LUBBOCK REPORT

I. INTRCDUCTION
| - In accordance with Section 98.31 of the Federal Regulations, Vol. 40,
No. 101, concerning the Department of Labor Carprehénsive Manpower Program and
Grants, and the Texas Departmont of Cmtinmity Affairs contractuai responsibilities
thercunder, a review was initiated to determinc achﬁinistrative and programmatic
F procedures of the South Plajns Association of Governrents (SPAG). TDCA, as the
designated Prime Sponsor for the Balance of State, has the responmblllty under
the above mentlo'wd rules and regulations to ensure that all contracts with progrem
operatoss and their subcontractors ‘mly with CETA regulations,
The basis for the review was determined for the following reasons:
1. Inquiries were made to the Department from Community Based organi-
zations in Lubbock regarding the administrative procedures utilized
to sublet contracts. (Attachments 1 and 2) | .
2. On Septenber 26, 1975, the Executive Director of the Texas
Department of Cammnity Affairs forwarded a letter to the Execu-
tive Directeor of SPAG requesting that SPAG staff come to Austin to
-discuss F¥ '76 subcontracting procedures. (Atta:l‘m‘cnt: -3} |
3. On October 1, 1975, TDCA received correspendence from SPAG
stating that they’v.qould noi: cane to Austin to discuss these
issues. (Attachment 4)
4. On October 3, 1975, a letter was forwarded by the Director of
the Manpower Services Division, TDCA, again requestmg that SPAG
staff come to Austin to discuss FY '76 saboontractmg procedt..res. (Attch. 5)
Based on the aforementioned facts, and conscmt.ls of TODCA's obligation to
the Department of Labor, a review team was sent to the headquarters of SPFG in
Lubbock, Texas, on October 15 and 16, 1975.

Consistent with the authority grarted the Prime Sponsor under the CETA
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Eligible Applicant, which reads:

(b) "The grantee is required to establish internal program manage-
ment procedures. Such procedures shall be used by the grantee
in the monitoring of day-to-day operations to pericdically review
the performance 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
camumnity. The objective of such procedures shall be the improve-
ment of overall program management and effectiveness."

(c) "The grantee shall monitor all activities for which it has been
provided funds under the Act to determine whether the assurances
and certifications made in its plans and the purposes and pro—
visions of the Act are being met, and to identify problems which
may require the grantee to take corrective action in order to

. assure such campliance. The grantee shall fulfill this monitor-
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."

The review procedure established by TDCA as Prime Sponsor consisted of
informal interviews with parties involved in the SPAG subcontracting process.
Interviews were conducted with the SPAG Executive Director and the Manpower staff
as well as with all the potential subcontractors who submitted proposals for
Title I Classroom Training funds. Those subcontractors interviewed were Lubbock
Opportunities Industrialization Center, Inc. (LOIC), Jobs For Progress, Inc.
(SER), Texas Schools, Inc. (TSI), and Lubbock Independent School District (LISD).
The review team also met informally with two members of the SPAG Board of
Directors with whom the purpose for the onsite review was outlined and discussed.

This proposed process is consistent with CETA Requlations, Section

98.26(b), Procedures for Résolding Issues Between Grantees and Camplainants

which reads as follows:
(b) "Each Prime Sponsor or eligible applicant should establish in-

formal review procedures such as informal hearings or scme
other process to deal with issues arising between it and any

aggrieved party."
II. CHRONOLOGY
This section of the report will chronologically establish and documert

the sequence of events as discovered by the TDCA Review Team. Documentation
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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 Manpower Advisory Council-
ret and approved the establishment of a Task Coordinating Committee (Attachment ©)
This comittee was given the authority to give‘final approval for the FY '76 SPAG
Manpower Plan to be submitted to TDCA. |

According to TDCA Review Team interviews with SPAG staff, the Task
Coordinating Camittee worked Qith SPAG Manpower staff in developing the Manpower
Plan that Qas eventually submitted to the SPAG Board of Directors for review.

