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WBPCCK REPORT . 

I. IN'I'f.DDUCTIO.'\ 

In accordance wi.t-_~ Section 98.3~ of the Fedi~ral Regulations, Vol. 40, 

f\lo •. 101, concerning . the D~pa.rtxrent of Lator Carprchen~ivc t-'lanpower Program and 

·crants, and the Texas D::part:rront of Caununity Affairs contractual resi_X)nsibilities 

t.hereur1der; a revie\>~ was initiated to dete.J:mino administrative and prograr:matic 
·' " .• ,. .. .... !.' ' 

, .. · pro:edures of the South Plains Association of Gov~nts (SPAG) • 'I'OC..l\, as the 

c:;lesignatcd Pri.rne Sponsor for the Balance of State, hr:~.s the 'resp:msibility under 

the abo·..re nEntioneclrules and regulations to e::nsure th-:it all contrac·ts ~,o.•ith prograra 

opt.::rato . .:s and their sulx~ontra~tors comply ~,lith CErA regulations. 

The basis for the revie\>~ was detennined for the follor.-.-ing reasons: 

1. Inquiries were Il'ade to the Department fcn11 Com;runity Based organi­

Zc:'ltions in Lublxx::k rt.>garding the administt"ative procedures utilized 

to sublet contracts. (Attach~nts 1 and 2) 

2. On September. 26, 1975, the E.-<ecutive Director of the TeY.as 

Department of Ccmuunity P..ffairs fol.'\'lardcd a letter to the E:xeeu-

tive Di.rE.....:::tcr of SPAG requestir~g that SPAG staff ccme to Austin to 

. diSC'..lSS FY '76 sub::ontracting procedures. (1\.ttach~nt . .3} 

3. On October 1, 1975, TOCA received correspondence fran SPl"'G 

stating that they -...;ould ·not cane to Austin to discuss these 

issues. (Attachrnent 4) · 

4. On October 3, 1975, a letter · v:as for ... TrJ.;:-ded by the Director of 

the McL&pcT.-<er Services Division, '!OCt\, again requGsting tha+: SPAG 

staff cx:xte to Austin to discuss FY '76 s~ntracting procedures. {Attch. 5) 
I . 

Bas~ on the aforementioned facts, ~1d conscio~s of ToeA's obligation to 

the Department of .Lab.>r, a review team wa.3 se.&t to the headquarters of SPl.G in 

Lubl::xJck, Texas, on Octobe!" 15 and 16, 1975. 

Consistent \•rith the autJ1ority grar.tej the Prime Srx:>nsor under the CC:t'A 
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Eligible 1-.pplicant, ~vhich reads: 

(b) "The grantez is required to establish internal prograrn manage­
ment procedures.. Such procedures shall be used by the gral"ltee 
in the monitoring of day-to-day operations to periodically review 
the perfonnance of the program in relation to program goals and 
objectives, and to measure the effectiveness and impact of pro­
gram results in terms of -participants, program activities and the 
carmuni ty. The objective of such procedures shall be the irr:::>rove-
rrent of overall program managerrent ·and effectiveness. " -

(c) "The grantee shall monitor all activities for which it has :teen 
provided funds under the Act to detennine whether the assurances 
and certifications rrade in its plans and the purposes and pro­
visions of the Act are being met, and to identify probl~"11S which 
rray require the grantee to take corrective action in order to 
assure such canpliance. The grantee shall fulfi!ll this rronitor­
ing function through use of internal evaluative procedures, the 
examination of program data, or through such special analysis or 
checking as it deems necessary and appropriate." 

P~ge 2 : 

The review procedure established by TOCA as Prime Sponsor consisted of 

inforrral interviews with parties involved in the SPAG sul:xxmtracting process. 

Interviews were conducted with the SPAG Executive Direct or and the Manpower staff 

as well as with all the potential subcontractors who sul:rni.tted proposals for 

Title I Classroan Training funds. Those subcontractors interviewed ..._-ere Lubl::x:>ck 

Opportunities Industrialization Cepter, Inc. (IDIC), Jobs For Progress, Inc. 

(SER), Texas Schools, Inc. (TSI), and Lubbock Independent School District . (LISD) . . 

T'ne review team also met inforrrally with tv.u rrenbers of the SPAG Board of 

Directors with whan the purpose for the onsite review ..._'as outlined and discussed. 

This proposed process is a:msistent with CETA Regulations, Section 

98. 26 (b) , Procedures for Resolding Issues Between Grantees and canplainants 

which reads as follows: 

(b) "Each Prime Sponsor or eligible applicant should establish in­
forrral review procedures such as inforrral hearings or sore 
other process to deal with issues arising between it and any 
aggrieved party." 

II. ~.ux;y 

This section of the report will chronologically establish and dOCl.IIl"er.t 

the sequence of events as discovered by the TOCA Review Team. Docurrentation 
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for the sequence of events can be found in the attachments section of this 

report. 

On March 6, 1975, the South Plains Regional Manp:JWer Advisory Council· 

rret and approved the establishrrent of a Task COordinating Camti.ttee (Attadu-rent 6) 

This crnm.i.ttee was given the authority to give final npproval for the FY 1 76 SPAG 

lv1 .. anp;:,wer Plan to be sul:mitted to TOCA. 

According to TOCA Revi€.'!11 Tea..'11 intervierllS with SPl\G staff 1 the Task 

Coo,rdinating Camti.ttee \A.Drked '>vith SPAG .t-1anpower staff in developing the .t-lantx)' . .Jer 

Plan that \ofclS eventually subnitted to the SPAG Board of Directors for review. 

On .t-1arch 10, 1975, the SPAG .t-tanro·rer staff suhnitted an outline of 
~ . 

the FY 1 76 Plan to l::oth the Manr.~ · r 1dvisory Co•.mcil and the Task Coordinating 

Can:nittee for their review. T'ne Task Coordinabng Corrmittee, acting \vit~ their 

delegated aut."lority and the P'lan~·.rer Advisory Council, approved the outline 

and authorized the. planning s~,ff to present the outline to the SPAG Board of 

Directors as the official reconncnclations of the South Plains Regional t-!an~ 

Advisory Council. (Attachrrent 7) 

On Match 11, 1975, the F'Y 1 76 l"-=111txJ'~r Plan \>las· subnitted to t.J:'le 

SPAG Board of Directors for review, it \·las approvro, and the 1-ia.np:J'v'.>er staff 

authorized to su1::mi t the Plan to Texas Department o f Carmunity Affairs (Attach-

rrent 8). 

On March 21, 1975 1 SPAG subnitted to TOCA its r·tanpow-er Plan for FY 1 76. 

After sul:mission of their Plan 1 S.l:'i~G obtained their request for prop:>sal pack-

age to be sutmitted to TOCA in accordance Hith their t-1anpcMer Plan for FY 1 76 . 

SPAG and ·LOIC sul::mitted their requests for proposal in their proper form. 

These prq::osals were reviewed by the Mant=aver Services Division and the Prirre 

Sponsor Plaruring Council on Hay 28, 1975. 

Following the PSFC rreeting, TOCA notified SPAG of its selection as the 

CE'IA contractor. for the City and County of Lubbock. 
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On June 24, 1975, SPAG mailed a I'C'lt:!lTOrandU:-n to thirteen (13) potential 

deliverers of the Classrc:x:m Training ccrnponent. SPAG provided to the Review Te.ar:1 

ele following list of potential subcontractors: 

Plumbing/Steam Fitters Union 629 
Const. Gen. Lal:x:>r Union Lcx::al 1253 
carpentry Lcx::al 1884 
Elect. Union Local 850 
Rider Tech. Inst. 
L.C.C. 
\'lest Texas Hane Health Agency 
L.I.S.D. 
Draughons 
TSI 
levelland Jr. College 
IDIC 
SER 

. 
This merrorandum provided inform"!tion on the guid2lines for subnission of letters 

of intent and proposals for subcontracting under CETA Title I for FY '76 (Attach-

rrent 9). Included in the rrcrrora'1dum were the follaving stipulations: 

1. All proposals offered in resp::mse to this solicitation must 

be received no later than 5:00p.m., July 11, 1975. 

2. Proposals must be type written and signed by an authorized 

official of the respondant offeror given signatory authori-

zation. Five copies of the prop:>sal offer including 

authorized signature must be submitted. 

3. All training provided by the offeror to the CETA participant 

JlU.lSt be conducted on an open entry/open exit basis in can-

plian~e with the FY ~76 CETA Plan for the South Plains Region. 

4. Prop:>sals that do not contain all required infor.nation or 

which are submitted after the above mentioned deadline 

cannot be accepted for consideration. 

5. Each offeror will be notified in t,,'I'iting no later than 

July 24, 1975, of acceptance or rejection of its proposal. 



6. The Association is under no obligation to accept any offer 

submitted. 

7. All offerors Im.lSt be certified by the Texas Education Agenct 

as being a qualified instructional facility in each course 

of training for which offer is made. 

8. Proposals must include the information and data specified in 

the section ~~~~rk Plan and Narrative," as outline-d. 

9. Proposals may be subni. tted for all or any of the services 

specified. The specified services for delivery of occupa­

tional training in an institutional setting for several 

occupations are listet:i i '1 Attachment A. 
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Additional infonnation accanpcmying the m=rrorandum was a listing of the 12riority 

skills for the areas as deterrrJned by a needs survey .for skill training. SPAG 

was unable to include information in the rrer.orandum on the arrount of CE'TA funds 

available for Classroom Training or the number of training slots available be­

cause this information \<."3S not knoNn by the Prirrc Sponsor. 

On June 27, 28, 29, 1975, advertisement of the solicitation for pro­

posals appeared in the Lublxx::k Ava lanche Journal , (Attachment 10). This public 

solicitation was . in conjunction with the aforerrentioncd ,mem::>randum of June 24, 

1975. 

On July 11, 1975, proposals were received from Draughons Business 

College, Texas ~hools, Inc. ar.d SER. 

On July 14, 1975, a rnerrorandurn fran SPAG was mailed to entities who 

submitted .prorA)sals , advising them that the deadline for r eceipt of proposals 

had l:::een extended until 5:00 p.m. July 18, 1975 (Attachrt\:nts llA a11d llB) . 

The memorandum stipulated that the follodir.g criteria would be utilized by 

SPAG in the evaluation of all proposals which met the new deadline: 
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1. the projected cost per client served 

2. the ability of the training agency to provide ad~~te follow­

up of trained clients. 

3. that the MSt dcm:mstrated effectiveness in :p<?Iformance of 

training f~1ctions will be extended significant consideration. 

4. the ability of the training agency to provide an adequate 

record-keeping system for evaluatory purposes. 

5. the ability of the agency to provide training services on 

an open entry/open exit basis. 

6. the design of the cours.e (s) offered by the training agency 

7. provision of TF.A cert.i fic:ation. 

~ne memorandum's stipulation of criteria No. 1, tbe projected cost per client 

served, was the first official notification thr.1t such a requirement would be us~i 

in the evaluation process. No explanation \\aS given in the rrerrorandum for the 

extension of the deadline. The date on which offerors of proposals were to re­

ceive notification of selection or rejection was also extended until 5:00 p.m., 

July 31, 1975. 

on July 16, 17, 18, 1975, public notice of the extension appeared in 

the Lubb:>ck Avalanche Journal.. (Attach-rent 12) • 

July 14 through 18, 1975, SPAG .ManEXJ<,.,-er staff and TOCA HanpJWer Ser­

vices Division staff rret in Austin to negotiate the CETA FY '76 contract. In­

cluded in the contract was $72,.32~.00 for Classrocm Training canp:ment. Prier 

to the negotiation of the contract neither TDCA nor SPAG could determine the 

amount of flli~ available for the Classroom Training component. 

On July 18, 1975, the deadline date for the first extension, proposals 

fran SER, South Plains Colle-ge and LOIC were sul:rnitted. 

On July 31, 1975, t.l-)e SPP.G Budget CG'llnittee met to review the pro­

p:>sals and r ejected all as being too high. Apparently this ccmnittee 
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established a second exte...-1sion ar:d deadline date for the solicitation or p-r-or-0::-als. 

It is unclear in the records whether the Bud;et Cormuttee had the aut.'"lority to 

authorize such an extension in lieu of the apparent lack of such stipulated 

authority fran the SPAG !bard. 

On August 1, 1975, a memorandum describing the actions of the Budget 

Committee's meeting of July 31, 1975 was sent to potential subcontractors noting 

the fact that the proposals were rejected and requested new proposals using a 

prescribed outline (Attachrrents 13A and 138). The na·T de~dline was established 

as 4:00 p.m., August 5, 1975. The memorandum further stated that notification 

of rejection or acceptance ~uld occur no later than 5:00 p.m., August 8, 1975, 

and that the total arrount of the r-.~.<1 proposals ~hould not exceed $72, 329.00 

The Budget Cacrnittee rreeting of July 31, 1975 a.'"'ld the SPAG rr.errorandum of August 1, 
. . 

1975, are the first official notifications to p1tc~ntial subcontractors of the 

arrount of funds available for Classroan Traini~J. 'l'his was approximately two 

weeks after SPAG received notice of the arrount avai] able fran TCCA (July 14-18, 

1975). 

On August 3, 4, 5, 1975, public notice of the extension appeared m 

the Lublx:x::k Avalanche Journal. (Attadt'Tiel1t 14) • 
; 

On June: 27, 1975, the t-layor of the City of Lublxx::k corresponded with 

the President of SPAG'..s Board of Directors expressing concern that SER and 

LOIC were of the opinion that the SPAG FY '76 plan vlas drafted in such a 

way in order to probably exclude the.rn fran being able to deliver any services. 

This letter further expressed that SER' s admi:U.strative cost for FY '75 was 

33% and LOre·, s administrative cost vTas 25% or maybe rrore. There is no evidence 

in the hands of this team, nor was any made available by any of the parties to 

supp:>rt these percentage ratios. (NOI'E: Copies of this letter were sent to 

SER, LOIC and SPAG staff - Attachrrent 15.) 

On July 2, 1975, LOIC communicated to SPAG via memorandum indicating 
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t.hat they had a rough draft of a SPAG FY 1 76 Plan and that there were a mr.tb2..r 

of items contained therein that needed further explanation. (Attach.rrent 16). 

Among those questions were: 

1. Had the .consideration of programs of derronstrated effective-

ness l::leP..n addressNi in the FY 1 76 Plan according to the 

CETA regulations? 

2. Could allowances be waived on a project basis? 

3. What \o.Ould be added to the rough draft of Plan one? 

4. r1hat activities, if any, were to be contracted' out? 

On July 3, 1975, SPAG staff responded to the al-..ove rrentioned m:rroran­

dum (and apparently telephone in<r.Jiries) , indic.::tting t.h.J.t the SPAG Re<jional t·'l1n,... 

~_r Advisory Council had rret on rJJarch 4 and 6 and detennined several critical 

policies for CETA FY 1 76 progra.'Tl. As indicated by that rrcrrorandum, these 

critical policies \\'ere as follc111s: 

1. There \-.ould re two program operation areas \'iithin the 

region - Lubl:xx:k County and the Balance of Counties in 

the Region - each \-Tith h.is 0\·.n program opo?rator. 

2 . CETA Title I funds by FY 1 76 program \1-.ould re broken do.m 

into percentages indicated as follo.-1s: 

Luboo::::k Coun J:Y. BOR 

cr 55% 15% 
CJT 5% 10% 
PSE 0 35% 
\VE 40% 40% 

The al::x:lve items indicat.2d the priority ranking of PSE positions for 

roth Title I and Title II. This rnerrorandum indicated that there ..._.-ere several 

rrajor problems and uncertainties surrounding planning for FY '76 in Lubb:x::k 

County. HcJV;ever, WIC \\'aS assured that a copy of the FY 1 76 CETA Plan would be 

available no later than ~bnday, July 7, 1975. (For detail, see Attachment 17) . 

As indicated previously, on July 18, 1975 LOIC fo~Vc1rded to SPAG a 

proposal package for co:1side.ration. Accompanying th.:lt proposal was a IT'Eill)ra."'\-
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dum e.'qlressing a nlJri'll::>Gr of pressing concerns. Serre of those a:mcerns being: 

1. A written qu.:tliEication of procedures where a waiver 
of allc:Mances could be obtained. 

2. Requesting inforr.ution where the :1ayor of Lublx>ck 
obtained inaccurate administrative cost figures for 
their prior CO:lt.."l.ct with SPAG. (Attachment 18). 

On July 28, 1975, the Hayor of Lublx>ck sent to SPAG staff a letter 

stating that he hc"ld been furnished a copy of the LOIC rrerrorandum of July 19, 1975 

(this is the san-e rrerrorandum referred. to as the July 18,, 1975 merrorandum fran 

IDIC) • This letter indicated that the Mayor had checked the LOIC budget of FY 1 75 

and said that that budget reflected an administrative cost of approxi."M.tely 58. 5~ .. 

On August 5, 1975, the LOIC Board of Directors transn.i.tted to SPAG 

a merrorandum which notif.ied SP.l\G of LOIC 1 s intent to file a grievance against 

the SPAG ManfXkler Program. (Attacl'~t 19). 

On l.ugust · 6, 1975, SER also transn.i. ttcd a merrorandum e>.pressing an 

jntent to file a grievance (Attac}lmi::>Jlt 20) . Both parties asked for a hearing 

with SPAG to aire their grievance. 

On August 6, 1975, one day after LOIC' s meitorandum stating their intent 

to file a grievance, the SPAG Executive Director notified ·IDIC of the receipt of 

their notice and informed them that the SPAG Grievance canni.ttee \o.Ould meet. at 

1:30 p.m. August 7, 1975. LOIC was requer.ted to present their grievance at 

that time. (Attachzrent 21) . In addition , the rnerrorandum cites CErA Rules and 

Regulations, Section 98.42, Complaints; Filing of Fo~~l Allegations; Dismissul, 

which reads: 



"Every forr:1al allegation shall be in writing and signed by the 
COTiplair.ant., and sh3.ll be SY:orn before a. Notary Public, or 
other duly authorized _perscm ...••. " 

(The citing o f this CETA Regulation 98.42 is in error as the SPAG memorandum 

actually quotes Section 98.43, Forms, and not Section 98.42.) rDIC was ad•Jis.:Y.:l 

to sul:mit their written grievance to SPAG by 10:00 a.m. August 7, 1975. SER 

was also advised to follo.v the same procedures. 

