 45% |100% OFFICE 0% | 62 W 38% | 100%
CAAs 8 %1 69 % 23% |100% CAAs 6% 77% 17 % | 100%
STATE o : o o STATE : o o
AGENCTES 0 %1 20 %] 78% 100 ® AGENCTES 11%] 22%l 67 % | 1007
FEDERAL A FEDERAL )
| AcEncTES % % % % AGENCTES % e %)
covERNMENT | %l % % coverwent | 0%| 209 sdff | 100%
COMMUNITY ! COMMUNTTY , S
GROUPS 1% %% % GROUPS 0% 48 a¥ 52 % | 100%
#YES/NO RESPONSE INDICATES THAT £GOOD/POOR RESPONSE TINDICATES THE
THE RESPONDENT FEELS THE SEOO HAS QUALITY WITH WHICH THE SEQO HAS
1 | OR HAS NOT PERFORMED SPECIFIC PERFORMED SPECIFIC TASKS RELATET
r C * TASKS RELATED TO THIS FUNCTTON. TO THIS FUNCTION. | o

‘ ~“Attachment #2

Page 5 of 7




Grant Review, Monitoring &

k4% - , ; : FUNCTION: Evaluation

SAMPLE OF A QUESTION RELATING 1O FUNCTION:

Y"How well has the SEOO provided advice and assis-
tance at an early or pre-review stage in the de-

velopment of program proposals by CAAs and other
QEQ grantees?"

FUNCTION BY GROUP AND FUNCTION BY GROUP AND

RESPONSE *VES/NO RESPONSH *GOUD/ POOK

o (, RESPONDING | DON T RESPONDING DON'T
N CROUPS YES | NO jgxwow | T GROUPS COOD | POOR oy | T
6/ L6/ ) y s &/ 07
SE00 65%1 & %] 27% {100 % SEOD s5%) 10 ¥ 35 % 100 "
| REGIONAL REGIONAL . 0
QFFIGE 14% ) 58 %] 25% |100 % OFFICE, %) 49 Hs1 % {1007
CAAs 23% 1 56 B} 21% 100 % CAAs 1 7% 55 %38 % l100%
STATE | p STATE 1 o » g
AGENCIES ol By e AGENCIES % e I 4
FEDERAL : . FEDERAL -
AGENCTES % %l % % AGENCTES 9, e I
LOCAL | LOCAL . B o
GOVERNMENT T %l % % COVERNUENT | % ar G e
COMMUNITY . | COMMUNITY | S ,
GrouPS | Bt % Bl % GROUPS L S

;\ *YES/NO RESPONSE INDICATES THAT *GOOD/POOR RESPONSE INDICATES THE
| THE RESPOWDENT FEELS THE SEGO HAS QUALITY WITH WHICH THE SEOO HAS
= OR HAS NOT PERTFORMED SPECIFIC PERFORMED SPECTIFIC TASKS RELATED
| ( TASKS RELATED TO THIS FUNCTION. TO THIS FUNCTION.

Attachment #2
~ Page 6 of 7°




FUNCTIOXN-

Al

SAMPLE OF A QUESTION RELATING TO FUNCTION:

Management

"How well is the SEO0O organized to effectively
utilize staff and financial resources?"

"BY GROUP AND

FUNCTION BY GROUP AND FUNCTION
RESPONSE *VES/NO AESPONSE *GOJID/POOK
RESPONDING DUN'YT RESPONDING ‘ DON'T
o T ‘ ;
CROUDS YES | NO |xyow GROUPS GOOD FPOOR 1oyt T
O 14 ) O o 0 B
SE0O 00%] 4% % oo % SEQO o5 %) 2 % 0% 100 %
REGIONAL . of ! TON y ,
orpree | 13% ) 20%] 67% Joo % RECIOBAL T 179] 339 50% |100 %
CAAs 18%1 10%} 72% {100 % Cads A 2 %
STATE | I : : STATE ) , P
AGENCIES % oy % AGENCIES % %W T
FEDERAL o . FEDERAL o -
AGENCIES % VI B % AGENCIES oA o % ¥
LOCAL , LOCAL : , , .
GOVERNMENT T %l % % GOVERNMENT % o % %
COMMUNITY . COMMUNTITY :
GROUPS % %9 q GROUPS % ar % %

‘ *YES/NO RESPONSE INDICATES THAT

OR HAS NOT PERFORMED SPECIFIC
TASKS RELATED TO. THIS FUNCTION.