On March 10, 1975, the SPAG Manpower staff submitted an outline of
the FY '76 Plan to both the Manrﬁf-r Advisory Council and the Tasf Cooidinating
Camittee for their review. The Task Coordinating Committee, acting with their
delegated authority and the Manpower Advisory Council, approved the outline
and authorized thelplanning staff to present the outline to the SPAG Board of
Directors as the official recammendations of the South Plains Regional Manpower
Advisory Council. (Attachment 7)

On March 11, 1975, the FY '76 Manpower Plan was submitted to the
SPAG Board of Directors for review, it was approved, and the Manpower staff
authorized to submit the Plan to Texas Department of Community Affairs (Attach-
ment 8). | 5

On March 21, 1975, SPAG submitted to TDCA its Manpower Plan for FY '76.
After submission of their Plan, SkaG obtained their request for proposal pack-
age to be surndfﬁed to TDCA in accordance with their Manpower Plan for-FY o
SPAG and ‘I0IC submitted their requests for proposal in their proper form.

These proposals were reviewed by the Manpower-Services Division and the Prime
Sponsor Planning Council on May 28, 1975._
Following the PSPC meeting, TDCA notified SPAG of its selection as the -

CETA contractor for the City and County of Lubbock.
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On June 24, 1975, SPAG mailed a memorandum to thirteen (13) potential

deliverers of the Classroom Training component. SPAG provided to the Review Team

the following list of potential subcontractors:

Plumbing/Steam Fitters Union 629
Const. Gen. Labor Union Local 1253
Carpentry Local 1884

Elect. Union Local 850

Rider Tech. Inst.

L.C.C.

West Texas Home Health Agency
LeTsS.D.

Draughons

TSY

Levelland Jr. College

10IC

SER

This memorandum provided information on the guidelines for submission of letters

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

ment 9).

1.

Included in the memorandum were the following stipulations:
All proposals offered in response to this solicitation must
be received no later than 5:00 p.m., July 11, 1975.
Proposals must be type written and signed by an authorized
official of the respondant offeror given signatory authori-
zation. Five copies of the proposal offer including
author;zed signature must be submitted.

All training provided by the offeror to the CEﬁA participant
must be conducted on an open entry/open exit basis in com-
pliance with the FY f76 CETA Plan for the South Plains Region.
Propoééls that do not contain all required information or
which are submitted after the above mentioned deadline
cannot be accepted for consideration.

Each offeror will be notifiéd in writing no later than

July 24, 1975, of acceptance or rejection of its proposal.
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6. The Association is under no obligation to accept any offer
submitted.

7. All offerors must be certified by the Texas Education Agency
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 "Work Plan and Narrative," as outlined.

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

specified. The specified services for de].iver‘y of occupa-

tional training in an institutional setting for several

occupations are listed in Attachment A.

Additional infomaﬁion accampanying the memorandum was a listing of the priority
skills for the areas as determined by a needs survey for skill training. SPAG
was unable to include information in the memorandum on the amount of CETA funds
available for Clasérocm Training or the number of training slots available be-
cause this information was not known by the Prime Sponsor.

On June 27, 28, 29, 1975, advertisement of the solicitation for pro-
posals appeared in the Lubbock Avalanche Journal, (Attachment 10). This public
solicitation was in conjunction with the aforementioned memorandum of June 24,
1975. 3

On July 11, 1975, proposals were received from Draughons Business
College, Texas Schools, Inc. and SER.

On Juiy 14, 1975, a memorandum from SPAG was mailed to entities who
suhndtted.pfoposals, advising them that the deadline for receipt of proposals
had been extended until 5:00 p.m. July 18, 1975 (Attachments 11A and 11B).

The memorandum stipulated that the following 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 adequate follow-
up of trained clients. |

3. that the past demonstrated effectiveness in performance of

training functions will be extended significant consideration.

4. the ability of the training agency to provide an adequate
record-keeping system for évaluatoxy purposes.
5. the ability of the agency to provide tramng services on
an open entry/open exit basis.
6. the design of the course(s) offered by the training agency
7. provision of TEA certification. |
The memorandum's Stipulation of criteria No. 1, the projected cost per client
served, was the first official notificaticn that such a requirement would be used
in the evaluation process. No explanation was given in the memorandum 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 extensrion appeared in
the Lubbock Avalanche Journal. (Attachment 12).

July 14 tl_lrough 18, 1975, SPAG Manpower staff and TDCA Manpower Ser-
vices Division staff met in Austin to negotiate the CETA FY '76 contract. In-
cluded in the contract was $72,324.00 for Clasérocm Training camponent. Pricr
to the negotiation of the contract neither TDCA nor SPAG could determine the
amount of funds available for the Classrocm Training component.