Upon receipt of their notice to &ppP~ at the Grievance Committee 

meeting, rDIC aga·in on August 6, transmitted anoth~r rcnTOrandum to SPAG tlut 

formally requested a copy of SPAG grievance procedure~. The memorandum stipulate1 

tl1at a copy of the procedures was needed by 5:00 p.m. on that day. (Attachrn-~nt 22). 

It is significant to r:r:t :2 at this point that the Department of I..ab:>r.'s 

P.ssistant Regional Director for H .. mpJWer (Anf1.1), \-.'h:m required to conduct a 

hearing, follows Section 98.47(a) 1 Hearings of the CL'TA Rules and lL""gt.llaticns. 

On August 7, 1975 1 the SER Board of Dir(.-'\.tors transni.tted to .SPAG, by 

10:00 a .m. , a formal grievance statement which said tlu~t SER felt that (1) they 

had not been given due consideration for funding, ~nd (2) that the allocated 

azrount for sulx:ontracting was not enought to meet the needs of the cannunity. 

(Attachlrent 23) . 

In re~nse to SPAG' s August 6, 1975 me.rroru.ndum concerning grievance 
I 

procedures, LOIC responded by a letter dated August 71 1975 requesting t..hat 

SPAG spell out grievance procedures in documented form and distribute same to 

all parties befqre they v.:ould file a formal grie~.7a'1ce. (Attachrrent: 24). 

Prior to the August 7, 1975 Grievar.ce Hearing, SPl\G had contacted 

TOCA concerning grievance procedures and was advised by staff to follow the 
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CETA Rules and Regulc1tions in r egards to their establisr~nt of grievance pro-

ccdurcs. 

The SPAG Grievance Procedures for Sub Contractors were made ava ilable 

to LOIC and SER on the evening of Au~•st 27 after the Gricv~nce Comnittee meetin0. 

(Attachment 25). The grievance prveedure consisted of excerpts, either in [)<:'1rt 'or 

full, fran the following CErA RuJP.s and Regulations: 

1. Section 98.43, Forrn 

2. Section 98.44 (a) (1) (2) (3) (4), Contents of Formal 
------~------Allegations; Arrenct:e:n t. 

3. Section 98.47 (a) (e), Hearings 

4. Section 98 . 48 (b), Initial Certification, Decisions, and. 
Notices 

Aside from adopting portions of the CETA Rules and Regulations as pro-

cedure for handling ccnplaints, SPAG further included a section in their grievanc,; 

pr ocedures that a llowed the follo,Ting: 

"If the carmittee fails to meet Hithin th·.:= time specified, the 
canplainant may f ile the ir gri evances with the State o f TP.xas, 
Balance of State, Comprehensive Dr!!?loyment '.i'raining Act Prime 
Sponsor." 

"Y7hen the hearin<J has ~n heard and the complainant is not 
satisfied with the fin<iing, t:I-1ey In.:\Y -fi le their grievance \vith 
the State of Texas CETA as Prirne Sp:msor." 

':&D meetings v1ere held on August 7, 1975 by SPAG Corrrn.ittees , a 

10:30 a.m. Budget Camti.ttee Meeting and a 1:30 p.m. Grievance Corrmittee Heetin'3" . 

The Budget Committee met to review proposals and the Griev~~ce Committee met to 

hear the grievances of IDIC .md SER. 

As r eferenced previously, the c losing date for t.l-}e receipt of s ub-

contract proposals was· August 5, 1975. It is apparent that t he Budget Corrmittee 

of SPAG decided to accept profX)sals after tl1is published date and tag same 

"Late Proposals". (Attachrr.ents 26 and 27). 

At the Budget Comnittee meeting roth Texas Schools and South Plains 
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College rcsubnritted proposals for the same courses with no changes in their 

proposed cost per client. Druughons Business College resubmitted a proposal ~ith 

a considerable reduction in cost per client. Neither SER nor I.OIC resubnittcd 

their prop:>sals at this tim2. The Budget Comnittee further directed that the 

CEI't\. 1-la.np:Mer Director n2gotiate v.ri th each offeror for ClassrCXY.n Training a.:1d 

report to the Board the results of those negotiations. It is unknown v1hether or 

not the Budget Comnittee had the authority to again extend deadline dates for 

the acceptance of proposals without fo:rtMl SPAG Board action, or \>nether or n.:>t 

this Ccmnittee was authorized to direct reco11mcndations for negotiations with 

each offeror for Classroom Training. 

At the Grievance CClTT!'i +-t r~ rreeting, roth LOIC and SE.R chose not to 

present their grievances to the committee due to lack of established procedures. 

LOIC spokespersons indicated, according to the minutes of that meeting (attach­

ment 28) that they could not present their grievances because SPAG had been 

unable to answer many questions aoout their grievance procedures, and thus they 

~re not fully apprised \vhat the grievance procedures were. A SER sp:>kesperson 

indicated that SER v.Duld present their formal grievances to the Balance of State 

Prime Sponsor and that they did not vlant a ruling fran the Grievance Corrmittee . 

The spokesperson. al.so indicated th.:it SER \>DUld like information on \vhat the 

SPAG grievance procedures \-:ere. After much discussion of the subcontracting 

issue, and the verbal expression of grievdilces by roth LOIC and SER, the GrieJ­

ance Ccnmittee ~eting concluded v!ith a unanirrous ly passed rrotion which stated 

that the Grievance Committee felt that they had complied with their portion of 

the grievance procedures , and that the next procedure \vas for them to go "to the 

next higher level." (Attachment 28, Page 10) 

On August 12, 1975, the SPP.G Board of Directors rret and authorized 

the SPAG rranpower staff to commit the entire aiTount of $52,671 in Section 112 
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Vocational Education Funds to (1) Texas Schools, Inc., (2) South Plains CollE.><;e 

and (3) Draughons. The Bo:lrd also directed H:mpa"'er Staff to try to obtain a 

~aiver of allowances paid ~o participants in Classroom Training so that the 

addi tiona! funds could be used to develop rrore Classroom 'l'raining slots. 'I'hc 

Bo:l.rd furtherrrore p..1ss.:?d a rrotion that SPAG alleN/ I.OIC and SER until f,ugust 26, 

1975 to submit proposals based on $72,329 plus the associated all~vances. 

(Attachment 29). Their proposals v1ere to be revieM-~ by the South Plains Regioaal 

Manp:JW& Advisory Council at its August 29, 1975 rl'lo2c ting. {Attachm2nts 30, 31 

and 32). Tlus extension of the deadline constituted the fourth extc...'1sion jn the 

sul:::x::ontracting process. Tl1cre is no public record, other than the minutes of 

the SPAG Board of Directors rrect:l!!:J, \ih.ich .indic<:.~tcs that this extension v.·as 

advertised in the local ne\'lspaper as had previous extensions. 

On August 12, 1975, the Chairman of th~ South Plains Regional !-1an-

po.o.'Cr Advisory Council rescheduled the Cou.'1cil meet ing of August 21, 1975 tmtil 

August 29, 1975. The purp:>se for the reschedul i nq was t hat the SPAG Board 

directed that proposals not b; reviewed until l'.ll0U?t 29, 1975 und thus the 

August 21, 1975 meeting wuuld unnccessariJy result in hr.:> meetings. {Attachn""Cnt 33) 

On or about August 14, 1975, the TF.A field representative notified 

the Lubl:xx;k Independent School District {LISD) that all the FY '76 Vocational 
~ 

Education Funds for Classroan Training had already been coomitted and that the 

only funds that rerrained unobligatro was $72, 329. 00 in CErA Title I funds. 

Interviews by the Review Tt!am ·wi.th the Director of Adult Education for LISD 

revealed that LISD had b..."'en the only contractor in FY '75 for Classroom 'l'r;:tining 

under Section 112 Vocational Education Funds. Prior to August 14, 1975, LTSD 

had not been contacted by SPAG concerning contract negotL:1tions for FY '76 and 

thus had not sutrnitted a proposal. On or aoout this date LISD info!TiY.?d S?;.G 

that they had received their initial solicitation for proposal. LISD then \o.'e.Ilt 
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to SPAG and obtained a oopy of the latest proposal guidelines. 

On August 26, 1975 , WIC infonned TOCA-r-1SD that they would present 

their grievances to the Manp:::Mer Advisory Ccmnittee on August 29, 1975, and that 

they were requesting a response to their grievances by September 4, 1975. 

(Attachrent 34) • 

On August 26, 1975, the Executive Director of WIC verbally advised 

SPAG that their original proposal and oost per client served would rerrain the 

same as previously sul:mitted, and that they could not sul:mi.t a proposal because 

the CETA FY'76 Plan had not been published and printed, and because too many 

questions and issues about the Plan had not been clarified by SPAG. (Attachment 35). 

SER, however, sul::rnitted a proposal which utilized the entire $72,329.00 arrount. 

On or about August 26, 1975, a proposal from LISD was intrcxiuced into the sub­

contracting process. (It is \.U'lknawn at this time if SPAG discussed the legitimacy 

of this proposal consi dering what actions had transpired to date.) In addition, 

a proposal from Texas Schcols, Inc. was also given consideration, altrough no 

proposal had been fonnally sul:rnitted on August 26 , 1975, and their original 

proposal had already been partially funded through Section 112 Vocational Education 

Funds. Interviews with TSI indicated that TSI did not fornally submit a second 

proposal until late September, 1975. 

On August 27, 1975, the President of the SPAG Board wrote a letter to 

WIC infonning them that since WIC had chosen not to resul::rnit a proposal on 

August 26, 1975, there was no. need to continue further discussion of the FY'76 

delivery plan. WIC was infonned that the SPAG Board of Directors would rreet 

on Septanl?er' 9, 1975 and the deliverers of Classrcom Training would be selected 

at that time. WIC was further advised that they has exhausted their administra­

tive re:nedy at the local level and that they should pursue their grievances at 

the state level. (Attachment 36.) 
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On P.ugust 28, 1975, the Executive Director of I.OIC transmitted to LOIC 

Board m:.ml:x:!rs and other concen1~-d parties a S\tr.ITary of events to date as viev;C'Cl 

by I.OIC staff. T'ne letter a.ddressed LOiC's concerns about SPAG's publish.ing of 

the r-1anp::1.•1er Plan, and LOIC' s request to the 1-l?.yor of Lubbock on August 26, 1975 

to appear before the Regional llm1::ower l.dvisory Co•.mcil to present <;rievances. 

The Director states that approva.l \vas given to appear at the meeting but that 

this was later rescinded . The Director stated that IOIC \\'OUld attend t:r,e rreeting 

and atte11pt to present their grievance. Furthcrrrorc, the Director expressed 

concern about the accuracy of information which was tra.nsmitte-d to the SPAG Eo.."\rd. 

concerning LOIC operations (Attachment 37). 

On August 29, 1975, lh.: ~lanpY.·:er fl.dvh:ory Council met but no quoru:n 

was present. No decision \vas nHde on which prorosals to rcc()r."f(l0nd to the SPl\G 

B:Jard and the matter \'laS left up to the SPAG Bcx'l:rd of Directors meeting of 

September 9, 1975. 

On September 2, 1975, the Executive Co:rrnitt.cc of the SPAG P.oard of 

Directors rret and decided that the CL'TA Title I Classroan Training funds would 

be divided. The Hanf:O.ver Director was instructed to prepare a list of options 

or alternative plans .. bY which to divide t."'le funds. According to intervierl'ls with 

the Manpc:J\'<-er Director approximately seven optional plru~s y,·crc developed. At 

the request of the President of the SPAG Board three plans \\'ere selected a.r.d 

presented to the SPAG Board of Directors at their s~pt~rber 9, 1975 ITL~ting, for 

approval of one'of the plans. 

On Septerr.ber 3, 1975, LOIC transmitted to SPAG several letters \vhich 

ask SPAG· if the FY '76 H=.mpower Plan has in fact b::>t:n approvE.•j, either in part 

or full, and if so, by y,ro-n. These questions were apparently generated durir.g 

the r1anpc:M-er Advisory Council r..eeting of August 29, 1975. {Attachments 38A, 

38B, 38C) 
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Also on Sept~ 3, 1975, the MJ.yor of Lubbock transmitted to LOIC 

a letter which stated that "the South Plains Regional Manpower Advisory Council 

does not nCM have, and has never had, any jurisdiction over grievance proce:~ures 

or the authority to hear or make recomrendations on grievance car.plaints . " The 

lettcrr mukes note of the fact tlut SPAG does have a grievance camtittee. The 

letter further stated that, "It IMY be that you \•,uuld prefer to make any canplaint 

directly to the TOCA in Austin, or to sare Washington office, or if your board 

feels necessary, to get s~ court to try to construe the tangled v:eb of guide-

lines, instructions, etc." (Attar.hment 39) 

On September 5, 1975, LOIC transmitted a letter to the Mayor of 

Lubb::x:k in which the l-1ayor is adv.i ')E!<.'l that WIC attempted to inform· tne SPl\.G 

Board on July 8, 1975 of LOIC's grievance concerning the lack of an approved plan 

for Lubbock County. Also inc luded in this letter arc eighteen (18) questions 

to the Mayor concerning the F'l '76 Plan and its accarpanying narrative, as ·.vell 

as other related questions. (Attachi:'Dnt 40) 

On September 8, 1975 the Hayor of Lubl:x:x:k respcmded to questions p:>sed 

by LOIC. (Attachrrent 41) 

On September 9, 1975, the SPAG Bo.:lrd met and selected proposal "B'r 

which equally distributed the $72,329.00 a.rrong SER, LOIC, LISD and TSI. (Attach-
' 

rrent 42) • 

The Ma.r1p:J1.-1er Director was given explicit. instructions that all of 

these agencies must rreet all the r._:quired prerequisites before their prop:>sals 

were approved. At this p:>int SER \..,.as further advised that they v.uuld re required 

to have 'l'FA certification by September 23, 1975. The Board further directed that 

Manpower staff not assist SER in obtaining certification. Significant in these 

sequences is the fact that on August 14, 1975 SPAG had corresponded with TE:; 

seeking official notification as to whether or not SER and LOIC \vere certified 

by their agency. TEi\ respo11ded by a letter dated August 15, 1975 stating that 
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t.h.--:1t office was unable to furnish official informati0n as to these agencies 

certification, ho.vever, indicating that WIC \·JUs, in fact, · certified in a n1..1r.ber 

of areas and that in ord2r to get infonration as to SER's certificat ion, SPAG 

was requested to write the Director of Proprietary Schools and Veteran Education 

in Austin as to Sf:.R's certification status. (Attacr .. 1'<c.nts ~3 and 44). SPAG 

inmediately responded by a letter dated August 19, 1975 seeking aforetonarred 

information as directed. The Texas Education Agency, Austin office, replied to 

this inquiry by a letter dated September 16, 1975, that stated neither SER no.::-

WIC were required to hold a certificate of approval under the Texas Proprietary 

Schcol Act. This correspondence further stated that LOIC was approved for 

veterans training in the follo.-1 j 1 ~~; prCV"r?-'1'\S: 

Clerk 'l'ypist 
cashier/ChecK-er 
Autarobile Hechanks 
Welding 

SER did not have approval status for veterans and had not made an application 

for such approval. (Attachments 45 and 46) 

At this sarre meeting of Septanl::e.r 9, 1975, as referred to above, SER 

read to the Board of SPAG a letter fran TEA dated No,:c.i'bcr 21, 1972 statlng t:.r.a.t 

their organization was exe~"Tpt fran the Texas Propric:tary School Act. (Attach-

rnent 47). Further discussion at the meeting revealed that certification docs 

not rrean the sane as accreditation, as it tal<es tv.u years of operation to acquire 

accreditation in order to qualify to serve veterans, according to TC'...A • 

. . 
Also on September 9, 1975, IDIC transmitted to the President of the 

SPAG Board of Directors concern about the lack of ~-ticipation and representation 

of Blacks and other minorities in the "governrrental process" and expressed hope 

that the SPAG Board will add minorities to the Board. (Attachrrent 48) 

On September 10, 1975, WIC and SER ¥:ere officially notified by tr.e 

SPAG t-1anpa..;er Directors of the SPAG Board action of Septe!nber 9, 1975. (Attacl'-.:1\?r:t 49,) 
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The letters advised t.~ern of t11e arrount · of funds available to them, the .nt.rrlber of 

clients to be served, and that they mu.st notify SPAG by !Septemter 16, 1975 of 

their intent. 

On September 16 1 19751 SER, LISD, and TSI veri?ally notified SPAG of 
I· 

their intent · to contract. LOIC infontl:...~ SPAG j n writing of their intent to 

contract. (Attachment 50) 

On September 23 1 1975 1 no certification or exemp~ion letter from SER 

was fo:n-,-drded to SPAG by the 5:00 p.m. deadline. · On this day SPAG dropped 

SER from the subcontractor's list. 

On September 24 I 1975 I finalization of contracts regan and funds \vcre 

redistributed arrong the three r\:.'!'~, ining sJ.bcontractors, IDIC, TSI and LISD. 

On October 1 1 1975 1 the three subcontracts with LOIC, TSI and LISD 

VJere signed. (Attachrents 51, 52 and 53). '11le contracts stipulations for 

each of the subcontractors \·.rere: 

1. LOIC received a contract for $22,680~00 to £crve tvJCnty­
eight (28) participants in clerk typist training at a 
cost of $810.00 per partici~1t. 

2. TSI received a contract for $25,000.00 to serve 
twenty-five (25) pa.rticipants in voiC!lding, autor:otive 
and refrigeration training at a cnst of $1 1 000.00 per 
~cipant. 

3. LISD r~eived a contract for $23,940.00 to serve 
thirty-eight (38) participants in secretarial train­
ing at a cost of $630.00 per participant. 