THE RESPONDENT FEELS THE SE00 HAS

HFGOOD /POOR. RUSPORSE TNDICALES “THE

QUALITY WITH WHICH THE SEOQ HAS
PERFORMED SPECIFIC. TASKS RELATED
TO THIS FUNCTION. e

sAttachment  #2
Page 7 of 7




SEOO‘EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE TABULATION

SECTION # T THE SEQQ AND THE GOVERNOR

QUESTION REFERENCE

#2.  7501-1  How well has the SEOO assisted the Governor
: 2a, concerning the Governor's authority to disapprove
OEQ grants and contracts of assistance?

LIST grants or contracts which have been
disapproved by the Governor in the past
12 months.

g . .
2 o
E e

P R R T B e B S T T R e R R R R SR I R gy

T A. BULATION RESULTS

R T R S R

: | SRS ; i :
f -} RESPONDING GROUPS | POOR L
- L
-
SEQO STAFF 0 oo | oF

REGIONAL OFFICE
STAFT

Pot simriaos
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SEOO EVALUATION

SECTION #7T1I

‘LU}:S’"‘“EO ’\.AJR}* TABULATION

QUESTION  REFERENCE

$#6.  7501-1
v 3a.

CAP 81

IV--D

THE SEOO AND OTHER STATE AGENCIES

How well has the SE0CO developed effective inter-

agency mechanisms to assure good communication be-
tween state agencies and offlces wvhose activities

affect the poor?

DESCRIBE- those inter-agency mechanisms which
have had significant success.

RESPONDING GROUPS

R

SULTS

*m%mﬁm“‘“ﬂfﬂﬁmw&?ﬁmﬁ&fﬂ

bowrT

]

REWET ,mMﬁ*’l‘?Wh Pl oy

é ,900D ’ﬁ POOR ﬁ 0w U TOTAL"
‘% E' 7 § r‘ of
SEOO STAFF 3 5# 3 hoo®fiFo o %o |o 7(; 100 10

, ; %
_ REGIONAL, OFFICE l , ol o E:{ l s o
STAFF 8 l‘#O 0ffE3 | 38BE7 5 5T g’"" 8 100"
, 4 W Y WfL;;, {f ¥
STATE AGENCIES 9 J1 111 /o AT 4 44 08Ty, 45 ‘179 |100”°
7 , e ;~ 7 s
S R R TR T CosmEETen o

Attachment #3
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SEOQO EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE TABULATION

SECTION # 17 THE SEQO AND QTHER STATE AGENCIES

QUESTION REFERENCE

“#7. 75011
: 3a.
44.
6h.

CaP 81
T-C
II-A
IV-C

W.P.
I1I-C
IV-A/C

How well has the SE0OQ, on its own initiative,

sought out and developed or assisted in the devel-
opment of every state rescurce (programs, expertvse,
funds, etc.) that can be effectively marshalled’
and/or coordinated to assist CAxs and other anti-
poverty efforts within the ghtate?

LIST agencies and resources mobilized during
the past 6 months.