On July 18,- 1975, the deadliz{e date for the first extension, proposals
from SER, South Plains College and LOIC were submitted.

On July 31, 1975, the SPAG Budget Conmlttee met to review the pro-

posals and rejected all as being too high. Apparently this camittee
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established a second extension ard deadline date for the solicitation or propn:zals.
It is unclear in the records whether the Budget Comittee had the authority to
authorize such an extension in lieu of the apparent lack of such stipulated
authority fram the SPAG Board.

On August 1, 1975, a memorandum describing the actions of the Budget
Comittee'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 (Attachments 13A and 13B). The new deadline was established
as 4:00 p.m., August 5, 1975. The memorandum further stated that notification
of rejection or acceptance would occur no later than 5:00 p.m., August 8, 1975,
and that the total amount of the ncw proposals should not exceed $72 ,.3.29.00
The Budget Cammittee meeting of July 31, 1975 and the SPAG memorandum of August 1,
1975, are the first official notifications to p":tontiél subcontractors of the
amount of funds available for Classroom Training. This was approximately two
weeks after SPAG received notice of the amount available from TDCA (July 14-18,
1975).

On August ‘3, 4, 5, 1975, public notice of the extension appeared in
the Lubbock Avalanche Journal. (Attachment 14).

On June 27, 1975, the Mayor of the City of Lubbock corresponded with
the President of SPAG's Board of Directors expressing concern that SER and
ILOIC were of the opinion that the SPAG FY '76 plan was drafted in such a
way in order to probably exclude them fram being able to deliver any services.
This letter further expressed that SER's administrative cost for FY '75 was
33% and LOIC's administrative cost was 25% or maybe more. There is no evidence
in the hands of this team, nor was any made available by any of the parties to
support these percentage ratios. (NOTE: Copies of this letter were sent to
SER, LOIC and SPAG staff - Attachment 15.)

On July 2, 1975, LOIC communicated to SPAG via memorandum indicating
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that they had a rcugh draft of a SPAG FY '76 Plan and that there were a nuvber ‘
of items contained therein that needed further explanation. (Attachment 16).
Among those questions were:
1. Had the consideration of prégrams of demonstrated effective-
ness been addressed in the FY '76 Plan according to the
CETA regulations?
2. Could allowances be waived on a project basis?
3. What would be added to the rough draft of ?lan one?
4. VWhat activities, if any, were to be contracted‘» out?

On July 3, 1975, SPAG staff responded to the above mentioned memoran-
dum (and apparently telephone inauiries), indicating that the SPAG Regional Man~
power Advisory Cquncil had met on March 4 and 6 and determined several critical
policies for CETA FY '76 program. As indicated by that memorandum, these
critical policies were as follows:

Xe -'Ihere wouid be two program operation areas wit‘nih the
region - Lubbock County and the Balance of Counties in
the Region - each with his own program operator.

2. CETA Title I funds by FY '76 program would be broken down
‘into percentages indicated as follows:

Lubbozk County BOR

2

£ 55% 15%
aJT 5% 10%
PSE ‘ 0 35%
WE 40% 40%

The above items indicatad the priority 'ra.nking of PSE positions for
both Title‘ I and Title II. This memorandum indicated that there were several
major problems and uncertainties surrounding planning for FY '76 in Lubbock
County. However, LOIC was assured that a copy of thes FY '76 CETA Plan would be
available no later than Monday, July 7, 1975. (For detail, see Attachment 17). -

As indicated previously, on July 18, 1975 LOIC forwarded to SPAG a

proposal package for consideration. Accompanying that proposal was a memoran-
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dum expressing a nuwber of pressing concerns. Some of those concerns being:

1. A written qualification of procedures where a waiver
of allowances could be obtained.

2. Requesting information where the Mayor of Lubbock

obtained inaccurate administrative cost figures for
their prior contact with SPAG. (Attachment 18).

. On July 28, 1975, the Mayor of Lubbock sent to SPAG staff a letter
stating that he had been furnished a copy of the IOIC memorandum of July 19, 1975
(this is the same memorandum referred to as the July 18, 1975 memorandum from
IOIC). This letter indicated that the Mayor had checked the LOIC budget of FY'75
and said that that budget reflected an administrative cost of approximately 583.5%.