The contracted ~icxl is from Octcber 1 1 1975 through July 31, 1976. The sub-

contracts were received by TOCA on Oc:tober 7, 1975. 
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III . CO~CERL\JS 1\ND CONCLUSIONS OF FACT 

A. The planning process for the implementation and the ongoing effective­

ness for any CETA project is of the utrrost ilr.fortance . Included in this process 

is the need to share and confer with all segments of a community throughout. 

The CETA regulations provide for these functions generally in Section 95.14, 

Contents and Description of Grant Application and Section 95.13 "Planning Process 

and Advisory Councils ." 95.14 (C) (1) states specifically that the contractor 

rrust provide a description of the planning system and participation of comnunity 

based organizations and the population to be served. SPAG ,could and should have 

derronstrated greater effort with less "bureaucratic hinderance" to tilrely and 

readily furnish such information regarding their FY'76 plan with at least 2 

cormrunity based organizations as indicated in attachments to this report. There 

was minirral corrrnunications in working with ccmnunity based organizations to finalize 

their manpower plan. As discussed with SPAG officials, it s hould be noted that some 

of the problems contributing to this ·situation consisted of state guidelines, federal 

guidelines and general problems of administering a new program in an expedious manner. 

B. The SPAG Board, corrrni ttees, sub-conmi ttees and corrmuni ty advisory 

structure lacked clearly delineated organization of au~~ority 3nd responsibility. 

Board functions in the area of policy making was too often interwoven with staff 

functions of program administration. One of the major results of these tv1o 

circumstances was in comnunity based organizations and other potential sub­

contractors having to deal with a variety of corrrnittees, sub- corrrnittees, staff 

and Board members whose actions contributed to a great deal of unnecessary 

delay and confusion. This also resulted in individual Board rrembers, corrmittees 

and sub-committees making independent decisions . The authority vested inco~ 

mittees, sub-corrrnittees and Board ItEmbers was not clearly established. An 

example of the confusion caused by this situation was that the Manp:JWer Advisory 

Council of SPAG created a Task Coordinating Carmittee. This Council gave the 

Task Coordinating Committee authority to give final approval for submission to 
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TOC.Z\ the FY'76 rrenpower plan for the region. A major concern abJut this 

process is that there were no guidelines to apply to the approval process that 

would provide for corrmuni ty review and input. The Manpower Advisory Council 

and the Task Coordinating Conmittee sutrnitted an outline of the plan directly 

to the SPAG Board. Although there was corranuni.ty input into the outline of the 

FY' 76 Plan, the opportunity for continued corn:nunity input into the total 

develop-rent of the FY' 76 Manpower Plan was diminished. SPAG officials have noted 

that a rrajor factor in this area wa~ the short tilre frame necessary· to accomplish 

the purp:>se of expediously processing the Plan. 

C. It was SPAG's decision to utilize a Request for. Proposal process. 

A number of inconsistencies and inadequacies were reflected in this process . . 

1. A lack of systemtic logging system to record the 

mailing of and r eceipt of proposals and other contrac­

tual related rorrespondence and corrrnunication. 

2. Information contained in the solicitation for proposal 

was incomplete and later rrodified in subsequent extensions. 

3. Requirements of potential subcontractors wer~ not clearly 

established and were inconsistently applied to potential 

sul:r-contractors. 

4. No provision was made for organizations exempt from TEA 

certification. 

5. The first public advertiserrent did not include the cost 

per client cri teria later used. SPAG stated dollar 

figures for this component had not been finalized ~,ere­

fore it could not be included in the advertiserrent. 

6 . New bids were authorized by the budget corrmi ttee and 

seemingly without authority from the SPAG Board . 

7. On twu occasions, public notice of new bids did not appear 

until the last three days of the respective extension 
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apparently occuring fran August 12, 1975 to August 26, 1975. 

SPAG stated this was necessary because of the restricted time 

frames and need for expediating the contracting process. 

8. Neither .public notices nor "private" mailed solicita-

tions provided for the acceptance of late proPJsals 

which resulted in not having a clear and definate cut-

off date for the acceptance of proposals. 

9. The proposal fran the Lubl:x:>ck Independent School District 

I 

was considered in spite of the fact that three deadlines 

had passed and three. subcx:>ntractor proposals had been · 

accepted. 

10. Texas School Inc. 1 s proposal was accepted as late as 

mid-September of 1975 approximately 2 weeks after the final 

deadline date as revealed in an interview with TSI personnel. 

D. On August 5 through August 7, 1975, it was in fact known to SPAG that 

grievances were contemplated by cornnunity groups. Nhile sane confusion as to 

the nature of the grievance procedures to be used by SPAG is understandable, 

SPAG should have observed basic considerations of "fair play" in resolving 

grievances against it. It appears that the handling of grievances fran two 

carmunity groups fell short of such basic considerations. Evidence of the lack 

of basic considerations and adequate procedures are as follows: 

1. SPAG did not provide the canplainants with a clear 

statenent of grievance procedures at the time of the 

request, prior to or at the hearing. 

2. The arbitrary requirenent that such ccmplaints be for-

mally prepared in less than twenty-four {24) hours is 

questionable "reasonable ootice" as outlined in SPAG 1 s 

own grievance procedures. 
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3. Canplainants were not advised of the authority vested in 

grievance carmittee 1.vhich addressed their canplaints. 

E. Equal opportrmi ty ccrnpliance is as much a part of SPAG' s contractual 

obligation as any of the other portions of the contract executed with TOCA. 

Our concerns in the area of equal opportrmity are: 

1. No members of minority ethnic groups are on the SPAG Board 

of Directors. It should be noted that SPAG has initiated 

action to bring about ethnic representation on the Board. 
I 

2. The makeup of the SPAG staff in general reflect~ a need 

for positive affirmative action e~forts. 

3. To date SPAG has not supplied TOCA with an approved affirma-

ti ve action plan, however, subsequent to the review we 

have been advised that . the SPAG Board has approved an 

affirmative action plan. 

4. The subcontracting process resulted in corrrnuni ty based 

manpower organizations receiving no or substantially low 

funding. 

F. SPAG did not maintain or did not make available to TOCA the type of 

specific, detaile:l programnatic information necessary to enable the Prilre 
' 

Sponsor to adequately and completely monitor, review and evaluate the adminis-

trative structure and process used by SPAG to subcontract the classrocrn train-

ing canp:ment. 
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IV. REXX:M1ENDATIONS 

A. In that SPAG has negotiated their FY 1 76 planning contract with TOCA, 

it is rec:x::rrrrended that SPAG furnish TOCA with all docurrents, minutes of meetings, . 

and all evidence of efforts to involve the ccmnunity as a whole, especially 

minority groups, in the planning process for FY 1 77. It is further recamended 

that SPAG supPly TOCA with copies of all correspondence evidencing involvement 

of Ccmnuni.ty Based Organization input into the planning process. 

B. As there was a lack of clearly delineated authority and responsibility 
l 

of the SPAG Board, camtittees, sub-carrni.ttees and camu.mity advisory structure, 

it is reccxrrrended that SPAG furnish TOCA the approved organizational chart of 

SPAG with the appropriate dc:x::urrentation which clearly expresses the responsi­

bility and authority of the Board, its carmittees and sub-carrni.ttees, and 

advisory councils. It is further recamended that SPAG notify Ccmnunity Based 

Organizations in Lubl:::ock County that infonnation regarding the organizational 

structure is available for their perusal. 

C. It is recomnended that SPAG suhnit to TOCA for approval the procedure 

for future solicitation of proposals inclusive of the methodology for selecting 

subcontractors, adequate to prevent the inconsistencies and inadequacies 

identified in Section III, "Concerns and Conclusions of Fact," Subsection C. 

D. It is reccmrended that SPAG provide TOCA with the process used to 

select sul:x::ontractors and provide justification (such justification being 

acceptable to TOCA as administratively sound a&!d in accordance with the solici-

tation of proposal dOCUiient and established criteria as identified in SPAG 1 s 

rrarorandum to potential contractors on July 14, 1975) for those organizations 

Selected whose proposals were accepted after the August 26 deadline and reasons 

for those organizations not selected. 

E. It is recarmended that SPAG utilize the grievance procedures as outlined 
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in r·1anp<:JWer Services Directive No. 75-38 dated September 26, 1975 and rrake 

standard grievance procedures available to SER, LOIC and any others desiring to 

initiate a grievance. This .Ma.np<:JWer Services Directive under the FY' 76 contracting 

procedures is a contractually binding part of the contract upon issuance by the 

Texas Depart:n'ent of Conmunity Affairs. Specifically with relation to the com­

plaints of SER and LOIC, in the event that either SER or LOIC elects to pursue 

thei:z;- grievances further, it is rea::mrended that SPAG i.nplerrent and follow the 

Grievance Procedures specified iri Manp::Mer Services Directive Nurrber 75-38 

ccmrencing at Section III, "Formal Complaint." {The contract requires as 

aforesaid that SPAG follow such standard grievance procedures. ) 

F. It is reconm:mded that SPAG be required to submit to TOCA within fifteen 

{15) days of receipt of this report its Affinnative Action Plan currently in 

use by SPAG pending' final approval by their federal cognizant agency. It is 

further recornrended that SPAG submit to TOCA any additions, deletions or altera­

tions of their affirmative action plan as adopted. 

G. In a cooperative effort to resolve the periling issues and ensure corrpliance 

in future activities, the following actions are proposed: 

1. Minutes of all meeting of Board of Directors, Cornnittees, 

Sub-carmi ttees and Task Force, that relate to CE":m matters be 

su1::mi. tted to TOCA. 

2. That all reports of subcontracts, expenditure reports and 

client data be subrnitted to TDCA in a t:i.Irely manner as pre­

scribed in the contract and the subsequent directives to the 

contract. 

3. TOCA will provide technical assistance to SPAG in their efforts 

to correct technical deficiencies and will monitor activities to 

prevent problems of this nature occurring in the future. 
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ATI'Jll:HMENI'S INDEX 

1. P.ailgram fran LOIC to SPN; asking for grievance procedures to be exhausted 

before filing of CXlmplaint with Prirre Sp:msor; August 13, 1975. 

2. Letter from SER to TOCA requesting the Governor's Office and TOCA to recon­

sider decision in selecting SPAG as contracting agent for Manpower Services 

in Lubbock County; Sept.errber 26, 1975. 

3. Letter fran TOCA to SPAG requesting an o:tober 1, 1975 rreeting; Septerrber 

26, 1975. 

4. Letter from SPAG to TOCA refusing to attend October 1, 1975 rreeting and en­

closing answers to questi<;>ns posed by TOCA; October· 1, 1975. 

5. Letter from TOCA to SPAG again requesting that SPAG staff go to Austin to 

meet with TOCA staff on October 9 or October 14, 1975, October 13, 1975. 

6. Minutes, South Plains IEgional Manpc:Mer Adviso.ry Council Meeting; M:lrch 6, 

1975. 

7. Minutes Task Ccordination Camri. ttee of the South Plains Regional ManfX=Mer 

Advisory Council Meeting; March 10, 1975. 

8. Minutes, SPAG Board of Directors meeting, March 11, 1975. 

9. Merrorandum, guidelines for submission of letters of intent and proposals for 

subcontracting under CETA Title I f or FY '76; June 24, 1975. 

10. Public advertiserrent notice, sworn notarization of publishing of legal notice 

no. 80-1552 in Lub:t::xxk Avalanche Journal on June 27, 28 and 29, 1975; June 30, 

1975. 

llA, llB. 
Letters from SPAG to I.DIC and SER, FIRST extension of deadline for receipt 

of proposals fran July 11, 1975 to July 18, 1975; additipnal criteria utilized 

in the evaluation of proposals; July 14, 1975. 

12. Public advertisement notice, sworn notarization of publishing of legal notice 

no. 80-6969 in Lubbock Avalanche Journal on July 16, 17, and 18, 1975; July 18, 

1975; July 18, 1975. 

13A, 13B. 
M:rrorandums fran SPAG to LOIC and SER, notification that Budget Ccnrnittee 

meeting of July 31, 1975 has rejected all proposals because they exceeded the 

arrount of rroney allotted for tuition in the FY '76 budget, and requesting that 

proposals be resubnitted in accordance with attached outline not exceeding 

$72,329.00 by SEXXND deadline date of August 5, 1975; August 1, 1975. 

14. Public advertisement notice, sworn notarization of pUblishing of legal notice 

no. 81-3025 in Lubb::x:k Avalanche Journal on August 3,4, and 5, 1975; August 5, 

1~75 . 

15. Letter fran the mayor of Lubbock to the SPAG Board of Directors President 

giving information that the administrative costs of SER is 33% and IDIC's 25% · 

or more, June 27, 1975. 
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16. Herrorandum fran SPAG to I.OIC concerning rough draft of CErA Plan for :EY ' 76; 

July 2, 1975. 

17. 1-arorandum from SPAG to I.OIC discussing FY 1 76 CErA Plan and giving assurance 

that a copy of FY 1 76 CETA Plan will be available to IDIC no later than July 7; 

July 3, 1975. 

18. letter fran I.OIC to SPAG expressing a number of concerns, including an inabiJity 

to detennine where the mayor of Lubbc:x:::k obtained inaccurate administrative cost 

figures; July 18, 1975. 

19. r.En'orandum fran :WIC to SPAG advising that the IDIC Boa.nl of Directors has voted 

to initiate grievance procedures against SPAG; August 5, 1975. 

20. Letter fran SER to SPAG advising that the SER Boa.nl of. Directors has voted to 

file a grievance against SPAG; August 6, 1975. 

21. M=rrorandum fran SPAG to IDIC acknc:Mledging receipt of notice that IDIC will 

initiate a grievance against SPAG and informing :WIC that their grievance 

should be submitted in writing to SPP.G by 10:00 2 .m., August 7, 1975, and that 

the Grievance Carmri.ttee will m=et at 1:30 p.m., August 7, 1975; August 6, 1975. 

22. lo'.errorandum fran p:>IC to SPAG ackna.;ledging receipt of notice of date of Grievance 

Comni ttee M=eting and r equesting a copy of carplete grievance procedures by 

5:00 p .m., August 6, 1975; August 6, 1975. 

23. Grievance staterrent of SER against SPAG expressing grievances; August 7, 1975. 

24. Letter from :WIC to SPAG requesting docurrentation and distribution of grievance 

procedures before forrral filing of grievances; August 7, 1975. 

25. SPAG grievance procedures for subcontractors; undated; received by IDIC on 

evening of August 7, 1975, receipt date by SER is unknown. 

26. Mercorandum fran SPAG to SER informing them of the Budget Corrmi ttee decision­

to accept another bid from SER that will be tagged "lat,e proposal" and estab­

lishing a THIRD extension and deadline date of 12:00 noon, August 11, 1975; 

August 8, 1975. 

27. M:rrorandum from SPAG to WIC infonning them of the Budget Ccmtri.ttee decision· to 

accept another proposal from I.OIC that will be tagged "late proposal" and es­

tablishing (concurrent with above) a THIRD extension and deadline date of 

12:00 noon, August 11, 1975; August 8, 1975. 

28. Minutes, Grievance Carrnittee Meeting; August 7, 1975. 

29. Minutes, SPAG Board of Directors, August 12, 1975. 

30. Letter fran SPAG to LOIC infonning them of decision of SPAG Board to ccmni t 

all TFA funds of $52,671.00 to Droughons, To_xas Schools Inc., and South Plains 

College and to allow SER and I.OIC two weeks fran August 12, 1975, to sul::rni.t a 

proposal for $72, 329. 00 and associated allCManC8S, thus establishing a F(){JRI'H 

extension ~d deadline date of 5:00 p.m., August 26, 1975; August 14, 1975. 
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31. Letter from SPAG to SER informing thr:om of decision of SPAG Board to corrmit 
all TEA funds of $52,671.00 to Droughons, Texas Schools Inc., and South 
Plains College and to allow SER and LOIC two weeks from August 12, 1975, to 
sul:::rni t a proposal for $72, 329. 00 and associated allo.vances, thus establishing 
a FOURI'H extension and deadline date of 5:00 p.m., August 26, 1975; August 14, 
1975. 

32. 1-"errorandum fran SPAG to IOIC and SER giving additional notification of fourth 
extension and deadline date; August 14, 1975. 

33. H:rrorandum f:rom SPAG to members of Manpower Advisory Council postponing the 
Council's rreeting of August 21, 1975, and rescheduling it for 1:30 p.m., 
August 29, 1975; August 12, 1975. 

34. Letter fran LOIC to TOCA of LOIC intent to present grievance at rreeting of 
Manpc:Mer Advisory Council on August 29, 1975, and request to. rreet with TOCA 
on September 4, 1975; August 26, 1975. 

35. MEm::>randum from IOIC to SPAG informing thern that because the FY 1 76 Manfo,Yer 
Plan has not been published and printed and because too many questions rerrain 
unanswered, IOIC cannot submit a p~.::: ; x:>sal to con 1!· •. ~ ·t classroom training. The . 
letter further states that IDIC will present their grievances at the Mmpc:Mer 
Advisory Council rreeting of August 29, 1975, and re:ruests an answer to their 
grievances by September 3, 1975; August 26, .+975. 

36. Letter fran SPAG to IDIC stating that since no proposal was sutrnitted to SPAG 
by IDIC by fourth extension and deadline date, that there is no need discuss 
the FY' 76 Plan but to begin with the planning process for FY 1 77. Furtherrrore, 
the letter states that the administrative rerredies have been exhausted at the 
local level, and that IDIC can pursue their grievances at the state level; 8/27/75. 

37. Letter fran LOIC Ex:ecuti ve Director to IOIC Board rrerrrers and interested parties 
surrma.rizing what has transpired to date from IDIC 1 s viewpoint, and expressing 
continued intent to present grievances at ~.anpc:Mer Advisory Council rreet.i.i'lg of 
August 25, 1975; August 28, 1975. 

38. A, 38. B, 38. C. 
Letters fran LOIC to SPAG Board members inquiring as to whether the FY 1 76 
Mmp::Mer Plan has in fact been approved, either in part or in full, and if so, 
by whom; September 3, 1975. 