DESCRIBE significant successes,

R A A R R T R %W%ﬁ%&ﬁvaxwmwm'wmmﬁf@ TR ”Wmﬁﬁwﬁ,ﬁmﬁ%mt
TABULATION RESULTS E
A K s aE A

RESPONDING GROUPS # POOR TOTAL

SEOO STAFF 3 07 g 173 10ﬂ%
REGIONAL OFFICE o i
STAPF 2 3 10046 ;

STATE AGENCIES 9 3 f;ix; lnd%
'Hﬁ o j

N K i

SR S U B S R il ok o ;t'

Bttachment £3
Page 3 of 30




SEOO EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE TABULATION

SECTION # 11

THE SEQQ AND OTHER STATE AGENCIES

QUESTION REFERENCE
‘29, 75011
' 3c.. -
CAP 81
II-2

c. to other state agencies?

Has the SE0O provided information and assis—
tance with the objective of enacting and

amending legislation and developing programs
for the benefit of the poor -

LIST proposed legislative actions or

programs during the past year.

DESCRIBE significant successes or fail-

ures.

ABULA I ON é
RESPONDING GROUPS & % YE TOTAL }J
SEOO STAFF 3 [# 2 #a hon%
REGTONAL OFFTICE S o
STAFE 7. g0 T 7 {100/
STATE AGENCIES 9 ‘9 l100%

o
7 %

Attachment #3
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SEOO EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE TABULATION

SECTION #1111 THE SEO0O. AND. COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCIES

“QUESTION REFEFENCE
#1 7501-1 How well has the SEQO reprasented the Governox
2h, with respect to CAAg?
wa%m@mr S % J&%ﬁ% mmm wmm&smg EWW&”&W.K
TABULATION RFSULTS ﬂ?
| e .

e

i

RESPONDING GROUPS N0

 SEOO STAFF 72 | 7707 22 oo %

REGIONAL OFEICE

ie} / nl
STAFF N 22 %7 28 |00

- CAR EXECUTIVE
 DIRECTORS

3 = B4 %5 F33 1100 %

CAA -BOARD

e g pF %
CHAIRMEN T8 W2 ofT 19 oo
T e S 8 : - :
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e v  SEOO EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE TABULATION

SECTION # 111 THE SEQQ AND COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCIES

QUESTION REFERENCE

#3. 7501~1 How well has the SE0OO acted as a special advocate
3b, for the poor in state government by such activi-
ties as:
b W.F, b.

Assessxng state-poverty-related brograms and
working to make them more responsive to the
needs and desires of the poor?

III-D

LIST the state~operated programs which the
CAAs have asked the SEOO to assist to

make more responsive during the past
vear.

DESCRIBE significant successes or failures.

| MWW R D R B R B R P R R R R S S P I T o RS 5 &Wmﬁﬁwww
1? A. B IJ LATI () N RESULTS :
S e A B e W&%ﬂw . :
o ' DONT wk
RESPONDING GROUPS 7 POOR KNOW TOTAL
of “Haz 0 0 o
SEQC STAFF 28 715 | 5408 s 100 Jo
: g
EGIONAL OFFICE 1 He
nggF Ak 28 18 64s% (T9 32% Ton 100/
CAA EXECUTIVE !4 . s 1006
DIRECTORS 34 %j"" 20 | 59 z»,« 13] 3g/e 734 o
CAA BOARD o ¥ed o
CHATRMEN 20 11 55 % T 8 140 20 lOO
TR

Attachment #3
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SEOO EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE TABULATION

SECTION #I11 THE SEOQO AND COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCIES

QUESTICN - REFERENCE

#8. 7501-1 v wakwell has the SE0O provided special technical

4a. . assistance where needed to Community BAction Agen-
A cileg, community groups, and other grantees or po-

CAP 81 tential grantees, in developing, conducting and

II~-2/B administering programs teo alleviate poverty?

W.P. LIST occasions when special Technical Assis-—

I-B " tance has been provided, identifying sub-

Iv-a/D ject and . who provided the Technical Assisge

tance during the past & months.

DESCRIBE significant successes orkfailures.