On August 5, 1975, the LOIC Board of Directors transmitted to SPAG
a memorandum which notified SPAG of LOIC's intent to file a grievance against
the SPAG Manpower Program. (Attachment 19).

On August 6, 1975, SER also transmitted a memorandum expressing an
intent to file a grievance (Attachment 20). Both part.ies asked for a hearing
with SPAG to aire their grievance.

On August 6, 1975, one day after LOIC's memorandum stating their intent
to file a grievance, the SPAG Executive Director notified IOIC of the receipt of
their notice and informed them that the SPAG Grievance Committee would meet. at
1:30 p.m. August 7, 1’975. LOIC was requested to present their grievance at
that time. (Attachment 21). In addition, the memorandum cites CETA Rules and

Regulations, Section 98.42, Complaints; Filing of Formal Allegations; Dismissal,

which reads:
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"BEvery formal allegation shall be in writing and signed by the

camplairant.,, and shall be sworn before a Notary Public, or

other duly authorized person......"
(The citing of this CETA Regulation 98.42 is in error as the SPAG memorandum
actually quotes Section 98.43, Forms, and not Section 98.42.) LOIC was advisad
to submit their written grievance to SPAG by 10:00 a.m. August 7, 1975. SER
was also advised to follow the same procedures.

Upon receipt of their notice to appear at the Gricvance Committec
meeting, LOIC again on August 6, transmitted another memorandum to SPAG that
formally requested a copy of SPAG grievance procedures. The memorandum stipulated
that a copy of the procedures was needed by 5:00 p.m. on that day. (Attachment 2?_‘.

It is significant to rcte at this point that the Departrmnt‘of Labor's
2ssistant Regional Director for Manpower (ARDM), whon required to conduct a
hearing, follows Section 98.47(a), Hearings of the CETA Rules and Requlaticns.

On August 7, 1975, the SER Board of Directors transmitted to SPAG, by
10:00 a.m., a formal grievance statement which said that SER felt that (1) they
had not been given due ccnsideration for funding, and (2) that the allocated
amount for subcontracting was not enought to meet the needs of the community.
(Attachment 23). |

In response to SPAG's August 6, 1975 memorandum concerning grievance
procedures, LOIC responded by a letter dated August 7, 1975 requesting that
SPAG spell out griavance procedures in docurented form and distribute same to
all parties before they would file a formal grievance. (Attachment: 24).

Prior to the August 7, 1975 Grievarce Hearing, SPAG had contacted

TDCA concerning grievance procedures and was advised by staff to follow the
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CETA Rules and Regulations in regards to their establishment of grievance pro-

" cedures.

The SPAG Grievance Procedures for Sub Contractors were made available

to LOIC and SER on the evening of August 27 after the Grievaﬁce Commnittee meetinc.
(Attachment 25). The grievance prucedure consisted of excerpts, either in part or
full, from the following CETA Rules and Regulations.:

1. Section 98.43, Form

2. Section 98.44 (a) (1) (2) (3) (4), Contents of Formal
Allegations; Amendcnt. '

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 camplaints, SPAG further included a section in their grievance
procedures that allowed the following:

"If the comittee fails to meet within the time specified, the

caorplainant may file their grievances with the State of Texas,

Balance of State, Comprehensive Erployment Training Act Prime

Sponsor." :

"When the hearing has becen heard and the complainant is not

satisfied with the finding, they may file their grievance with

the State of Texas CETA as Prime Sponsor."

Two meetings were held on August 7, 1975 by SPAG Committees, a
10:30 a.m. Budget Camittee Meeting and a 1:30 p.m. Grievance Committee Meeting.
The Budget Camittee met to review proposals and the Grievance Corrinittee met to
hear the grievances of LOIC and SER.

As referenced previously, the closing date for the receipt of sub-
contract proposals was August 5, 1975. It is apparent that the Budget Committee
of SPAG decided to accept proposals after this published date and tag same
"Late Proposals". (Attachments 26 and 27). '

At the Budget Committee meeting both Texas Schools and South Plains
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College resubmitted proposals for the same courses with no changes in their
proposed cost per client. Draughons Business College resubmitted a proposal with
a considerable reduction in cost per client. Neither SER nor LOIC resubmitted
their proposals at this time. The Budget Comuittee further directed that the
CETA Manpower Director nzgotiate with each offerqr for Classroom Training and
report to the Board the results of those negotiations. It is unknown whether or
not the Budget Cammittee had the authority to again extend deadline dates for
the acceptance of proposals without formal SPAG Board acﬁion, or whether or not
this Committee was authorized to direct recommendations for negotiations with |
each offeror for Classroom Training.