39. Letter from the nayor of Lubbock to IOIC infonning them that the Manpower 
Advisory Council does not have any jurisdiction over grievance procedures or 
the authority to hear or rrake recc:mrendations on grievance complaints. The 
l~tter makes note of a SPAG Grievance Ccrrmi ttee and the SPAG Board meeting of 
September 9, 1975, and further adds that IDIC nay prefer to make a <Xlnplaint 
directly to TOCA in Austin, or to sane Washington office, or to the courts; 
September 3, 1975. 

40. Letter· fran the mayor of Lubbock to IDIC answering the eighteen (18) inquiries 
be answered; September 5, .1975. 

41. Letter from the mayor of Lubbock to LOIC answering the eighteen (18) inquirie~ 
LOIC; September 8, 1975. 

42. Details of Proposal "B" as selected by SPAG Board Director on rreeting of 
September 9, 1975. 



.. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

Page 28 ~ · 

Letter fran SPAG to TFA field representative inquiring client certification 
status of SER to I.OIC; August 14, 1975. 

Letter from TFA field representative to SPAG informing than that he had in­
quired with the state office and had been infomed that I.OIC was certified 
by TFA in clerical typist, cashier checker, autarobile nechanics, and welding 
instructions; August 15, 1975. 

Letter fran SPAG to TEA state office i.rxiuiring al:out certi vi cation status of 
SER arrl WIC; August 19 I 1975. 

46.· Letter frcm TFA state office to SPAG informing them that neither of the 
organizations is required to hold a Certificate of Approval tmder the Texas 
Proprietary School Act. Furtherrrore the letter stated that IDIC is approved 

· in the skills enurrerated al:ove, and that SER was not approved for veterans 
training; September 16, 1975. . 

47. Letter from TFA to SER Project Director of M:::Allen, Texas, informing that 
SER-IDI'A is considered exempt frcm the requirerrents of the Texas Proprietary 
School all an the basis that SER does not fall within the definition of 
"Proprietary School"; Noverrber 21, 1972. 

4 8. Letter from WIC to SPAG expressing cx:mcem atout the lack of participation and 
representation of blocks and other minorities in the "governrrental process" 
and expressing hor:;e that the SPAG Board of Directors will add minorities to 
their Board; Septerrber 9, 1975. 

49. Letter from SPAG to I.OIC inf orming them that the SPAG Board on Septar.ber 9, 
1975 approved that · a contract be negotiated with WIC in the arrount of 
$16,200.00 and serving a minimum of 20, or maximum of 22, clients, and that a 
decision on acceptance of s uch contract frcm IDIC should occur before Septerr.ber 
16', 1975; September 10, 1975. 

50. Letter fran WIC to SPAG confirming intent to contract with SPAG;. Septetru?er 16,1975. 

51. SPAG subcontract with IDIC; October 1, 1975. 

52. SPAG subcontract with TSI; October 1, 1975. 

53. SPAG subcontract with CISD; o::tober 1, 1975. 



"AS I UNDERSTAND IT" 
By 

Dianna Henderson 

'' 

I I 

Regardless of all the problems we have had as an agency contracting with S AG, . 

I believe in the Regional· Council of Governments' idea. We need the planning 

for every State or Federal dollar that comes to our area. The time is faa 

approaching . that any dollar we spend in this country must be spent wise y 

When I look at my check and realize that $3,000 was taken out of my Gras 

payroll for FICA and Income tax during 1974, not counting the 5% sales t x 

on every dollar, school tax, gasoline ·tax, and you name-it-tax, I am the 

first person to say that, "I do not mind the Government helping anyone, 

but do not kill me in the process." 
' 

It is shocking to me to suddenly be in that great middle class--too rich
1 

t 

get food stamps · and too poor to buy steak at the· supermarket, when I want t~ 

invite some friends over for dinner. And I get mad, mad, mad, when anyone 

implies that all people w~rking within gov.erment do is shuffle papers. ~ 

earned every bit of my $13,100 of Federal money last year, because it wa~ 

not that much fun curing "pq,'Verty in Lubbock County or hassling with you~ 

local elected officials . .. J 
I started working at the Veterans Administration as a low-income studen 

the summer of 1966, when I graduated from high school. Between then anj 

now, I have worked for agencies receiving federal money a total of eight 

years. I have been appalled at the waste, to the point that most of my 

staff members will tell you that we ration pencils around this place . 

The othe r day we went to talk to an attorney. He had just come back from 

a vLsit at the SPAG office. Apparently, someone had told him that SPAG 1 I 
wanted to "give" OIC the $72,329 but we were the ones raising a big s tink ! 
He asked me was I t:IOo proud to "take" the $72,329. His question caught me' 

off guard because I 1had not thought of my personal position in t erms of f. 
"pride.'.'· nut: later when I had time to think about his statement, I suddenly 

realized that so many people view .Federal funds this way. The politicians 

"g ive" the money away and the eager groups "take" .what they can get . And I 

after a point,~not too may politic ians or eager groups are concerned about 

hOW it IS Spent. 
. . . 
Working with SPAG th~s past year has been one big trip. I s till cannotj'quite 

believe some of the things that have happened. SPAG is something like an 1 

administrative agency s e t up for regional planning. SPAG has been in opera­

tion since 1967 . By now~ I would think that someone the re should be capable 

of setting up a planning d ivis'ion. Most Feder:tl and State funds have rules 

and regulations before the funds are ever appropriated. It is jus t a matter 

of getting the rules and r egulations and reading them; asking questions ! abou~ 

the guidelines you do not understand; and challenging with a justificat~o~ 

the guide lines you disagree with . So when our loca l e l ected offic ials say, 

"We did this because we are so-o confused. Everybody at the State and Federal 

level are so-o confused': I want to reply, 11 Ignorance of the law is no excuse 

for violating the· law." 
1 

I i 
We will receive $914,534 for FY76 (August 1, 1975-July 31, 1976) for Title 

I under CETA in Lubbock County . Here is a crash course (it's legal for:. you 

to do this too) on how to improve your Government: (1) Wtite Mrs. Jord~~n~ 

I 1' 

'I I. 
I 
I . 



I 

,.. . . · ... . 'I' ll .. 
Mayor Bass, Councilman Allen Henry, and Judge Rod Shaw. Tell them that !b ~ ce ·.· ·. : 
they represent Lubbock City and County on the SPAG Board that you hold the~ . ' 
accountable and responsible for Title I money that is spent, how it's sP,1enJ:, 
and what it''s doing. Request that they send you the total budget, ·work ''prhgram 
for Title 1, and monthly financial reports. (2) Regardless of what happ'e~ ' 
because $9l4,534 is · still going to be spent in Lubbock County, keep req~~~~ing 
those monthly reports. {3) Evaluate them and your government. (4) Vote! , ·. 
accordingly! ~ · 

I put my evaluation of what is happening last because. I wanted .you to draw your 
own conclusion. This is how the information stacks up to me: 

1. There is no approved FY76 Com~rehensive Plan for Lubbock County. 
2. The Plan could not be reviewed during May. 
3. The Advisory ~ouncil had no input into the total Plan submitted 

by SPAG. 
4: . The input' for the narrative from the advisory council that affects 

· the total operation of the manpower program was omitted during 
planning .process and in the plan. 

5. The SPAG Board of Directors has done the following: 

.. 

A. Decided to 9perate a manpower program in lubbock County 
to help poor people get jobs. · j 

B. Rented an office at 1906 4th Street to house a staff of 1 
eleven (11) people. 1 

c. Is paying six (6) of those people over $11,00 each annua 1 ' 
for less than a year of service at SPAG as counselors, j i b 
developers, and manpower specialists etc. I 

D. Plan Lo serve 576 people at a cost of $1,679.17 per pers n 
during FY76 for total program. · 

E. Plan to place 212 people at a cost $4,562.28 per person , 
on unsubsidized jobs during FY76 (August 1, 1975-July 3 
1976) 

F. Hav~ es tablished no procedures or guidelines for accomp- · 
lishling a complete change in··program. 

G. Have structured budget this way for FY76: 

$26,510 = SPAG salaries for 3 administrative people 

$93,840 = SPAG salaries for 8 people under services 

$70,584 =· Indirect cost figure of 59% applied to staff 
salaries for 8% raises and othei staff costs. 

$ 7,600 = SPAG staff travel 

$ 250 = SPAG supplies and materials 

$ 6,600 = SPAG rent 

$ 1,120 = SPAG office equipment 

$ ·2,000 = SPAG office communications (postage, 

$ 500 = SPAG Insurance and Bonding 

• $ 250 · :::1 SPAG Advertising 
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MEMO ·RANDUM 

TO 

FROM · 

Dlana Henderson 

P~t Martin Pfn1 
July 3, 1975 

. . 

SUBJECT .FY76 South Plains CETA Plan 

.· 

As -you requested dur\ng our telephone conversation 
of 7-2-7-5, this memo is t~ inform you what has · and 

. has nqt happened in -producing .the FY1976 CETA plan 
for ~he South Plains region. · 

~ As you know, the South Plains Regional Manpower 
Advisory Council met on March 4 and March 6 at which 
time it deter~ined several critical policies for I' 
CETA programs ·in the r~gion for 1976. The following 
items .were the subject of formal motions passed ·by 
the ;RMAC: 

... 

1. There will be two program operation areas 
within the region - Lubbock County and the 

· u~lance of the counties in the region- · · 
. · .each with its ·own program operator. · 

2. · CETA Title I · funds will be used in the 
.. ·FY76 . programs in the following manner: . . . . 
~ -
I Lubbock Count~ BOR 

CT 55% 15% 
OJT 5% 10% 
PSE -0- 35% . 
WE 40% .40%• 

•. 

• Please refer to the minutes ·of these meetings of 
the ru1AC which I have submi~ted .to you previously. 

In addition. the RMAC referred several. items to· th 
Task Coordi~ation Committee and "the planning staff ! 
to cons ide r and to vote upon. These items included 
the priority rank!ng of PSE positions for both 
Title I and Title II, the division of classroom 
training ·component funds in Lubbock County between 
remedia l/general education and vocational skills . 
~raining, and the authorization of the planning 
·staff to write a plan to be submitted to TDCA by 

I 
I 
I 

t1at:ch -1.4, 197 5. · 
i j· 

f . . I 
I 

I i 
I 
I I 

. .. 
. ~ . 

• 
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. ' . , . .. . . 
• , .. 
' As ·illustrated by the minutes of ·the TCC meeting 

of March 10, 1975, which you have received, Duane 
and I presented to the TCC a recommended division 1: . • 

of funds resulting in 55 slots for remedial/general 

education and 55 slots for vocational skills train! 9 
which. was accepted by the TCC. In addition the 

PSE program was discus~edt although with no lack of 
confusion. Furthermore, the TCC authorized the 
'planning staff to write· a regional plan :for · submiss on .. 

to TDCA. . ~ .: I· ·/· 
.The above outlined policy recommendations were prP.sented 

. · ·to and approved by· the Board of Directors of the So~th 

' Plains Association of Governments on March 11, 1975 

' Nonetheless Duvne and I were confronted with several 

major problem9 and uncertainties which persisted an~· 

~ 

persist now in planning for FY76 programs .. One I 
particular problem we have faced is that ·it is difficult 

to obt~in reliable estimates of training costs · for · 1 

classroom training in all ·categories. This spebifieaily 

affected t~e budgeting of program dollars for FY76. 1 1 . 

Shortly after having presented ·to the TCC what appeared 

to be a reasonable division of funds between remedial/ 

general education and skill training, we discovered J 

that our estimate of training costs for remedial/ 1 l 
general education was erroneously high, requiring a 1 

comple te re-working of the program budget in Lubbock I 
County.~ The change which was necessary resulted in; 1 

increased accuracy and increased numbers of clients: j 
pl~nned to be served. We notified the TCC of this 1 1 

change when we sent out the minutes of the TCC meet.i l g 
on March 31. · I 

~ 
I 

The changed budget and numbers of clients to be serv~d · 

·for both Lubbock County and the BOR was sent by bus to 

TDCA on March 22 for incorporation into the State i I 

plan. However, the worksheets did not arrive until ' 

Monday March 24 and in the meantime on Sunday nigh~ f 
March 23 Gloria ?tackpole from TbCA telephoned Duane 

and me at the SPAG office to obtain the budget figures 

and num@ers o f clients to be served. We reported th1 

figures as they appeared on the worksheets we had I 
· sent. However, because TDCA was gathering this 
information by telephone and because TDCA was obtaining 

this information from all balan~e of state areas iri I 
this m.anne!;', confusion and error resulte.d which · 1 

. . I 

. • I ... 

j7 
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became incorpor ated into the State plan and the RFP 
packages such as .the one you obtained in Austin on l 

. April 1. 

· .. 

.. 
• • ~ -

. i. 
I. ' 

As· you recall during the month of April while you 
prepared your RFP for TDCA we· gave you a copy of 

...... 

the official budget worksheet for Lubbock County and 
it disagreed with the "planned budget and client I 
figures appearing in the RFP. Furthermore, at the t 

· ·· RMAC meeting of April 17, 197 5 Duane and I pres~nted 
the planned budget add client figures which we ·had J· I 
submitted to TDCA in March. Thus if you will exam1ne 

. _ ~ . the w~rkshe~ts which.Y?U obtained from us in April j 1· 
· ~ you w1ll have the or1g1nal Lubbock County planned ·1 
· budget and performance standards . . 

.. . 

The original plan has been a gain modified to .r eflect 
~ n increase in the numper of hours of instruction I 
in ~emedial/general · education and a subsequent 1 

decrease in the numbers of clients to be served with 1 
this kind of instruction. This change in the original 
plan wa s made in the month of May and the . RMAC was j 1 
notified and invited to comment on the change when 
the minu~es of the .RMAC meeting of April 17 wer e sent 
to c.ouncil members on May 27. It has been acceptable 
according to our feedback. I . 
Throughout all revisions of the original plan Duane 
and I · aave kept the RMAC notified and have adhered 
"to the 'guidelines established by the RMAC in March • 
We have also followed guidelines established by TDCA 
and the CETA Rules and Regulations. I 

· If .you examin~ the worksheets which you have previously 
' obtained you will note that the dollars available for 

the FY76 CETA program are signifi cantly lower than : l 
FY75 and will not support the level of activity whicn 
the South Plains region sustained in FY75. I 
The contract whi ch SPAG negotiate s with TDCA for 1 

operat ion of CE~A Title I pr ograms for FY76 will aisQ 
be with~n the above mentioned guidelines and will ~e · 
quite similar to the original plan. It is ·our under 
standing that the final appearance of each contract 1 
between TDCA and each program operator in the state I 
will resemble e~ch local plan but will most likely ! I 

! I 
I I 

I I 
l j 

f 1 
I I 
I 
I I 

-. : ~ ·. 
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.... ... 

..... 
incorporate · several .adjustments ba s·ed upon · clients· ,•·· 
to b~ carried ov~r, changes ·in salaries and other . 
operating expenses, etc. It is essential that , ... · · .. · 
FY76 funds be utilized as wisely as· possible withi~ L ·. ~ .. i·, : • • 

· those .. guidelines in order that the CETA program · 1 1 ,. · 
·.reach ·out to as many of the economically disadvantag d · · . 

: · as possible. [ .'· · .. .. . 

In :resp9ns~ t9 ,your s~oo~d telepho~e requ~s.t, .· let . tne ·,-. ·. 
assu·re · you that . a · copy of ·the 1Y76 CE'rA plan will ·~ · · 
available · to you no latet 'than ·Monday, .July 1. : · ·t .. .... , .. 
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BOARP OF DIREC~ORS 
MINUTES 

MARCH 11, 1975 

I 
· . Be it remembered that the Board of Directors of the sm;ath 

Plains Association of Governments met in regular session o 
Tuesd·ay, March 11, 1975 at 9:30a.m., in the Reddy Room f 
So\1thwestern Public Service Company, Monterey ·. Center., Lu b ck, 
Texas.. Those present were: 

i 

Carolyn s. Jordan, President 
· Medlin Carpenter · . 
·~Henry Heck 
Glenn Thompson 
T. J. Taylor 
Rodrick L. Shaw 
Mel Leslie 
Alton Brazell . · 
Olan Johns on 
Grigsby Milton 
Alan Henry 
Max Arrants 
Les Derrick 

. ' 
& Presiding 

B~75-41 Motion by Glenn Thompson, seconded by Medlin Car ei ter 
that the minutes of the February 18, 1975 Board meeting e approved 
as written~ Motion passed unanimously·. 

B-75-42 Motion by T. J. Taylor, seconded by Max Arrants h t the 
comment r ecommended by the Natural Resources Adviso~y coJmt ttee . 
on the following governmental application be approved as l wh' tten. 
Motion passed~unanimously. · _ 

. . 
GA-75-12--City of Shallowater--Requesting a $300,00 oan · 
from Farmers Home Adm'inistr.ation for water and sewe1 prove-
ments. J ! 

. . Th~ Board commented ·favorably on Shallowater's appl~c tion 
~Y s :b irting that the proj ect is consistent with the Comprl hemsive. 
~·later and Sewer Pla n ahd no adverse environment al effect I re 
anticipa t ed. · 

B-75-43 Mot ion by Alton Br a zell, seconded by Medlin Ca rp n er 
tha t . the comment r ecommended by the Natur al Resource s Ad,i ~ory 

·committee on the fo llowing governmental application be a pt oved. 
Motion passed unanimously. . . 