TABULATTION RESULTS
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g ~ SEOO EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE TABULATION

SECTION #1111 THE SEOQ AND COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCIES

QUESTION REFERENCE

i
#9. 75011 Has the SEOQ consuited with the CAAs —- using
da,. checkpoint Form 76 -- at the time of grantee pre-~
B review and when developing its own annual re-
. CAP 81 funding request to determine OEO grantee needs
II-B for specialized technical assistance and to get
: ~advice on how the SEOO can assist in meeting
W. P, these needs? ‘ ;
I-B

LIST the occasions when the SEOO has consulted
with the CAAs on their needs for gspecialized
technical assistance during the past 6 months.
< Tdentify how this was done =-- by letter,
field visit, meeting, telephone.

EF%WMWm«mmw&wmﬁﬂmwwzgwmw9mmmwwmﬁmmmmmwmﬁmﬁwmm

TABULATIONR RESULTS
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r - E - DON ] T 3 )
: RESPONDING GROUPS # % YES WO ‘ﬁ KNOW  §l TOTAL
¥

SEOO STAFF 27 ;%ﬁ 2 T 27 k’:mrgyO

i

REGIONAL OFFICE
STAFE 28

CAA EXECUTIVE

DIRECTORS 34 B#‘5

157 34 100 %
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o CAA BORRD
el - CHATRMEN 21
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721 1100 % |
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|
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SEOO EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE TABULATION

SECTION # II1 THE SEQO AND COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCIES

QUESTION REFERENCE

helpful to the CAA Board in exerciging

DESCRIBE pre~reviews when the SEOO has been

its policy dec151onwmak1ng responsibilities.

\
#11. 75011 Has the SEOO participated . in the annual: field '
~ 4b., pre~review of an OEOQ grantee, along with an OEO
- representative (Regional or Headguarters)?
ILI-A LIST the grantee pre-reviews attended by the
SEQO in the past 6 months. N

Attachment #3
“Page 9 of 30
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- TABULATION RESULTS ”“E
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. F ’H MBS ? KNOW E TOTAL {
- ; ? U{%y ﬁ% ; o

. SEQO STAFF 28 !’ 4t b4 [ 14hFag {1000
- : i‘ :

. REGIONAL OFFICE %, ‘ Ha o ’
Zf STAFTF 28 L 21 %7 6 22%>'#jg 1ndﬁ
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SEOQO J:z\ ALUATION QI LSTTOm A\IRE T%BLLATI ON

SECTION . #1T11 THE SEQQ-AND COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCLES

QUESTION ~REFERENCE

$12. - ~7501-1
' 4b.

CaP 81
I1-B

Ww.P.
I-B/C

| S o e e e e

TABULA“TION RESULTS

How well has the SEOQ provided. advuce and assis-
tance at an early or pre-review stage in the de~
velopment of program proDOsals by CaAs and other
CEC grantees?

LIST the occasions when the CAAs and grantees

ware assisted by the SE00 in the past 6 monthg
at an early or pre-review stage.

EXTETIEES: RO e o b R S o b e R R R e E e Y S

b o
RESPONDING GROUPS # i g TOTAL
i)
o B )
SEOO STAFF 27 w1 ’;?’27 1nol
REGIONAL OFFICE k P ; f
STALF 27 41%?3#27 100%
CAA EXECUTIVE o I! . .
CAA BOARD : % P
CHATRMEN 21 15% 0721 | 1007
&m&@m&m&&ﬁwm@g . s
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SEOO EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE TABULATION

SECTION # 111 THE SEOQC AND COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCIES

QUESTION REFERENCE

#13, 75011 Did the SEOO sign the Form 77 (Checkpoint Pro-

4ab., cedure) on site at the conclusion of the field

pre~review or no later than 15 days after re-
ceipt of the formz

TABULATTION RESULTb

ﬁW%WWW Bt e e A R S SRS e R e e S s e e e Y &C&%@]]

| e E} P et i f*fwmmwmﬁt%r?mmw m&%§
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. : . y L. E o - B i
: SECO STAFF 28 %3;'15 7% i 11139% 58 11007 !
3 : : FRICE { v Hoar .
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CAR EXECUTIVE o B . " .
DIRECTORS 34 i 711 417 §59 127708734 |100'0 |
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& o Ha £ i
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SEQO EVALUATION‘QUESTIONNAIRE TABULATION

CSECTION #I11 THE SEOO AND COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCIES

QUESTION REFERENCE

#21. 7501~1 How well has the SEOC monitored some or all of
efs the ORO-funded programs within the state if -

‘ it has the staff capability and if this activity
is part of the approved SEOO Work Program, which
includes arrangements for periodic written re-
ports plus other reporting of special activity
or problems, to the appropriate OEO grant office.