At the Grievance Committne meeting, both I.OIC and SER chose'not to

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

1OIC 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 about their grievance procedures, and thus they
were not fully apprised what the grievance procedurcs were. A SER spokesperson
indicated that SER would present their formal grievances to the Balance of State
Prime Sponsor and that they did not want a ruling from the Grievance Committee.
The spokesperson. also indicatea that SER would like information on what the
SPAG grievance_procedures were. After much discussion of the subcontracting
issue, and the verbal expression of grievances by both LOIC and SER, the Griev-
ance Cammittee meeting concluéed with a unanimously passed motion which stated
that the Grievance Committee felt that they had complied with their portion of
the grievance procedures, and that the next procedure was for them to go "to the
next higher level." - (Attachment 28, Page 10)

On August 12, 1975, the SPAG Board of Directors met and authorized

the SPAG manpower staff to commit the entire amount of $52,671 in Section 112
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Vocational Education Funds to (1) Texas Schools, Inc., (2) South Plains College
and (3) Draughons. The Board also directed Manpower Staff to try to obtain- a
waiver .of allowances paid to participants in Classroom 'I‘faining so that the
additional funds could be used to develop more Classroom Training slots. The
Board furthermore passed a motion that SPAG allow IOIC and SER until August 26,
1975 to submit proposéls based on 572,329 plus the associated allowancés.
(Attachment 29). Their proposals were to be reviewsd by the South Plains Regional
Manpower Advisory Council at its August 29, 1975 mecting. (Attaéhments 30, 31
and 32). This extension of the deadline constituted the fourth extension in the
subcontracting process. There is no public record, other than the minutes of
the SPAG Board of Directors meeting, which indicates that this extension was
édvertised in the local newspaper as had previous extensions.

On August 12, 1975, the Chairman of the South Plains Regional Man-
power Advisory Council rescheduled the Council meeting of August 21, 1975 until
August 29, 1975. Tl;xe purpose for the rescheduling was that the SPAG Board
directed that proposals not be reviewed until August 29, 1975 ahd. thus the
August 21, 1975 meeting would unnccessarily result in two neei:ings. (Attachment 33)

On or about August 14, 1975, the TFA field representative notified
the Lubbock Indépendent School District (LISD) that all the FY '76 Vocational
Ecducation funds for Classrocm Training had already besn committed and that the
only funds that remained unobligated was $72,329.00 in CETA Title I funds.
Interviews by the Review Team with the Director of Adult Education for LISD
revealed that LISD had been the only contractor in FY '75 for Classroom Training |
under Section 112 Vocational Education Funds. Prior to August 14, 1975, LISD
had not been contacted by SPAG concerning contract negotiations for FY '76 and
thus had not submitted a proposal. On or abouf this date LISD informed SPAG

that they had received their initial solicitation for proposal. LISD then went
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to SPAG and obtained a copy of the latest proposal guidelines.

On August 26, 1975, LOIC informed TDCA-MSD that they would present
their grievances to the Manpower Advisory Committee on August 29, 1975, and that
they were requesting a response to their griefrances by September 4, 1975.
(Attachment 34) .

On August 26, 1975, the Executive Director of LOIC verbally advised
SPAG that their original proposal and cost per clienﬁ served would remain tl;e
same as previously submitted, and that they could not submit a proposal because
the CETA FY'76 Plan had not been published and printed, a.nd because too many
questions and issues about the Plan had not been clarified by SPAG. (Attachment 35).
SER, however, submitted a proposal which utilized the entire $72,329.d0 amount.
On or about August 26, 1975, a proposal from LISD was introduced into the sub-
contracting process. (It is unknown at this time if SPAG discussed the legitimacy
of this proposal considering what actions had transpired to date.) In addition,
a proposal from Texés Schools, Inc. was also given consideration, although no
proposal had been formally submitted on August 26, 1975, and their originai
proposal had already been partially funded through Section 112 Vocational Education
Funds. Interviews with TSI indicated that TSI did not formally submit a s‘econd |
proposal until late September, 1975.