GA- 75-13--City of Lubbock--Requesting $5,328,000 frcim iDepart­
ment of Housing and Community Development for their ! Coi~unity 
Development Program. Forty-one projects and sub-proj~cts . 
recommended by city s·t a ff and citizens as a result. 6f I meetings 
held in ~very sector have been approved by the City Cr uncil. 

l 
I 2 



B-75-49 Motion by T. J. Taylor, 'seconded by Medlin CarpentL that 
. . the staff be authorized to purchase necessary .telephone eq~ipment · 

from Teletronics for an initial equipment payment and inst!l~ation 
charge of $6,550.00 and a monthly cash requirement of $147 base . 
charge which includes $30 per month charge for mainten·ance l~otion 
passed unanimously. 1 

B-75-50 Motion by Medlin Carpenter, seconded by Alan Henry t nominate 
County Judge Rodrick L. Shaw for the Tom Bradley Regional ehdership . 
Award to be given by NARC at their Annual Meeting in May. lMbtion passed 
unanimously. I · 
B-75-51 Motion by Olan Johnson, seconded by Medlin Carpent r that SPAG 
nominate Carolyn Jordan to serve o·n the NARC's Environment l.ahd Natural 
Resources Policy Committee; · TP J. Taylor for the Human Res~utces Policy 
Committee; and Glenn Thompson for the Intergovernmental Affairs Policy 
commi~tee. Motion passed unanimously. 1· · 
B-75-52 Motion by· T. J. Taylor, seconded by Grigsby Milton· t9 ratify 
Executive Committee action on Feburary ~8, 1975 to appoint Lubbock 
Mayor Roy Bass as Chairman of the Regional Manpower Advise · y Committ(:::.e. 
Notion pr.tssed tinanimoctsly. · 

B-75-53 Motion by Alan Henry, seconded by .Alton . Brazell to accept recom­
mendation of the Executive Committee to rescind cancellatidn !notice of 
the SER project since SER compli~d with the directive to h~v~ SO OJT 
slots properly contracted and verified by the Ma~power DirJctor and 50 

' 1' clients on the job by March 11, 197 5. . Motion passed unaniJfo~sly. 
'\ .. '· i . I . , !3-75_:-54 Mo_tion by .Henry Heck, se~onded . by Alan Henry that i;h¢ Board of 

1( \ \ .Directors approve the 1976 Manpower Plan .as .submitted and authorize the 
U\'- ~ .. _sta'~L .to .. forward ... t~e - Plan_· to ___ the ._'J:.eK~S._D_epar.:tmen._t__of .. Commqt,itl Y ... /li.ffair s .• 

Mo t.J.o.n_pa s.s e.d_u.nan...llt\oUsl¥- . ,. 
I - . 

Suggestion.was made that staff be instructed to have all vendors or no 
vendors appear at Board meetings to eliminate possible misunderstandings 
between the Board and the veridors. l I 
Announcement was made that SPAG's depository for 1975-7; w 1l be Plains 
Na~ional Bank. Other announcements inculded date for SPAG ls t semi-Annual 
General Assembly Meeting on April 8 and the utilization of the Army 
Reserve _Unit's services the last 2 weeks in June. . . f 
With no further business coming bef'ore · the Board,. the meet .in~ was 
adjourned. · · · 

~ 

. . . · 

I I 
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I ·south Plains Assoc~ation of Governrn Its 
Cnrolrn S, Jordlln, Prc:oldc:nt 
·. (!ouncllwornln or Lub~ll 

Truett Mayc1 
ltaccutlve Dltectcw · · . 

19~ .. · . July 14, 1975 
': ••• I I 

.. ·~ubl:ock Oppo~tunities IOO\letriaiizaticn· eenter,· Xnoe · ·:· . .' .. · 2200. East Broadway · · : , · · · . · . . · ·. ~. 

. . I .. 
. i •· .:. i 

·Lubb:>ck, rrexas 79403 . . . 

To Whan .It May Concern: 
I 
I I 

. 
. . I · South Plains Association of Goveinrrents has extended the deadl.i.rie fu.: .rcccj pt of rr.orcsals solicited for the delivery of clnssroom training under U1c m<ulp:J\·1(1.r trub1irij progrums of the Comprehensive Employment and 'rraining Act of 1973 dttri..rq FY 1976 fran July 11, 1975 to 5:00 p.m. July 18, 1975. Tho GolicitilUnn still npplies to the catCXJorics of training which were originally identifiEd in Ute "solicitati~n of proposal" d~t. · , ., . . . . I ·1 

The following criteria \~111 be utilized by the South Plains Associa~ion of . ·. Governren~ in the ~aluation 9f all proposals which meet .the deadlr· t: 
• (1) · 'lhe projectfil cost per client eervfilr · 1 

(2) '.Ntll ability of the t:,raining agency ~ provide adeqty1tk · · · follow..-up of trainexl clients; . . .· ·I I . 
(3) The past:. denunstrated effectiveness in perfo1'1nance of\ · training functions \iill be eKtended significant ront i erationJ 

.. 
.. . 

. - . (4) The ability of the training agency to provide an ad ate .:.
1 

· record-keeping .system for eval~ato.ry ~~~~ .. j .. '' 
(5) The ab:J..lity of the agency to provide training servi e on ·an ··· • open entry-open exit basis; I l . · 
{6) 'l'he design of the course (s) offered by the tra~\ .arency1 and 

· (7) Provision of TEA certification; 

' 

··. 

I. In addition, the South ·I?laina Association of Gove.rnrre.nts will evaJ.uat~ «i J.l prop:n~al.s within the boundarJ:es of applicable CM.'A rules and regulations. 'rhe .h.srocltlt:lon .hJ . under no obligation to accept any offer s\ilinitted. ~'he Soutl1 Pl~ r iat:.i6n of Governmen l:s ia an £qUal opportunity enployer. . . · ~ . . . . . . 
'· Sincerely, ·· · I 

J\nn Dn:~mlcM 
O.Tl\ Director 

1\lhan o'a-t LUDDOCit NATIONAL DANit BUILDING 
LUOliOCK. TI~XAS 70.01 

(1106) 'IG2-07U 

' . 
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·. r I l I . . 
f1. W. Hm The yc . ~u b bocl< 0 ppo rtu nities Industrialization Center, hie~· 

'We Know Where We're GoingN · 

ty f.' the tOIC 

Or-· ... · ) 
L«:DHC ddlt P. ~lcllardto", E~~tc•tl" Director R", A. L. Dlfll, Chalrm••• Board of Dlraetort 

2200 East Broadway • · Phone 806 763-8077 • lubbock, Texas . 79403 

Ju.ly 78, '9'75 

,' . 

. ' .· . ,· ., 
.. . 
.. 

~I 
. •, . 

... . . I~ ' 

!I: 
~----~----~~+---------~-
No'\IL '. · l !~ · 

MILh. Anne B~townlow 
Ma.npowe11. ViJtec..toiL 
Sou~n Pla.inh A-6~oc.-<.at~on o6 
914 Lubbock Na.tiona.l Ba.nh. 

Gove.~nment 

,, :1 
~\OC.Q.. \).)Q... W ft-c. ' 1 unnb\~ I I 

· -\0 ~\"c.\ o \) g_ lc.op~ of 
i-\-) 1s \ \t '\-~ ( > !U)"- :, o R q) 

Lubbock, Tex~~ · 
~\"\c..\o~l;.,'\ ;~ : ~o~~h 
d.~(). ~I\ 0 ~'\:\-\e.. \ ~ '\.~ .. 

i I · 1:~o." ~~~~"--· 
V e.a.IL MIL-6. B.ILownlow: · c_J...n~~.te~~-m. . 11 ;! 
Enc.lo-6e.a. i-6 ouiL pltopo-6a.l pa.c;h.a.ge 60JL<§liU-61Looi£) tiL~iJ'!-<-ng dU,ILAf 119 . 
FY 16, unde.IL .the. CompJte.hen-6-<.ve Emploqmenl a.nd Tlta.-<.n-<.ng Ac..t. j· We · . 
hope ou.IL Pll.opoha.l me.e..t-6 with qouiL a.ppltova.l a.c.c.o11.dlng .to ~dulL g~,(.d~ 
ll~e-6 in the. -6o~lc.-<..ta.~lon o6 p1Lopo-6a.lh lteque-6~; bec.a.u-6e ~anu · 
que-6.t-<.onh all.ole. whic.h well.e not a.n-6We1Led due to the · una.vai~-tbiti.tq 
o6 qou. oiL youiL h.ta.66 membe11.. . 

1

!. 

. ·I 
z•wa.nt to enume.Jta.te.. fl.. 6eW 06 OUIL moht p1Leh-6ing c.onc.eltn-6: :1 

~l-n\. 1 (.!;c. o.:rit.N 1 . 

1. A WILit.ten ~6ic.a..t-<.o o6 the p!Loc.edulle-6 e-6ta.bl-t-6hed ~~ell­
in9 ou.X. .the. c.on-6ide.Jta..tlon g-<.ven a.na ILe- enlloltmen.t o 6 ::t;JLa.i1neeh 
~0 be. tellmina..ted July .jJ, 1975, · in ou..lL pllojec.t. j ii, 'j 

2. Ac.c.oJLd-<.ng ~o ouiL undelthta.nd-<.ng ~he planning plloc.eh-6 ~o ~ deveLop 
.the.. FY 16 ·cETA Pla.n 6olL Lubooc.tl County dia no.c c.omplete.t.r a.d-

• helle to the. Jwle-6 a.nd JLegula.tionh o'6 tne Ac.t a.nd .the FY,. 7(' 
P la.n ih inc.o.mp,c_e.te. . . . . I J! : 

3. We. he.e ma.nq di-6a.dva.n~a.ged peopLe wno need .CETA TILa.inirB a.nd 
-6 e.Jtvic.e.h moh.C bung h c.Jteened .ou.t o 6 '.the Lub.boc.h. County !ii j 
PJtogJta.m be.c.a.u.he. o6 .the ove.Jta.Ll h.CJtuc..tuJLe. expendi.tu.Jte-6 1 pla. ned 
a.h . expla.ine.~ .to u-6 by youJt pLanning h.ta.66· ':fl 

4. We need a. WJti~ten c.la.Jti6ic.a.tion 06 .the p!Loc.eduJte. tha.t ~l~ b~ 
6ollowed to obta..i.n a. w~.(v~e!t_Q.4_ . a..ilo,wa.nc.e.h. ;I! , , 

·e:t~wf~~··oY ,·I 1 
S. We ne.e.d a. WJt-<..t.te.n (i~f6ic.~J"o6 how the 6undh a.Jte to : be. 

pltovided to ou.~ p!Lo]i~~~ · pllopoha.l i~ ac.c.e.p.te.d 6oJt FY 76. 
. ' I I I 

6. We ha.ve. be.e.n una.bLe .to de~eJtmine wheJte Ma.yoJt Roy Ba.-6-6 ~bta.i.ned 
.the. ina.c.c.uJta.~e Admini~tJta.tive c.oh.t 6igulteh 6oJt oult c.ontJta t t, 
hinc.e SPAG ha.6 immediate a.cc.ehh to thohe 6igu.ILeh a.nd he 1 i~ a. 
membelt o6 the Boa.Jtd o6 Vi~ectoJth in addition .co h~h be.lng l 
eAr~ lld_I16P/It/ t'IJu-</c;/ . : 

/ Affiliate of National OIC 
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CITY OF LUBBOCK 
LUBBOC·K. TEXAS 

, .. 
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I . . • t • ..· '. ·: . , •• •! . . . ~ · . ,. 

July 28., 1975. 
ROY BASS .. . MA:YOR · . :· . . ... ~... . . 

• • : ' • • ' ~ ,: . ' ': • • ,I ' ... ·' 
~ o ' •, ; \ ' :. • I •' ' ' 'o' : ' ' ' • ' I ':J ~ ' • '•_I ' ' ' 

0 •' • • 
•• • • • :· • ·: : '' ::' ·. ' • • • • ~ •• . . ... . ' · . . .. Mrs. Anne Browt,.low, Manpower Director ·. · ·: · . . .. ... . .. -· .. . ·south Plains Association of Governments 

· l611 Avenue. M 
· Lubbock, Texas 

Dear Anne: 

. , . 

Oi <l nna llendc rson thoughtfully furnished me a copy of her letter of .Ju ly 19 , 1975, to you, and among other things raised a 'que!!tlon of where lhe i!dmlni s t .rCJtive cost figur e for the OIC contract, which she believes to be Inaccurate, was .obtained . 

. I 

I . 
I 

0 . , : 
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· I 
I ... : 

. I 

.. 
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i 
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. , 
•• • 

, I 

It 

As I understand It' from the standpoint of planning for manpower programs, . we are supposed to charge to administrative expense the cost of whatever e~tra ·staff the re Is in the delivery agency, when the prime contractor ! . can deliver these same services, and I thl~k this is where the problem arises. 

In checking the OIC budget Items for example, according to the lnfor• matlon furnished me , the figures ' are as follows: 

Co~tract administrative costs 
Contract services to cli ent costs 
Total contract ad~lnlstratlve expense 

Training cos t 
Total project cost 

$10,2.70.00 
35 , 766.00 

$46,oJ6.oo 

32,699.00 
$78,]35.00 

If the figures ct re~correct and my hasty ·mathematics are right, that would r efl ect 'then 58.5% of the to tal project cost as ~hargeable to admini s~ra tion, taking It from a planning standpoint. As I understand it., Di anna' s sal a ry Is in the "contract services to clients co.s t" even though, as I understand it, she does· not r ender a great dea1 of direct sc rvl.cc to clI ents In the way of counseling, etc. but. rather Is an admin is trator for the most p~r t. 

As I unde rs tand It, SPAG, as prime contractor, must have a staff of counselors, placement people, et c., and If the delivering agency has similar k inds of peopl e , th1s .would represent a duplication of admln• lstratfve costs. · .. 

' I ' 

• I ' 
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Mrs. Anne · a·rownlow 
Page 'J, 

. . I 
' o• • '':d; • I 

Ju.ly--20, 1.975 

. . 
. ·' . 

. ,. . .. 

As you know, I have been ·an enthusiastic supporter of OIC, w~s one of 
the nri ·~li11al privt~te contributors to Its budget here; and have appre­
ciated lhe fact that In the past It hns .done its work without paying 
st ip.cnds (and appreciated their continuing to want to do It that way, 
until they were clobbe·red .bY t'he nutty DOL rules requiring otherwise) .• 

~ 

My opinion Is that. the OIC setup ·can be adjusted so as to work out all 
right. But. · at any rate, this Is how the Information ·had appeared to. 
me. ·. 

RO:gr 
xc·: Rev. A. · L. Dav.l s 

Mrs. Carolyn Jordan 
Pat Martin 

.. · 
.. 
i 

.. 
• • 
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., . , 

... 

.. . 

.Respectfully, 

Roy ·aass 
Mayor .. 
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August 1, 1975 
To LOIC ~ Diana Hen'derson, Director 

~RO-M A~n Brownl0\'1·, . Dir~ctor of CETA Programs (;~.A_.,~,:· . 
I • .. . . 

SUBJECT Proposals on Classroom. Training for FY 76 I 

I . 
The Budget Conmitte met on 7/31/75 to review the proposals submitted on 

classroom training for FY 76. All proposals far exceeded the amount of money 
allotted for tuitions· in the FY 76 budget, therefore, all requests were re• 
. t d . . . J Jec e • . . · . · 

•, 

This is .a request for your organ-izati'on .to re-submit a proposal ·using 
the attached outline and abiding by the requirements which are enclosed. . . ; . 

These new proposals are due back in the SPAG office no later than 
August 5·, 1975, Tuesday at 4:00P.M. · 

·I I 
You \'lill be notified by Friday, August 8, 1975 ·'no later than 5:00 P.M. 

as to the budget conmittee 1 s recommendation · to be presented to the SPAG 
Board on August 12, 1975. i I I 

• ' I 
Evaluations for all proposals will be within the boundries of appli-

cable CETA Rules and Regulations. This Association is under no obligation 
to accept any offer that is submitte~ • . - ,.....-· .. 

The tota 1 amount of your new propos a 1 shoul'd not exceed~· oi:) ' t v£ft 
If you desire to submit a proposal for the entire amount as above quoted !· · 
or a portion of that amount this is entirely up to your organization. · 

4 . 

,· 

.. 
i 

•' 

I j 

• ' . 
I. ; 
. :· I 

I 

'SOUTII PLAIUS ASSOCIATIOH Of GOVERIIMEIITS 
I I ~ 

.1611 Avenue ~~ LUBBOCK, TEXAS 70401 (IJOO) 762-8721-!(:"" 
I 
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· .. 

. PLEASE FOLLOW THIS OUTLINE: . . 
· . · (FAILURE TO "FOLLOW THIS OUTLINE COULD CAUSE THIS PROPOSAL NOT TO··aE CONS DERED) • 

.. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4~ 

5. 

Total ·Co$t per trainee for each course to ·be provided. 

_Total number o_f trainees to be ~erved per cours_e. 
. . . . 

... 

. ' ' . . •. ,. 

. ' 
: •• 0 

: • I . ·. 

! t. t r . 

course of tr~i~ing. · J. 

Describe provisions for re-utilization or recovery of tuition pa ent from 
offeror in case· of trainee termination or inability to complete pr.,escr1bed 

6. Attach ·a course outline for each course and proficiency to be achievkd. 
t 

. 1 Regui r.ements: .. 
1. All offerors must be certified by Texas Education Agency, ·therefore, · please 

attach a letter of certification from T.E.A. for each training course to be 

2. 

provided. -1 / . . 

Equipment shall be provided by the program offer. If equipment is not available, 

how w~ 11 this be purchased? . . I I . 
3. Offerors shall consent to be monitored and evaluated by South Plains Association 

of Governments throughout the contract year of fiscal year 1976. 

4. This proposal will not exceed $72,329.00 • .,. 
. . I 

5. All Rules and Regulations of CETA will be complied with. 
.. 

,:- ~ . 
. .. . . 

6. All offerors must be an equal opportunity/affirmative action employer • 
. ·. . I 

1. All .cour~es must be an open entry/open exit design. I 
· 8~ Seven copies of proposal will be submitted to the South Plains Association of 

Governments office (1611 Avenue M) no later than 4:00p.m., Tuesday,l August 5, 

. 1975_. . . . . . I I 
The Squth Plains Association of Governments will evaluate all proposals within the 
boundaries of applicable CETA Rules and Regulations. The Association is under no 
ob·ligation to accept any offer submitted. 

. . . 
.. . I .. 

I 1 

I i 

I t 

I . 

.·. 