LIST grantees where significant monitoring
was done during ‘the past 6 months.

DESCRIBE circumstances and results.

WWWWM& ’ et 3 TR R S e B A &mﬁm&g@m& ,”" .
, TABULA 'T I C) N RES IJ LTS , E

| o e i F s I AT ;r g g
5 . DON!'T
RESPONDING GROUPS # g CoOD g POOR e g TOTAL

SEQO STAFF 27 s o ifs 105%

REGIONAL OFFICE 7 Hl

STAFF 27 59% 1711 |4 %:%,97 nde g

CAA EXECUTIVE o = ; o

DIRECTORS ’ 34 59/0-8717 132./¢ % 3411000 ,
CAA BOARD - 34 2 e
CHATRMEN 21 | 48% | 48 Io}ﬁ e E
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SFOO EVAL UATIO\ Q{ ESTIONNAIRE TABULATION

SECTION #1111 THE SEOO ARD COMIUNITY ACTION AGENCIES

QUESTION - REPERENCE

#23.  7501-1 How well has the SEOQO monitored some or all of
6f, - the OEO-funded programs within the state 4if -

it has the staff capability and if this activity
is part of the approved SEOQ Work Program, which
includes arrangements for periodic written re-
ports plus other reporting of special activity
or problems, to the appropriate OEOQ grant office.

LIST grantees where significant monitoring
was done during the past 6 months.

DESCRIBE circumstances and results.

e S S e e e

; S T
TABULATION RESULTS g
] , | powt T
SEQO STAFF 97 E#ls 1 78 |29
" REGIONAIL OFFICE , 4
STAFF 27 g;‘,b 0 kh#16 F11le1 %
CAA EXECHUTIVE :
| - 54
CAA BOARD . ﬁ§¢
CHAIRMEN 21 g7 1 10 48’”§”10 4876
D S TR S e
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SEOO EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE TABULATION

SECTION #1IV. ~ THE SEQC AND OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES

QUESTION - REFERENCE

#2, 75011 How well has the SE0QQ, on its own initiative,

3. sought out and developed or assisted in the
44d. development of Federal resources (programs,

: expertise, funds, etc.) that can be effectively
Cap 81 marshalled and/or coordinated to assist CAAs and
Iv-E other anti-poverty efforts within the state?
W.P, LIST federal resources mobilized during the

IvV-C past 6 months.

DESCRIBE significant successes.

P T S R T i T R D O S R e e Dy

TABULATION RESULTS

| e e

RESPONDING GROUPS # § Co0D | %\)gf gTOTAI l
SEQO STAFF 3 E 2 167 % k7 33%;}# 3 100%
REGIONAL OFFICE q § ol ol
STATFF 4 0o ° 50 /ofT 4 1100 /o g
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SEOO EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE TABULATION

SECTTION #V SEOQD -AND LOCAL -GOVERNMENT

QUESTION REFERENCE

#1, 7501-1 How well has the SEQO represented the Governor
2b. with respect to local units of government?