On August 27, 1975, the President of the SPAG Board wrote a letter to
LOIC informing them that since LOIC had chosen not to resubmit a proposal on
August 26, 1975, there was no need to continue further discussion of the FY'76
delivery plan. IOIC was informed that the SPAG Board of Directors would meet
on Séptember 9, 1975 and the deliverers of Classroom Training would be selected
at that time. IOIC was further advised that they has exhausted their administra-
tive remedy at the local level and that they should pursue their grievances at

the state level. (Attachment 36.)
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On August 28, 1975, the Executive Director of IOIC transmitted to 1OIC
Board members and other concerned parties a summary of events to date as viewed
by IOIC staff. The letter addressed LOIC's concerns about SPAG's publishing of
. the Manpower Plan, and LOIC's request to the Mayor of Lubbock on August 26, 1975
to appear before the Regional Hanpower Advisory Council to present grievances.
The Director states that approval was given to appear at the meeting but that
this was later rescinded. The Director stated that IOIC would attend the meeting
and attempt to present their grievance. Furthermore, the Director expressed
concern about the accuracy of information which was tfansmitted to the SPAG Board.
concerning LOIC operations (Attachment 37).

On August 29, 1975, tii: Manpower Advicory Council met but no quorum
was prescnt. No decision was made on which proposals to recommend to the SPAG
Board and the matter was left up to the SPAG Board of Directors meeting of
September 9, 1975.

On September 2, 1975, the Executive Committec of the SPAG Board of
Directors met and decided that the CETA Title I Classroom Training funds would
be divided. The Manpower Director was instructed to prepare a list of options
or alternative plans by which to divide the funds. According to interviews with
the Manpower Director approximately seven optional plans were developed. At
the request of the President of the SPAG Board three plans were selected and
presented to the SPAG Board of Directors at their Septemwber 9, 1975 meeting, for

approval of one of the plans.

On September 3, 1975, LOIC transmitted to SPAG several letters which
ask SPAG if the FY '76 Manpower Plan has in fact been approved, either in part
or full, and if so, by wham. These questions were apparently generated during

the Manpower Advisory Council meeting of August 29, 1975. (Attachments 38a,

38B, 38C)
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Also on September 3, 1975, the Mayor of Lubbock transmitted to LOIC
a letter which stated that "the South Plains Regional Manpower Advisory Council
does not now have, and has never had, any jurisdiction over grievance procedures
or the authority to hear or make reccumendations on grievance complaints." The
letter makes note of the fact that SPAG does have a grievance cammittee. The
letter further stated that, "It may be that you would pfefer to make any camplaint
directly to the TDCA in Austin, or to some Washington office, or if your board
feels necessary, to get some court to try to construe the'tangied web qf guide-
lines, instructions, etc."” (Attachment 39)

On September 5, 1975, IOIC transmitted a letter to the Mayor of
Lubbock in which the Mayor is ad§jsed that LOIC atfenmmfd to inform the SPAG
Board on July 8, 1975 of LOIC's grievance concerning the lack of an approved plan
for Lubbock County. Also included in this letter are eighteen (18) questions
to the Mayor concerning the FY '76 Plan and its accompanying narrative, as well
as other related questions. (Attachment 40)

On September 8, 1975 the Mayor of Lubbock responded to questions posed
by IOIC. (Attachment 41)

On September 9, 1975, the SPAG Board met and selected proposai "B"

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

ment 42).

-

The Manpower Director was given explicit instructions that all of
these agencies must meet all the required prerequisites before their proposals
were approved. .At this point SER was further advised that they would be required
to have TEA 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.corrcsponded with TEA
seeking official notificatién as to whether or not SER and LOIC were certified