. . ·· 

• 
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The South Plains Association of Governments will provide the foll~ing ·Ser v.ice 
to all offerors of classroom training in fiscal year 1976. 

. . . . 
1. Outreach and Recfuitment · · · , i ; 

· (~) All c li ~nts will be solicited through the local news media, commtnity 
hilsed oi·ganizations, schools, church organizations., etc. by the 

. .. outreach ·person assigned to the l~take Center. . l . 
2. . Intake and Assessment · · · . ·. 

(a) All clients will be processed .through the CETA Training P~ogra · ntake 
Center befo.re entering a_ny. trai-ning ·course. I I . 

(b) All clients will be given orientation of the CETA Programs, test~,. and 
Civil Rights orientation before entering into training. I · 

(c) All clients will· be ce~tif,ed as eligible participants 1~ the CE A 
PrngriJms before ref.eral is made to the training facilities • . ··1 

3. Counseling Services · . 
(a)' · tach client will he assigned a counselor after certification o'f eligi-

bility and orientation procedure has been accomplished. . I 1 . · 
·. (b) Counse ling -records wi 11 be maintained at the Intake Center a1011g lwith the 

clients compl ete iile. · · . . · j !' (c) Couselors will provide assistance in all phases of the clients 
tra ining on a one to one basis along wtth group counseling ses ions . 

(d) Counselors will coordinate the clients progress and goals with instructors 
of each training course. 

·4. Job Development ar.d Placement: . 

.. 

(a) All clients will be given complete assistance in job placement (Prpcedures 
once ~heir training i$ completed or when the instructor and counselor 

.agree that the client is job ready. j l 
5. ~onitoring and Evajuation will be accom~lished periodically to assu e .P.A.G. 

and T.D .C.A. of•compliance with CETA Rules and Regulations and prefo,rmance stand-
ards. are .being met. . I . :· 

6. · Technical Assistance· and Staff :orientation will be provided by the South Plains 
Association of Governments CETA Training Program staff. I i. · 

7. All aliowa~ce payments to the clients will occur throug~ S.P.A .• G. and ihe · 
~nified payment system of T.E.C. which is approved by T.D.C.A. · 

. ' 

. ' . . 

I 

·I 
i 
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~ I 

! ' J8' 
I 
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. M. E ··M · 0 R A N D U M ·· 
. . 
I August 61 1g75 .. . . 

·, ' I 

TO · Reverend A. L. Davis, LOIC Board Chairm~n -'/~ __,_,~ ')fj{.~· ' ·· · · 
FROM · Truett Mayes, Executive :oirector; SPAG~~o-r/~ 
suBJECt . Grievance Hearing · · · · ~]: :. · .. v ··.. ) 
Youi' notice to initi~ie a grievance against the South Plains :Assoc1ai:1

1

L : ·; . ' 
of Governments Manpower Planning Division has been received. · · ·. 

The grievance commfttee will meet August 7, 1975, at 1:30 P.M., in the ·: · .' -:·.··. ·.-<·· . . 
South Plains Association of Govern!Jlents.office, at 1611 Avenue M. ··Yo r · ··: .. · :-· ., · · .. 

·. ·presence· is requested to present your grievance at · tha~ time. · · .· . . ·.: · ·· · .. ·: ..... :· . . . : :· 

According ·to Section 98~42 of the Federal Registe~, . . 

· "Ev~ry formal -·allegation shali be .in writing and :sfgned by the . 1 .. 
complainant, and shall be S\'/orn to · before a ··Notary Public, .

1

. ·1' 
or.other duly authoirized person •••• ". · · · 

Pleas~ subm1t your ·wrftten grievanc~ to the South "Plains Association of · 
Governments office by 10:00 A·.M., August 7. 1975. · 
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0 F G 0 V E R H M E li T S 3,7' •· SOUTH PLAINS ASSOCIATIOH I , 

1611 Avenue M 
LUBBOCK, TEXAS 79.t01 (806) 762·8721 
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lubbock Opportunities hidustrialization Center, Inc. Wt Hn1 Ttit Kty 1t th• LOIC 
I I 0 
l j 
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. ~'We ·Know Where We'lf .Going" 

2200 East Broadway • Phone 806 763-8017 • lubbock, Texas 79403 

• ,, I 

i: 
1/ 
'• 

., .. . ~ .' ) · 
I . : 

TO: 

FROM: 

·suBJ: 

VATE: 

'MEMORANDUM 

·MIL. T!tu.e.tt . Ma.yu, SPAG V.l.Jr.e.ctolt . A r;-' 

Re.v. A. L. Va.vi.A,. LOIC Boa.Jr.d CluWuna.n ~.t?i/ ~ 
l • . : . 

. SPAG Gllieva.n~e. Plloc.e.duJte. • · 

Au.gU6t 6, 1975 

. . i 1 

i . 
. . l 

II I 
I• 
ij (.' 

·,! I 
1. ' 

I 
I 
I 

' , I 

We. app!Le.c,-{.ate. xhe. pllomp.tne..M o6 youJt .Ac.he.du.Ung a. me.e.ting 6oJr. U6 w.Uh ~OWl 
g!U.e.va.nc.e. c.ommLtte.e., AugU6t ·7, 19 7 5. 1: 1 

Pie.M e. 6Wtr!Mh me. wah a. c.opy o6 .youl!. c.ompie.te. g!Ueva.nc.e. pJr.oc..e.duJr.e. .tnclu.L ng 
.6te.p-6 and .Wne. Um.i.M . I would app!tecWLte. th-i.J, -in6o!Una..tion by · 5:09 p.m. oda.y. 
Tha'rlh. you veJty mu.c.h. .: · · I . · 
c.c.r M-6 . Ca.Jr.oiqn .to~dan, Plle.Aide.nt, SPAG 

M-6 . An~e BILowntow, ManpoWeJt V.Utec.toiL,_ .SPAG 
MIL: Pat, MaJl.:tbt, .Manpowe.IL Pia.nne.IL, SPAG 
May oiL Roy BM .A ~ Cha.Utma.n, SP.MAC, SPAG 
ore Baa.Jr.d o6 V.Ute.c.toJr..A 

· MIL. Pon HaJLty, Re.g.iona.l 0-iJr.e.c..toJr. 

I 
I 1 

• • • : ,.: • • # • ·.: . .. . . ' . · ... ~ ~ . : ,. . . ·. ~ ... ··: :~ : .. 

• •, • t • ' 
, · .. · 

Affiliate of National OIC 

'W o I.JP.Ip 011rselv~s '' 

I ,,1\.• : ,'• 
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L~bbock : llpportunitiE!s ln.dustrialization ·center, Inc. 
· "We Know Where We'll G.oing~' 

l200 East Broadway • Phone 808 763-8077 

J~ •. TJr.uet.t' Maye,t,, V-ilte.c..toiL 
.Soutlt PiainJ.J M.6ou.a..ti.on o6 Gov' u. 
16 11 Avenue. M 
Lubbock, Te.xa..& 79401 

Lubbock, Texu 79403 

>. • 

. ' 
• • I 
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I 
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. I 

I .. 
Ve.aJL TJr.ueft: · · .i ·. . I ·1 .· I . 

• 
Wlte.11. we. b1wught ouJr. memoJta.n.dwn to you AugMt S, 1975, about the. Lubb~c.k • OppOII.-

tunLti.eJ.J I1tdU6.t!UaLi..zo.Uon. Ce.n.teJL .i.ttU.i.a.t.in.g. a gll.i.e.van.c.e. aga.i.nJ.Jt SPAG, we.l 

Jr.e.queJ.J-te.d SPI\G' .6 glr..i.evan.c.e. plr.oc.e.duJr.e.. You told U6 that you cUd not know 6 

yocVL glr..i.e.van.c.e. piLoc.e.duJr.e. 6oiL employe.u applied to .&ubc.on.tJta.ctoM too . You 

.&aid that you would let U6 know what the. piLoc.e.dlliLe. wa..6 and whe.n a me.e.Un.g 

would be. .6 c.lte.dule.d. · · 'l 
The. n.e.xt day, 1\uguJ.d 6, 19 7 5, you b!Lough-t oveJL yolliL memoJta.n.dum that a he. · ng 

ltad•be.e.111.,-c.he.dule.d 6oiL 1: 30 p.m., AugU6t 7, 1975, and Jr.e.queAte.d U6 to 6Ut 

a. 6oltmai. glr..i.evan.c.e. 1111.deJL Se.c.Uon. 9 8. 42 o 6 the. Fe.dVUlt Reg.<..& teA 6oiL CETA. I We. 

a.ga.i.11 ILe.queJ.Jte.d yo~ glr..i.e.van.c.e. piLoc.e.duJr.e.. I 
T!Lue,Lt, ·1 applle.c..i.ate. aU yoUIL e.66ollt.6 .i.n. WOILk.i.ng wLth U6, but un.deJL Se.c.tD:m· 

9 8. 4 2 .£11 the. Fe.de.llai Re.g.i..&teJL we. aJte. .i.n.teJLpiLW.n.g th.i..6 a.& .the. Ve.paltt:me.rit o 6 

Labo!L gll.ie.van.c.e. plwc.e.duJr.e., n.o.t youJr. loc.ai. piLoc.e.duJr.e.. In. Se.c..Uon 98. 40c. the. 

Jr.e.gu..ea.tiol1..6 .&~eli. out .tha.t "A pallilc..i.pan.t .i.n a piLogJtam undeJL the. Act mM.t e.x­

h'aM.t .the.' adm.i.n..i.6.tlta.live. ILeme.d.iu eJ.J.tabfuhe.d by the. p!Uine. .6pon.&oiL oiL e.Ug.ibi.e. 

apJ.1Uc.aJtt 6oiL ILeJ.Jo.l.vbtg ma.t.te.M .i.n fupute. pll.i.oiL .to tLti.Uz.i.ng the. piLoc.e.dlliLeA 

un.de.IL th.i..6 .&ubpaJL.t C .• " I · I 
1.6 SPI\G .ta~n.g the. p0.6Luon. .that '.the. CETA .RuleJ.J and Re.guiui.on.& un.deJL .&~ . 
Fe.dvw.i Re.g.i..&.teJL apply .to p1t.ime. .&pon.&oM, p!Uine. c.on.tJta.ctoM, and .&ubcmi:tJth.ctoU 

.to· p!Wne. con.tJta.ctoM a.& pelt Sec.ilon. 98.27d • . 16 youJr. gll.i.e.vanC.e. piLoce.d~' eJ.Jj .i-6 

.tlte. !.>rune. M the. Ve.paM:me.n.t o6 Labolt, . we. 6e.ei that ·U .6houid be. .6pe.Ue.d out, 

docume.1tte.d and ·fuWbute.d .to .aU pallilu . c.onc.e~tned be6o1Le we. 6Ue. owl' 6dl/una.!. 

g!L.ie.va.n.ce.. . . . . I , 
Tlta.11k you .ln advanc.e. 6oiL IJOU/1. c.oopeiULtl.on. : j . 

S.incVtely, · ~ 'I 
I .I 

Rev) A. C. Vav-<..6, chai~LmaH 

LOI ¢ BoaJtd o 6 V.V..ectoM Affiliate of National OIC 

'We He If) Ourselves" 

~--- - --Iff'/ I 
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TO Dianna Henderson 

.. . . .· 

~fvJ. . . 
FROM Ann Br-ownlow 

.; 
• 

SUBJECT Proposals for FY '76 Tuitions . 

' ' I 

In th~ Budget Committee Meeting 8/7/75 at 9:30 ·a·.m. the decision w~s made ,to 
accept a late proposal from l.O. I. C. f9r classroom training which will b

1
e p · 

· part of or the . total of $72,329-.00. This deci,sion was reached due to the ! 
fact .that L.O.I.C. is a comrrunity based organization and has been .deliverihg a . .• 
satisfactory service iri the past,. therefore, if you desire to submit ano:ther · 
proposal for a portion of or the to.ta) amount· of $72,329.00 please haVE' 'th,fS · 
proposal in the SPAG o.ffice by lZ:OO noon on Monday, B/ll/75. This propbsal 
will be tagged . as a "late proposal" but will be considered in all other areas 
as a legftimate proposal:.and reviewed by the Executive Conmittee on Tuesday. 
8/12/75. . . . 
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Lu bbo~k 0 pportunities Industrialization, Center, Inc. 
· · "We Know: Where We're Going'~ 

2200 East Broadway • Phone 806 763-8077 • lubbock, Texas 79403 
I . . .. 

.. 
.. 

. . 

· TO: 

FROM: 

., 
: . . : : 

·. 

MEMORANDUM 

Mayo~ Roy~~, Chairoman, SPMRAC . 

V~anna Hend~on; Lubbock . 01C ~ 
SUBJ: Re~ueht. To P~eh~nt G~e.vanee. 

Vr\TE: AugMt 21, 1975 
. . 

. . . ~ 

.. 
! . · : • 

' : . 
;:· . . · 

• • J ~ 

' !. 

, I 

· . . 

A6 peJt oWl eanveJ!.J.Iwon .:today, :t~ lefteJt ~ a c.an6.ilunati.o11 .o6 WI/I l t{t ~·tL~· . t.· ... .'_:· . · 
.to p!te6 e.nt oU}(. g1ue.va11.c.e. .:to :the. South PW.M Re.g~an.a.f Ma.npuwcJt t\dvL\o'tc .: · · · ·. 
Commille.e, FJuda!J~ AugMt 29, 1915 (t»deJt O.the.Jt Bu..6bte.M. 111 Xlte a.b<.\.r.lt e.· a6 . . . 
a GJue.vanc.e. P1wc.e.dwt~ 0~om .the. ·sou.tlt Pfa).n& AMoc...i..a.t.lon a6 GoveJU11Jte11.tl.>' BoaJtd' 
o6 V.ilte.c.toM .that we. have. Mke.d 0oJt, we. aJc.e. Jteq(leh.tin.g .that you 4-e.n.d u 
WIU.tte.lt aMWe.Jt to oWl giUe.van.ee. by 11.oon, We.dn~day, Se.p~Wlbv.JL 3, ·r97,5. 

Thank you 6oJt you.JL M~~ta11.ee. an.d c.oopeltatlon~ 
,. 

c.c.: MM. Ca!tolyn .ffoJtdan., P!teh~e.nt, SPAG 
T1w.eft :Maye6 , Vbte.c.to!t, SPAG 
An.ne. B1wwn.iow, Man.poweJt V~e.c.toJt, SPAG 
Pat Ma!t.Un., MartpoweJt Pla.nne.Jt~ . SPAG 
SPAG Bo~td o6 V~e.etoJ!.J.I 
OIC •Boa!td o6 V~e.c.toM . 

4 M~. Von H~y Regional V~e.c.to~, 01C 
MIL.. L. C. Hal~, TVCA 

· MIL. Joe. C.ip!Ua.no,. TVCA 
,. 

\ 

Affiliate of Nat;onal OIC 

_ .. ' 
• . 
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ROY BASS 
MAYOR 

CITY OF LUBBOCK 
·· LUBBOCK. TEXAS 

... 

September 3, .. 1975 

. · .. 
M.s . Dl.anna Henderson, Executive Director ... . 
Lubbock Opportunities ln.dustrla11za"tlon Ce~ter~ Inc. 
2200 East Broadway 
Lubbock, Texas 79403 

Dear Dianna: 

.. 

' . . 

I • • 

. . 

I 
I 
l 
I 

. ' 
.~.. l 
~-, 0 ' 

·. 

. .. 

.. . 
• • • 

'$ .. 

' . i · .. ·1'1 

· .. 

. . . . 

Several days ago I promised that I would give you a written reply to your rl qudst 
to be heard about the O.I.C. 11grlevance11 . durlng the meeting of the South Plain~ ... 
Regional Manpower Advisory Council on Friday, August 29, 1975, at 1:30 p.m. j ~t 1the · 
Garden and Art s Cente~. ~ Howeve~, there has been so much stuff going on, I 1.1m~ly 
have not had time to di.ctate the letter. • · · . r: I 
This will serve to confirm our previous oral conversations, as well as my r~ma~ks 

• M 

at the HAC meeti ng where you wer e present with Reverend Davis and ·others, t~ the 
eff ec t that when I first had your reques t to be heard during the meeting, I ~ho,ught 
it would r e late to some O. I.C. proposal for revising the percentages In the man'power 
plan, but apparently that did not turn out to be the case. ; 

I • . . . . 
I b.el ieve I stated that we had ·a ser ious probl em so far ~s heari"ng any' '"g rievance" . 
at the m~eting was concerned, beca use there was no agenda Item such as that !qontained 
in the posting of the notice , but the more serious prob lem Is that the Soutn ' Plains 
Reg iona l Manpowe r Advis~y Counci l does not now have, and has never had, any ljurlsdiction 
over grievance procedures or the authority to hear or make recommenda tions o~ f 
gr ievance complait1ts. My understanding ·is that .SPAG does have a grievance com~ittee. ·• 

.I!: I 
The next board meeting of SPAG' is the annual meeting 1· '.believe on September !9. 1.1t 
may be that you wouJd prefer to make any complaint directly to th~ TDCA In ~ul st1n, 
or to some Wasnlngton office, or, if your board fee ls necessary, to get . some c urt 
to try t• construe the tangled· web of guidelines, lns.~ructlons, l etc. . • j 

RB:gr 
xc: Carolyn Jordan 

Reverend A. L. Davis 
Robert Narvaiz . 
Father Howe 11 
Anne Brownlow 
Pat Martin 
L. C. Harris 

.·.. I 
Res oectfu 11 y, .· . ·· ·. J 

! 

Roy Bass 
Mayor 
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S h 1 . A .. f .· .. t out P qins · ssociation o Government · 

·: . .; 

Carolyn S. Jordan, Pr.:sldent 
Cout1cllwoman o( Lub~t'Jck 

•', 

September 2, 1975 

Dear SPAG Board Member: 

. . ... . 
Truett.-Mayea 

· Eleaatl.e Director · 
,· . ·~ .... ,:,. 

~. . •··. 

.. .. '• .. 

...... 

. · . ... 

I. 