TABULATTION RE,SULFS

|

[ e s S e et

mmﬁmmmmem MMMW&W“WWﬁMW& t‘!{}ﬂ:}‘mﬁm&m‘ﬁ’wﬁ@% mwrmwxﬂaummmwwﬁ E

S
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RESPONDING GROUPS e 5 GOOD : POOR “ﬁ KNCW % TOTAL
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STAFTE 3 0 0 fgr 221670473 LOQ #
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SEQO EVALU\TIF)’\ OU} STIONNATRE T%BLLATIO\I

SECTION #V THE SEOO AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT

QUESTION ~REFERENCE

fA, 7501~1 How well has the SEO0O provided special technical
L : ‘ 4a, assistance where needed to local government
9? ’ ;’ : S agencies, in developing, cdonducting and ad-
-~ CAP 81 ministering programs to alleviate poverty?
I1-3

1.JST occasions during the past six months when
special technical assistance was provided.
Identify subject and who provided the tech-
nical assistance.

DESCRIBE significant successes OX fallures.

i SR o o
TABULATI RFSULTS
| s e -
RESPONDING GROUPS # Dov'r §
KNOW i TOTAL
i
SEQQO STAFF 1 L 1 | g
J’ 1004“ 1] o
f 100
REGIONAT, OFFICE ,
STAFF -3 #2 67%%#3 100%
LOCAL .
GOVERNMENT 15 §# oiF 3 112 8o %l 15 100 %
%7%#' 96%7’ %
SR S e o ;,fkmaw_ e
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SEOO EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE TABULATION

SECTION # VI THE- SEOO- AND COMMUNITY GROUPS, PRIVATE AGENCIES
‘ AND' GENERAL™ PUBLIC

QUESTION. REFERENCE

#1. - 7501-1 How well has the SEOO provided special technical

4a;, ’ assistance where needed to community groups in

; developing, conducting and admlnlsue?lng Pro-

. CAP 81 grams to alleviate poverty?

L II-A )
' LIST occasions during the past six months when
W.P. special technical assistance was provided.
I—B Identify subject and who pEOVLdud the tech~

nical assistance.

- DESCRIBE significant successes or failures.

%gmmﬁmmmmm S R R B B R T R A i WWW

TABULATTION RESULTS
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SEOO EVALUATION QUEST IONNAIRE TABULATION

SECTION #VII THE SEOQ. AND THE OEO REGIONAL QOFFICE

QUESTION REFERENCE

#7. 7501~1 How well has the SE0O advised OEO on funding
: 6d4d. requeQr% for all applicants within the state or
Who will operate within the state with written
comments on these applications.

m‘ﬁ’“ BB N S “UW.SZ:‘WY—" AR ‘f& i 5, Aﬂ%mmmm&i G SRy -!
TABULATION RESULT ‘g
e s ; g e
20 4 | nowtT |

BRESPONDING GROUPS # h GOOD - Ko E TOTAL y

i

SEOO STAFF 24
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P
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o B4t O § 3 o
%‘10 42 /033#24 1007

REGIONAL OFFICE

STAFF 130 fzo ol #1 40% b8 |60 % ii730 |100%
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SEQO EVA LDKTION QUESTIONNAIRE TABULATION

secTTON # VIL THE SEQQ AND THE OEO REGIONAL OFFICE

QUESTION REFERENCE

#8. 7501~ How well has the SECO consulted with the Regional
4a, office to determine OEO grantee needs for specisl~
o ized technical assistance and to get’ advice on how
w.P. the SEQO can -assist in meetlng these needs?
Iv-D

LIST occasions and grantees during the past
6 months when this was done.

DESCRIBE significant occasions when the SEQO
responded to Regional Office reguests.

B e R S S R S e ﬁamm&fmr»%ﬂ&mm@@@ﬂwxwmﬁfmwwmmmmm

TA B ULATTON R Il SULTS
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SEOO STAFF 24
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'SECO EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE TABULATION

SECTION #VIL THE. SEOO AND THE OEC REGIONAL OFFICE

QUESTION REFERENCE

#13. 7501-1 Has the SEQO provided the Regional Office with
6f. periodic written reports on its monitoring

activities plus other reporting of special
activity or problems to the appropriate OEO
Grant office?

LIST grantees where significant monitoring
was done during the past 6 months,

DESCRIBE circumstances and results.,
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