by their agency. TEA responded by a letter dated August 15, 1975 stating that
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that office was unable.to furnish official information as to these agencics
certification, however, indicating that IOIC was, in fact, certified in a number
of areas and that in order to get informiation as to SER's certification, SPAG
was requested to write the Director of Proprietary Schools and Veteran Education
in Austin as to SER's certification status. (Attachments 43 and 44). SPAG
immediately responded by a letter dated August 19, 1975 seeking aforetonamed |
information as directed. The Texas Education Agency, Austin office, replied to
this inquiry by a letter dated September 16, 1975, that stated neither SER nor
LNIC were required to hold a certificate of approval u.:;der the Texas Proprietary
School Act. This correspondence further stated that LOIC was approved for
veterans training in the followiiw; prorrams:
Clerk Typist
Cashier/Checkar
Automobile Mechanics
Welding
SER did not have approval status for veterans and had not made an applicaticnr
for such approval. (Attachments 45 and 46) | |
At this same meeting of September 9, 1975, as referred to above, SER
read to the Board of SPAG a letter fram TEA datcd Neovewber 21, 1972 stating that
their organization was exempt fram the Texas Proprictary School Act. (Attach-
ment 47). Further d%scussion at the meeting revealed t;hat certification does
not mean the same as accreditation, as it takes two years of operation to acquire
accreditation in order to qualify to serve veterans, according to TEA.
Also on September 9, 1975, LOIC transmitted to the President of the
SPAG Board of Directors concern about the lack of participation and representation
of Black‘s and other minorities in the "govermmental process" and expressed hope
that the SPAG Board will add minorities to the Board. (Attachment 48)
On September 10, 1975, LOIC ard SER were officially notified by the

SPAG Manpower Directors of the SPAG Board action of September 9, 1975. (Attachment 4%)



Page 18-

The letters advised them of the amount of funds available to them, the ﬁumber of
clients to be served, and that they must notify SPAG by September 16,‘1975 of
their intent. ‘

On September 16, 1975, SER, LISD, and TSI verbally notified SPAG of
their intent to contract. IOIC informed SPAG in writing of their intent to
contract. (Attachment 50)

On September 23, 1975, no certification or exemption letter from SER
was forwarded to SPAG by the 5:00 p.m. deadline. On th%s_day SPAG dropped
SER fram the subcontractor's list.

On September 24, 1975, finalization of contracts began and ﬁunds were
redistributed among the three remining sabcontractors, LOIC, TSI and LISD.

On October 1, 1975, the three subcontfacts with IOIC, TSI and LISD
were signed. (Attachments 51, 52 and 53). The contracts stipulations for

each of the subcontractors were:

1. I0IC received a contract for $22,680.00 to serve twenty-
eight (28) participants in clerk typist training at a
cost of $810.00 per participant.

2. TSI received a contract for $25,000.00 to scrve
twenty~-five (25) participants in welding, automotive
and refrigeration training at a cost of $1,000.00 per

participant.
3. LISD received 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 period is from Octcker 1, 1975 through July 31, 1976. The sub-

contracts were received by TDCA on October 7, 1975.
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III. CONCERNS AND CONCLUSIONS OF FACT

A. The planning process for the implementation and the ongoing effective-
ness for any CETA project is of the utmost importance. 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
mist provide a description of the planning system and participation of community

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

demonstrated greater effort with less "bureaucratic hinderance" to timely and

readily furnish such information regarding their FY'76 plan with at least 27

community based organizations as indicated in attachments to this‘report. There

was minimal communications in working with community based organizations to finalize
their manpower plan. As discussed with SPAG officials, it should 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, committees, sub-committees and community advisory

structure lacked clearly delineated organization of authority and 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 two
circumstances was in community based organizations and other potential sub-
contractors having to deal with a variety of committees, sub-committees, staff
and Board members whose actions contributed to a great deal of unnecessary
delay and confusion. This also resulted in individual Board members, committees
and sub-committees making independent decisions. The authority vested incom-
mittees, sub-committees and Board members was not clearly established. 2n
example of the confusion caused by this situation was that the Manpower Advisory
Council of SPAG created a Task Coordinating Committee. This Council gave the

Task Coordinating Committee authority to give final approval for submission to



Page 20

TDCA the FY'76 manpower plan for the region. A major concern about this

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

would provide for community review and input. The Manpower Advisory Council

and the Task Coordinating Committee submitted an outline of the plan directly

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

FY'76 Plan, the opportunity for continued community input into the total

development of the FY'76 Manpower Plan was diminished. SPAG officials have noted

that a major factor in this area was the short time frame necessary to accomplish

the purpose 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.

Lo

A lack of 'systantic logging system to record the

mailing of and receipt of proposals and other contrac-
tual related correspondence and communication.