. .~ 
,•, 

. • , t , . 

. ..... · . 

... . 
.. . 

.-: 
.' ·. 

You have previou~ly . received ~r will find encl<?,sed . a ·copy q~ ,. 
the FY 76 South·· Pla1ns Region CETA Plan author1zed by the SJ(A 
Board at its meeting of March 11, 1975; written to conform · t~ 
the outline required by the Texas Department of Community -AfHi"irs 
Manpower Services Division, derived from Section 95.14 of the!l 
·cETA rules and regulations according to which the State must :'· 

. write its plan ... as pri~e sponsor for all balance of state ar~a • 

· The plan follows all guideline~ provid~d by TDCA MSD in tc~~ts~ of 
t echnica l specification& of work to be performed, the. n·umber bf 
participants to be served for the dollars available, allowabl~ . . . 
cost in budgeting, a nd so forth; .and incorporates reconunend.id.onS· ·. 
from the South Plains Re.gional Manpower Advisory Council ap!

1 
r

1 
ved . 

by the SPAG Boar•l of Directors. .1 . · ·. . 
. ' . 

You r e call that r ef l ected by the minute~ of the March 11, 1 75 
SPAG Board of Directors meeting, a FY 76 CETA plan was appr~vhd. 
At ~hat time, it h ad not been reduced to writing due to lac~ bf · 
informa tion fro~ TDCA MSD, but the action was take n to complyJ · 
with time deadlin1es forced upon us by TDCA, who in turn appbdmtly ;. \ 
were t~ying to comply with d e adlines· forced upon them by w~r htlngton· .> 

!! . 
The minutes of the March ll . ~eeting refl~ct: ( 

"D-7 5.- S 4 Motion l>y He n ry Heck, seconded by Alan Henry ; ~h t . 
the Board of Dire ctors approve the 197 6 Manpower Plan :! ab 
submitted and authori z e the staff to f9rward th~ Pla~ ! tb . 

. . the 'l'e xas De partment. of Community Affa1rs. ·. l-tot1on passf d 
unanimous ly. " · · .. . · · · 11 ![ , 

r:nc loS (·~d is a copy of the· CE'rA plan, .. whi·~·h hopefully incorJJ~ates 
t he rec1ui r mnen·ts of 'l'DCA and hopefuily c ·omplies. with the sp]: rl. t of 
th e SPJ\G Bo«rd ;"\ct. ion at the meeting on Narch 11. i! 1 

1 ·~ • • •• 

Heg rtrding t h t;; .-nbbock County CETA program and Title I tuiti n lpay- · 
ments, as of now , it doesn't look like we have any proposal which 
complies with r equests for proposals heretofore sent out, and there 
has been no reco~nendation either from SER or OIC f or a renlighment 
of the percentages of Title I funds used for tuition payments ·. 

1611 1\Vt:NIJr:: M 
1J ltlh(:t;l\ , 1 EXAS 79401 

(llt!6) ·u;:• 872 1 
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Page 2 . •: 
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·cETA Plan 
Se pte mber ~~ 1975 · 

... . • I! ~ .. 

, . . · · , L 
·I· ··· .. 

I I 

Nevertheless, :.I hope it will be possible to negotiate .some k' nd 
of contract which will keep these convnunity based organiza ions >. · 
to some ex1:ent in the ball· park. . If.:; .. ' ·. 

· · Mrs. Ann Brownlow will be presenting some alternatives for lu~ilizing 
the budgeted Tttle I t1>idon fun.~a .. e'\~be ~ex> B;PAG . . B~~rd e~~ .. ·. i .. :··.n ... t ·, 
Slncere1T.)?, . , · · · · ··· , . . ~· . 

•'· .. . 
•., . ., 

Roy Bans 
Chairman, SPRl-1AC · 

xc: ··.~1embers of· ... South Plains 

RB/dll 
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PRE-VOCAT IOi\lAL Trti'! INING .___,....,. ___ .__ ---"" 
CO~fUNICATlON SKILI~S (English) 

COMPUTATl()~J~L SKILLS (Met~.1) 

J l'rNf.HI'ff f-I (.3'J ORY 

!?ERSONAI. HYGIENCE & GROOMING 

CONSUMER lm UCATION 

·,JOB FINDL~':; AND KEEPING TECHNIQUES .. 
GED PREPARATION 

rm.MJING COMPRI!:HENSION · 

SERVIC!!iJ. 

· ·GP.OUP COUl~SELING .. 
. PERSON/II. COUNSELING . .. 

I 
~roB D!!:VEL(J~tlT & PLA CElffiXT 

~ 

.• TRANSPORTJ:\TION FOR TRAINEES 

SKILLS .T If ING? ??? 

CLERICAL C~USTER 
' 

CASHJERINGfRETAI~ SALES 



- . 

I 

' 

$296,505 =Allowances to classroom training.particip 
at $84 per week . Will go up to $92 per w 
January 1, 1976. No taxes taken out . 

$ · 5,000 • Amount for TEC to do allowance checks onl 
approximately $3.50 per check. 

$ 14,640 = Employer share to match FICA taxes for 
paid to clients . . 

$ 34,200 = OJT money paid to employers 

$ 20,489 = Workmen •·s Compensation insurance . for · clie 
in skills trainQng and work experience . 

$' 9,750 = Child care for clients 

$ 300 = Medical examination for clients 

$ 1,950.= Transportation 'for clients 
J . 

t 

$ 72,329 = Propose~ to be contracted out to OIC and 
1 

Learning Center, Junior colleges, commerc'a 
colleges, TSI etc. 

Total $914,534 To help cure poverty in Lubbock, Texas 

. ... 

.. 
i 

I I 
I I 
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S<LICI'l'ATltN OF PRlllliAL · · · : ·: . · 

Introduction 

. I . 

.·· l .. ' . :2 
. . . . , -"" . .. . . --:"'" 

:• 

. ,:· ..... 

.. 
•• 

'lhe South Pl~ 1\ssOclation of ~enliOOllts, ~eieinafter ·~~the 
Association, is a voluntary organization of political subdivisions w

1 
ithin tha 

fifteen oounty area designated. ~ "Govermr-' 8 Plann:ing Region ll:". , ~ . 
J\ssociation .is itself a chartered political subllvision of tha State Under . · . 
. VN:.s lOll M ard as su~ is uubjeot to all laws atd regulations applyin.J to 
sudt agencies. · .... · . · 

" . .. 

. . .. .' 

~se· 
. ' . I 

The Association herEby solicits proposals· for delivery of Certain setVices 
~ied in this ~tin acco.tdanoe with all eppUcable lllW,. regulat.:i.oit, 
ard policy. . . . 

.. ; .. 
t'onn and Procedure · . . · . . · . l 

1\.ll proposals offe.t'€<1 :i.n resp:mse to this solicitation nust be received 
in the offi02s of the .1\ssociation no later than 5:00 p.m. (CST) July 11, 1975. 
ProJ.Xlsilla must be type\-n:itten and signcl by an authorized official of the respon• 
c1ant offeror. Please attach· a signatory authoriza·tion. Five ropie9 of the 
p.rofOsal. offp..r . including autborized signature must be suhnitted. j ·. · 
• · PrOJ.X>sal.s may be subni tt:.€d for all or any part of the services sixacifi€d • 

.. 'Ihe ... s~ified s~.ccs . ~-ro delivery .of OCGlJPati.onat __ train:l.IJg __ in _.BP.:Wtitutional 
~ sct_ting )~·91;_ .the.~1several. .occupations .lLqtcl -·in-atta~t 1\. Offerj td ronduc~ .. 
·each occupationnl training oourse must be sulxnitted separately. · I . . . I . . 

Prop:>sal offerora· will .accept participants in the anploymmt · d ,training 
piXXJram ~t"attrl by the nssociation unde.c the Conprehensive fl:nployrtEnt and Training 
l\ct of 1913-. These participants will be referred i.Qdividually from 1the intake ' .. ____ ... .. ,. . -
center of the mrA program in LUbbock o:nmty. lUl tt"aill.1.ng provided by the offeror 
1§::> the CErA participant must be conducted on an open entry/open exit l:asis in 
c:anpliunce \-tith the FY 1976 CETA plan for the South Plains region. j wormation 

.~~9:~.-~1«: .. 1?.~~-~.~-·~v~l~~: f _:tel.!_l_ .. !:h~ 9Jf_~_c~-9~-- the Assoq~~!J.~ 11 l . . . ' 
Prop::-sals nrust mclude the informati.on and data specified . in ls' solicitation 

including the items outlined in the s<::eti.on below entitled "Work Plan and Narrative". 
, · Pr.oJ?Osals that d" not rontain all required infonnation or which are sul:rnitted after 

I. the above nentioned deadline cannot~ accepted for ~s~~era~on • . j . ·. . 

.. 

Notifi~,tion of Acceptance of Proposal · 

Each offeror. \~ill be notified in writing oo later than July 24, 1975, of 
acceptance or rejection of its prop:>sal, 

The Asnoclatdon is under no obligation to accept any offer sul:rnitt.ed. 
. . . . 

· Ce.rti.ficu.Uon 1. ! 

J\11 offcrors must be ccrtifie:d by the Texas Erlucat:ion 1\gency os bc.in:r a 
~ 

qual.ificcl instn.tctioncll facillty Jn P.och 00\.trS~ of U! llf1!Jig J~ wh.L r.~ of_f~r- .t9_!f"Xlr! .• 
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I. Objectives and QJals 

n. 

Im. 

.. 

IV. 

• 

A. State occupation and/or occupatianal cluster !or which· tra.ining is 
designed. . . · . · · ' 1 ; · · 

B. State the prcpc"l.:ration which the training program will provide for 
up..,.anLoccupational nobility an:i the base whi~ the training will · 
provide for future t.raini.n:J in upgradinc.l skill$. · · 1 j · . 

c. State the anticipated begi.nning wage rate .for saic1 tra.inin:J. ~~tes · 
baso:l UI.X>n past experience. . · . . · 1 

' 

Qualifications of Offeror . . · i· ·i· . 
A. state the qualifications of the offeror to deUver · specUied trainitq. · · 
a. State the qualifications ~of the instructor. . ·. .· . . , . I . . ·:· 

. . . . I 

'rrain.i..ng Graduates Proficiency and OUtput Goals · · · · ·1 
A. Provide a a :mrse outllne includ.i.ng at least the followings 

1. i terns of ·instruction · 
· 2. length of insuuction ~ itan · · · . 

B. State the ~r-ecifio skills to be achieved by eilch trainee at o::ttplet.i.ori 
of course. i · · . · · 1 I 

c. State the level of profici~cy in each skill to be achieved by: each 
trainee. . 1 r 

D. State the standal:ds . of IIEasurement of sldll achieverent neeessc;u:y for 
graduation from training (for example: · for tJ:aining offered 1it licensed 
vocational nursing training graduate shall be able to pass St.a~e LVN 

· licensing test(s)). . I 
E. State tt~echcmisms for enhancing · trainee • s successful rourse c:trnpletion, 

including but not limited to: . · 
1. provision of individual attention ·. h' 
2~ provision £or re:redial instruction or trainee repetition of items 

of instruction in which trainee is insufficiently prepar I· 
3. provision for re-utilization or recovery of tuition pa~J fran . ~ 

offeror in case of trainee termination or inabiU ty to l~te ~ 
~escribed. course o~ training . . . . · . . . . . . . t .. 

. R>st-train.ing Serv1.ces . · 1 : 
State what provision will be made of assistance in placarent into anployment 
of eraining graduates upon cx:upletion of specified training cnu;se.1 •• 

V. Facilities and EqUipnent . . 
· State what anount and type of necessary training faeilities and 
·is available to be utilized by offeror in. ~aining~· ·: .. . ·. · 

VI. Budget R~irernents per Trainee 
State the per .client experise incurred in providing ·sp3cified 
training. 

VII. Letter of Assurance 

I 
prent 

I 

Provide letters of a s surance of eroployabili ty of graduates .of specified 
training from. five different employers who have in the past employed 

· gruduates of· the specified training perfortred by the offeror. In the 
event that the offeror is proposing to conduct a specified training course 
which it has never previously conducted nor has it previously o:>rxiuct.ed 
train.in:J for a similar occupatiat or occupational cluster, the offeror is 

. exempted fran this requirerent. . . . . . . j l 
I ' 
I 

VIII. IJoc\.lmmtation of certification by Texas .alucation rqercy• 
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A'l'TACfMm' A : . 
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. CITY OF LUBBOCK 
LUBBOCK, TEXA~ . 

. . · .... . . 
·.; 

. . : .. ~ ::. . . 

: .. 

ROY BASS 
MAYOR ·: June 27 • 1975 

Mrs. Carolyn S. Jordan, President 
South Plains Assoclatlon .of Governments ·. 
914 Lubbock ~atlona1 · B~nk Building 
lubbock. Texas 79401 .. · · · · 

. . · \ 

. ... 
• .J • ' • •' 

. t .. .· r 
r 

• 
•• 

> . 

Re: : Reglomil Manpower Advisory Council 1 
{Form for "Sol Jcftatlon of Proposa1 11) 

· (Form ·for ''Work Plan and Narrative~') 

Dea r Carolyn: .··I :. . . 

By the time you receive this . letter, · hopeful~y there will be on your 
desk coples · of the above-mentloned : lnstruments. whlch have been prepared 
by Mr. t.reland . and Mr: · Martin, ·and have been revfeweJ by mel Doubtless 
there will · be a discussion of them at the next meeting ·of the Regional 
Manpower Advisory Counctl on July 17, and In the meanwhll¢, there probabl 
ought to be a dlscusslon.of them at the next SPAG Board meeting on 
July 8 (when, unfortunately, . f· wlll still be In Boston at the U.S. 
Conference of Mayors, and therefor~ cannot be present to field some of 
the quf!stlons). 

There appears .to be sqme- dffflculty', and maybe some suspicion, growing 
out of the ·fact. that the proposal solicited would call for an open. 
entry/open ·exit · basts for the . programs~ In particular, : I think SER, and 
maybe OIC, are of the oplnlon ·· that the plan was drafted this way In 
order to exclude ·· them purposely from being able to deliver any of the 
services under · tne plan. 

It Is ~lfflcu1t to get th~ partles .alt:to understand that the open · 
entry/open exit approach Is In compliance with the FY 1976 ·C£TA plan for 
the South Plains Region, and nobody Is trying to do anybody else ln. 

As I understand It, the administrative cost at SER Is around 33%, and 
the admlnlstrative · cost for OIC Is poss ibly 25% or maybe more. As you 
know, the 17% figure i~ what the state considers to be the top acceptable 
percentage for administration. The one thing we learn consistently at 
the state level Is that administrative costs and duplications have to , 
come down to acceptable levels In the operators as well as In the~ 
SER and OIC may have to guard their adminlstratlve ·costs, but I know ot I 
no one who 1s trying . to disqualify them from being successful bidders. i 

I 

Ann Is probably going to trim some of her administration too. ! 
' I 

I 

., 
r 
i 
j 
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Page 2 
• Jun~ 27! 1975 

•, 

' : ' 

' The ·Regional Manpowe~ Advisory Council considers Itself to be J~st ~hatl . :; 
only advisory In nature, and only · In the planning function; that we do · .' ·1 
not have, as we understand It, any authority to review, criticize, . · ~ 
recommend denial or otherwise of any bids submitted by any possible . , : ' .. f ·· ;:!.:·. 
contractor;· that our only ·obl tgatlon. Is to respond to whatever requests · ... . : ; r · 

are made of us by SPAG, with respect to planning. ·.. . . · · : .. : . 
. . ·· . 

. If you think of anything I · need to be dolng· al"orig thes~ lines to allay .· .. ·. , · 
som~ of the mlsconcep~lons which apparently · Qre going ar-ound• 1. would .· · ·. · . . . ~ 

ap~rec late I t• ·/': . 
1 

_.··::· ... ':.:. ·;:·.:; )·~· :< .. ·_.:' ·. ··.: ... ' .. ,. ... , ).";· ,·.;~:,-~. · : 
· · .: .· ·.' ···' Yours . ·· .·'.'··· ·. · · · :;·:::·. · :· · : .. · ·: ... : ~ .. :

1 

. . . . .. . . . .. ::>:.(.' ;_ ·:/ ~); : .::: .'.: :' >l' .. '·: i, 
· . · · · Roy Ira ss · · · · · · . . ·. .. .·. · ··· . , ... . · · ~ I . 
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Futher Rodney Howei1 .· .. ,_, ~··. · ·~ ···· . .. · ;· 
Dianna Henderson .. ,... · · ·· :· ·:· .. ·· .. ::·.· .. .. ·_.·,·. : ... . :;:'·· ::.,:.-> : · . . ··· · . 
A. L. Davis . .. . ·.· .. . . : .. · ·· ... : .. :• · · · · · ' ·· .. ' .. : ,-
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Lubbock Opportunities ~ndustrialization Center, Inc. 
· · 'W11 Know Wltero W11'n1 Going" • 

•, 

.' ' ,, fUolt.ltdtolt1 IIIIOWII'ft Qlrealor Rn, A. L. DHIIt Chltrm•lt• 801,. tf D""lott . 

· l200 East a·r.,odway . t Phone DOG 763-0017 • Lubbock. Texas 70403 
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· MEMORANOUM .. 

TOt 1M. Anne Blww1tloW, ManpoweJL O.llte.c..to.\ .. · • · 

O.la.nna · l-lend(!JL6on, Exec.lttlve. ·o.ur.e.w.t. pJ . FROM• 

.SU6Jt · Rou.glt 01(a6t o6 . CETA Plan FV16 

VATEr . July 2,· 1915 . 

.• . ~:· 

\ , . . . 

.• . f •• 

' \, 
.t , . 

. -··· 

Ott tlt'e lLOLtglt dJ1116t o6 yl1'wr_ FY16 -P.tan, .theJLe tVLe ~eve/tal Uem~ l do not qu.Ue 
uttdeJr-6tand. . P.te~e 6oiUAkVul me tltfl, .ln6o1UnaUon and .i6 poM.ible by Sf 00 p.m. i 
July. 3, 191s. . .. . 1. t 

·,, l A SPAG M6cwUng to .l.uet6 M 4 pJtogfl.aJir opeJUWJ!t 6011. lubboek CourtY undlllt 

.,. 

Sbtltte.9Jf_? , . . , . 1 
·~. UnrleJL f!£q1Jir.am ,,ct.{v-Uy a.11d Svw.i.c.e you .6:ta.te. .the. genv!.a.l .tlvr.e.e. p!LO!JI~ani 

.a.iliv~. f:lwm yowr. na.JUULtive. , 1 ga.tlte!t tha.:t SPAG, M .tlte. p1r.ogha111 
opvta.:toJr.1 tuLU 11o.t c.on.tlr.a.c..t old a.ny .6eJr.v.i.c.u (oubtea.c.lt, .i.nta.fz.e, o~~.w.tUon, 
Jr.e.6 vur.a..t, c.oun-6 el..i.11.g, job de.ve-lopme.Jt..t a.nd p.la.c.eme.nt, Jr.eme.cUal e.duc.CLtbm 
wtdeA c..f.MMwom .:tJuU..1ung, Wolr.fl exeJue.J'lc.e, nolt OJT. ln 6a.c.t, .tlte. bnly .th.i.!tg 

. you aiLe c.o11Xh.a.W1tg otLt to · othe!t ciBe.nd~ u 41U11A tfutinbtg and A orne . . . 

· _a.~rl.i.J~.tJ_w.t.tv1e. ~ vc.v.ic.~. .Zt thAA .c.o1Utec.t1 · · I t : ~- , 

. 3; (IJ/ta.t do~ .tfte. ~tatementhtdlv.idua.t Jte.6e.Jr.M.l-to-tJuU.ning dolt voc.at<.on .tJuU.nlng 

. me.a.11? ~ . . · : I 
4. · Ca.n' a.ny aliottttnc.u be. wcU_ved on a. plr.o j e.c..t bM.iA 1 What a.baut we.l6allJ ·1Lec.ep.tent6 
•. ...(n tlta.t · p!w j ec..t .t6 ailottttnc.e.-6 a.Jte. walve.d? j 1 . 
5/ lfa-6 tlte. c.onll .i.dvta.:t.i.on oo p1wg1r.am.6 o6 deJno11.6.tJLa.te.d ed6ec..t.ive.Jte.M b~e~ a.n.6Welte.d 

-i1t .tlte. SPI\G 1916 Pf..a.n a.c.c.oltr.Uttg to the. CETA JI.U.f..~ a.nd lte.gu.ta.t.ion-6 r Vo you 
C.OI1.6ideJL 01 c a. p!wgltam o.6 deJIId11.6bl.a.te~ e.6 6 ec.t.ive.ne-6.6 f . I 

6. trJill ail pa.!r;t.Lc..ipanl-6 .in c.la-6.6/r.oom .:tJuU.nlng be. a.Uowed a. ma.timwn r6 26 we.e.IU. 6oiL 
ctUottttnc.~ paid a.nd 26 u.re.e.k.-6 ttttgu paid 6oft wo1tfz. expe.l(,{,enc.e.1 

·1. Wlta.t e.Ue w.LU be added ~o the nM!r.a.Uve. ·a.ttd !tough dJr.a6.t o6 .tlte Plan I httvef 
I 

8. What do you. ,.6h.JWI.t o~ aJml.n..UtJutt.lve t!o~t& to bt 6olt FY1filto cllttd 
I i 

I l 
1 I -2$/ 
----- ~:X Affllfato of National 0/C 

Q n ~" ,,.., ,, . - ... -··, "' . ' . . ' 
''We Hnl11 Our~afw.s" . ----_;,ol~ ~ ' 7 ,J,.f( 

! 0 

·I 
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Page: 2 
M& •· Arme &r.oWitlow 
July 2, I97S · 
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. it'' : .. 

I • 

' I • I 

·, ... 
l. ::. . , I . . 

.... 
1 • 
I I 

. . 
' 

• • • • ',t • • • , t t. 

YoUit pltonrpt attention .to th.l4 mattelt ~u.td bt glte.a.tlrJ .·appll.tc..l.a.te.d. . ·: . ·· . . . . . . . . . ·. 

Tha.nk you. veA.y mu.c.h. 

c.c.a MIL • . Tlr.Udt MayeA, VvLedol~ SPAG . . 
Rev. A. L. Vavi6, ChcWu11an, LOlC . · ·. ·. · . : · . . .. 
Mayolt Roy 8a6lt, ChctiJunan, Reglonat. ~powe.lt Adv.Uolt!J Co11iml..tte~ 
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south Plains Associatiori .of Governmerlts ):2/ 
·.. . . · . · ·~ ·. · · . . · i u~ 1 ·s. 191 :~ 

Councilwoman of Lubbock Eaeculive Director · · · · · \ Carolyn S. Jordan. Preeadcat Truett Maye1 . . · . ~ \ 

. . ' \ 

June 13, 1975 . . . .' \ ~\)~· • .' 
j '· ) , 

. ~ 

I . 
i. . • 

• • • J . . • :: t' 

Ms • . Diana Henderson, Executive Director . 
Lubbock Occupational Industrializatioo Center 
2200 East Broadway 

. ·. . ·.: :· 

LUbbock., . Texas 79403 

~ar Diana, 
~ . 

I am enclosing a copy of SPAG' s Progress report so that you are ablE:! 

se.e h~1 well L.O.I.C. is doing in relation to .the entire program. ·II · 
Ne certainly appreciate your progress tCMard your FY 75 goals. With 

your taking on an add.itional 20 clients for the remainder of the contrf
1 

ct 
ending July 31st, I feel sure that you will accanplish your goal of · · 

individuals served. • 
. . 

:As you can see, plac€illent of trainees into fulltime jobs is moving 1 
much slc:Me.r. We do expect to see many more placed during June and 'July. 

It is doubtful, h~er, 'that SPAG's goal in this area can be ItEt. ,. 

We are still operating on our original plan of progress which is 1 
much higher than we can hope t o achieve. our plan has been modified to 

a nore realistic one but, to date·, we have not gotten an approval to
1 

~valuate our program according to that modification. We hope to ge 

appr.oval soon • .. 
,. 

Diana , in. every 
1
a rea of our plan, except. non-positive tenninations, I ·1 ; 

L.O .• !.c. is ahead percentage-wise. For this, we wish to thank you $rY 

· .. much . I do hope , however , that every possible effort is being maqe 

to cut back on the m.unber of clients leaving the program on a non-:' · 

posit~ve basis. · 
. . . I 

~ince we hope to have a' much better sha-ring at the end of June,• I wi1 

forward you a copy of SPAG's June progress report when it becanes 

available. · 

.. 

9H LUDDOCK NATIONAL BANK DUILOINO 

LU8DOCK, TEXAS ~9401 

(bOG) 762·87ll I 

. I 
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I ., 
! 
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II. 

MANPOWER 
By 

Dianna Henderson 

Brief History of Lubbock Opportunities IndustrializationceJt r, Inc. 

The Lubbock ore, (LOIC) was incorporated June, 1971, as a Jr1vate 
non-profit organization in the State of Texas. · I t 

LOIC received its first grant under categorical funding thtough the 
OIC National Institute July 1, 1971 through June 30, 1972 1n l the 
amount of $241,6.63. The nexe year LOIC received $280,329 -t;:hrough 
the OIC National Institute. Under Comprehensive Employmen~ +raining 
Act (CETA) funding, LOIC received $160,950 in 73-74 through the 
Department of Labor. £n the ensuing years, LOIC has received ·numer­
ous commendation for its delivery of Manpower .Training in ~ubbock, 
Texas. We were honored as being in the upper 25% of OIC's across the 
country at the 1972~73 OIC Nation~1 Institute Annual Convocation. 

. A I 

LOIC was . chosen as one of the five OIC's across the country 9ut of 
a possible 105 centers to be mentioned in a Reader's Diges~ article 
about Dr. Sullivan. The South Plains Association of Governments and 
the Lubbock City Council recognized OIC as the best manpow~r ! program. 
in Lubbock County during FY1975,, our first year of operation under 
SPAG. (.See la-Ic) . I 

History Of City or County Response to Manpower Programs in \L\'bbock 
County. 1 1 

I ! 
Th~ South Plains Association of Governments hired Duane Ireland 

. I 
during 1972 under a planning grant through the Department df .Labor 
in anticipatio~ of passage of CETA. Since the City of Lub~o9k was 
an eligible prime sponsor, Mayor Morris Turner accepted the prime 
sponsqrship for FY74. (July 1, 1973-June 30, 1974) I ! 
Cbuncilwoman r.arolyn Jordan · led the fight to have the City ;declare d 
an ine ligible prime sponso~. As I understand it, in talking Jto Mrs. 
Jordan~ sh~ stated that SPAG was the planning agency for the 1South 

. Plains RegionJand she felt manpower planning should be a ~~sponsibil~ty 
of SPAG. I also understood her to say that she did not fe~l 1 that . 
manpower should be used as a politica l patronag~ tool by any !one 
elect ed official. Councilwoman Jordan said that she suppo~ted 
W?.npower programs that really trained people and would support OIC 

, f a s long .as it did the job. · 

Tnterpretation bf the CETA, 1973. 
I . 

~ETA of 1 973 was pass e d during Preside nt Richard Nixon 1s term of 
e under the revenue sharing concept of giving the local elected 
ials control of and input into the spending of federal monies. 

Act afforded the opportunity f.or local elected officials to con­
the funding of categorical programs and to see that those prog~ 

rved their areas. It is the purpose of the Act to provide 
ining and employment opportunities for economically disadvant­
nc-•mployed and underemployed persons, and to assure ~hat train­

services lead to maximum employment opportuni,ties and 
· ~fficiency. I 

I 
" I 

I 



V. Refer to Do9uments 

Reference 
Dates page 

1 
February, 1974-
thro~gh May, .1974 #5-1~11 

( October 14, 1974 #12-#14 

May , 1975 #"15 

.. 
.. 
i 

.. 
• 

· June 10, 1975 #16 

June 26, 1975 #17-#20 

June 27, 1975 #21-#22 

Action Taken 
I 
I I 

Lubbock OIC was in agreement with SPAG 
being the prime contractot for Lubbock 
County. Traditionally, SPAG has been 
the planning agency for t~e l south 
Plains area and acted as .4 ~ass throug~ 
agency for Federal or St~te ~~~nds. 
We wrote letters to local l ~~ted 
officials requesting the~1 l pinion of 
Manpower. Before manpo~eE, SPAG had 
never set up and hired a ~t ff to 
operater a · Federal or State program. 

j 

Lubbock 0 contracted with . SPAG to 
provide p -vocational training, skil l~ 
training, and service. Our contract 
was 9~ month contract through June 30, 
1975. SPAG did the fiscal checks for 
bills, and payroll check s for our sta f ~ 
and trainees. I was quite surprised 
and pleased at how well the accountin~ 
went. Jim Crowder, SPAG's previous 
fiscal officer, was really good. 

I 

State printed notice about plan for 
Balance of State areas. Note that you 
were supposed to see Regional Council 
of Governments about plan lf6r your 
area. I called Anne Brownlow and 
asked her about the Plan for this area . 
As I understand it, she told me that 
we did not have a plan and that SPAG 
was going to contract out for this year 
just as they did last yeaf, except for 
SER because they did not have enough 
money for OJT. She stated that prop­
osals would be accepted 011 

a bid basis 
and our contract would be extended to 
July 31, 1975. ~ 

Wrote and inquired about ~xtension and 
procedures for proposals. 1

1 
Anne called 

and said we would r eceive prop·osal 
request package in a few ays. 

I I 

Received proposal request . package from 
Anne. Called to question her about 
pre-vocational training, r emedial edu­
cation, and services, but Anne was out 
of town. : j 

, I 
Staff came in to work on proposal. 
Received copy of letter from Mayor Roy 



June 30, 1975 . #23-#32 

• 

. .... 

.. 
• i 

July 18,. 1975 #33 

July 23, 1975 

I ! 
I ; 

Bass to Mrs. Jordan. Did 1not quite 
understand letter because ore has 
always operated on open-entry, open­
exit and no-one from ore had talked 
to Mayor Bass. I felt that tSPAG did 
not have a plan, so I wondered where 
he was 'quoting" information. Became 
very angry about inaccurate 25% cost 
figure quoted for administration 
because the Mayor is chairman of the 
Advisory Council and a member of the 
SPAG Board of Directors. : r , felt SPAG 
had complete access to our fiscal 
records; therefore, - so did the Mayor. 

Started asking for plan a~ ~PAG office . 
Asked Anne and Mrs. Jordan about cost 
figures and neither knew where Mayor 
Bass obtained figures . Asked Truett 
Mayes, SPAG's Director, and Pat Hartin, 
SPAG's Planner about p lan. Pat gave me 
a rough draft of the Comprehensive 
narrative that was still penciled in . 
Became very concerned so I wrote and 
asked Anne about narrative. i I did 
not receive answer. Called and 
asked Rev. Davis about plan. It was 
his understanding that Task - Coordina­
tions Committee authorized staff to 
write plan and bring it back for 
review. Called Pat and asked about 
his understanding . Anne told me Board 
had approved plan in March. Got 
Board minutes. We requeste:l to be plac­
ed on SPAG's Board of Directors Agenda 
to present gr ievance that there was 
no plan. SPAG's July Board1 Minutes will 
reflect. this . Did not prese nt grievance 
to Board because Mrs. Jordan told me 
she was working it out and proposal 
period would be extended to July 18, 
1 975. Anne and staff went to Aus tin to 

I I 

negotiate prim.e contract with TDCA. 
Sta ff did not get back un,~il July 21, · 
1 975. . 

I i 

Submitted proposal for training in 
amount of $147,000 to tra1 n: 
44 clerk-typist $810/clibnt 
75 Textile Mill Tech. $785/client 
20 Medical Records c lerk/Medica l 

Secretary-Receptionist . $815/clieriL . 
15 Bookkeeper/ Accounting' clerk. $810/ 

: 1 clier 
Pre-vocational (154x$156) 1 

+Skills Training= $14 6 , 989 

Had lunch with Anne and explained that 
we did not e~ct to get $147,000. I f 

. I 



July 29, 1975 #34-#3.0 

. ., 

July J.l, 1975 #36-#38 

• i 

Augus\ 4, 1975 

August 5, 1975 

August 6, . 1975 ,#39-#41 

I 
I ' 

our contract had been for l i ~ months, 
we would have been funded . $99,455. 

I 
Told her our Board would settle for 
$95,000 provided our contract was 
for same training, as· last year's 
except for ·adding medica1 Fecep­
tionist and accountint/bookeepe0 
no cost since we would eliminate 
cashiering. Asked her to ¢al l ~nd let 
me know by .Wednes~ay, Jul~ !25, 197 5 .. 
She did not ca11. As f understand · 
it, Anne kept repeating t~at she did . 
not feel SER was going to jbe funded. 
I told her that SER was SjAG's 
problem and the SER Board spould have 
seen to it that the progr~m was 
successful. SPAG was goinq throuqh a 
hassle with their .ac.counting depart­
ment during the following week~ - so I 
did .not press for information. 

l 

Received copy of letter from Mayor 
Bass to Anne Brownlow. Wondered 
why SPAG was receiving all these 
guidelines that affected our total 
center and why we could not get them 

' too? Really became upsetJ 1Note that 
Mayor Bass did not send m~ ~ copy. 
Rev. Davis came over and 9u?stioned 
me. I 

i I 
Last day of our contract . I Attended 
meeting and was officially told that 
SPAG was only going to contract out 
$72,329. Since all of the proposals 
were higher than OIC and SER, SPAG . 
requested proposals from OIC and SER. 
Note what services SPAG will provide 
for classroom training. I 1 

I ' 
Had special call Board Meeting. Board 
voted to initiate grievan~e : process. . l J 
Went and told Truett and sked for 
SPAG's ·Grievance Procedure . ! 

I I I , . 
Truett brought letter ovef sta t1ng that 
we would meet the next day. l Asked for 
grievance procedure again in memorandum. 
Regulations states that you must exhaust 
all local grievances. We did not want 
anyone to say we did not follow the 
guidelines. Besides it did require 
time to put all of our in ormation 
together. 1 
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August 8, 

August · 12-, 1975· 

' .. 
.· 

Augus~ ·t6, :).9.75 
. .., .;,'-" . . 
~ ·t ., ·~ . . . 

· IIC, • • .A . • ..... ;... 

Augu~t i7·, . . . 
August 29, 

• 

September 
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·\ 
I 

j. 
I 

i ' 

• i 

I 

t42-t43 .4 ·. 

#44-146 

#48 

, . 

~~ 

. ' , . 

•• 

. . . . .~ 

• 

I 
I 

j 
I l 

SPAG requested a proposa1 :from .OIC and 
SER for classroom · ~rain.fn~ . j· . · 

>. •• • . I I .. 
Went to SPAG Board ·meet1nq and Rev. 
Davis requested Griev~nce i ~ocedure 
again.,.. . SER requested' to :Pr~sent . 
alternative. Minutes and :·t~pes of· 
minutes should.. ~ef1ect· thist : . · 

Sent. mernoraRdum th·a~ ~ur lo~rd ·still .· 
wanteq to .present a . grievlnte. Called 
Mayor Bass and he· ·gave Up p~rmission to 
do so. .:• . ! 
Letter was· hand delivered tb'me from 
Mrs: • . Jordan. j .• j . 

t ' . 

. went to SPAG Manpower Regiohal Adviso­
ry, Committee meeting. Was· established 
t~t plan had not .been· apprb~d by the 
advisory committee or seer py them 
before that day. 

1
. f 

~ , I 
Rev . Davi~. went to talk t4> ~ayor Bass 
abo"t program. ., ·, ·, 

.. ~ 1
· ~ .. 6~ 
~ . . . 

. f 

i 
' 

>' 

j
.... . 

... \; ! :'~ .. 
.-!· . 

• l .• -

j 

! 
i 

I 
I l 
I 

l I 

I 
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