Information contained in the solicitation for proposal
was incomplete and later modified in subsequent extensions.
Requirements of potential subcontractors were not clearly
established and were inconsistently applied to potential
sub-contractors.

No provision was made for organizations exempt from TEA
certification.

The first public advgartisement did not include the cost
per client criteria later used. SPAG stated dollar
figures for this component had not been finalized there-
fore it could not be included in the advertisement.

New bids were authorized by the budget committee and
seemingly without authority from the SPAG Board.

On two occasions, public notice of new bids did not appear

until the last three days of the respective extension
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apparently occuring from 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 proposals
which resulted in not having a clear and definate cut-
off date for the acceptance of proposals.

9. The proposal fram the Lubbock Independent School District
was considered in spite of the fact that three deadlines
had passed and three subcontractor proposals had been
accepted.

10. Texas School Inc.'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 community groups. While some 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 fram two
comunity 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 camplainants with a clear
statement of grievance procedures at the time of the
request, prior to or at the hearing.
2. '-I‘he arbitrary requirement that such complaints be for-
mally prepared in less than twenty-four (24) hours is
questionable "reasonable notice" as outlined in SPAG's

own grievance procedures. .
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3. Cauwplainants were not advised of the authority vested in
grievance camittee which addressed their camplaints. |
E. Equal opportunity compliance is as much a part of SPAG's contractual
obligation as any of the other portions of the contract executed with TDCA.
Our concerns in the area of equal opportunity 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 thé Board.
2. The makeup of the SPAG staff in general refleci:s a need
for positive affirmative action efforts.
3. To date SPAG has not supplied TDCA with an approved affirma-
tive action plan, however, subsequént to the review we
have been advised that.the SPAG Board has approved an
affirmative action plan.
4. The subcohtracting process resulted in community based
manpower organizations receiving no or substantially low
funding. ‘
F. SPAG did not maintain or did not make available to TCCA the type 6f
specific, detailed programmatic information necessary to enable the Prime
Sponsor to adequately and completely .monitor, review and evaluate the adminis-

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

ing component.
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1V. RECOMMENDATIONS

A. In that SPAG has negotiated their FY '76 planning contract with TDCA,
it is recammended that SPAG furnish TDCA with all documents, minutes of meétings, )
and all evidence of efforts to involve the community as a whole, especially
minority groups, in the planning process for FY '77, It is further recamended
that SPAG supply TDCA with copies of all correspondence evidencing involvement.
of Cammunity Based Organization input into the planning process.

B. As there was a lack of clearly delineated authorii;y and responsibility
of the SPAG Board, cammittees, sub-camittees and camunity advisory structure,
it is recommended that SPAG furnish TDCA the approved orgmﬁzationai chart of
SPAG with the appropriate documentation which clearly expresses the responsi-
bility and authority of the Board, its committees and sub-committees, and
advisory councils. It is further recommended that SPAG notify Community Based
Organizations in Lubbock County that information regarding the organizational
structure is available for their perusal. |

C. It is recommended that SPAG sukmit to TDCA for approval the procedure
for future solicitation of proposals inclusive of the methodology for selecting
submn&acmrs, adequate to prevent the inconsistencies and inadequacies
identified in Section III, "Concerns and.Conclusions of Fact," Subsection C.

D. It is recammended that SPAG provide TDCA with the process used to
select subcontractors and provide justification (such justification being
acceptable to TDCA as administratively sound and in accordance with the solici-
tation of proposal document and established criteria as identified in SPAG's
memorandum 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 recammended that SPAG utilize the grievance procedures as outlined
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in Manﬁx:wer Services Directive No. 75-38 dated September 26, 1975 and make
standard grievance procedures available to SER, LOIC and any others desiring to
initiate a grievance. This Manpower Services Directive under the FY'76 contracting
procedures is a contractually binding part of the contract upon issuance by the
Texas f)epartrrent of Community Affairs. Specifically with relation to the com-
plaiﬁts of SER and IOIC, in the event that either SER or IOIC elects to pursue
their grievances further, it is recommended that SPAG implement and follow the
Grievance Procedures specified in Manpower Services Directive Number 75-38
cammencing at Section III, "Formal Complaint."” (The contract requires as
aforesaid that SPAG follow such standard grievance procedures.)

F. It is recommended that SPAG be required to submit to TDCA within fifteen
(15) days of receipt of this report its Affirmative Action Plan currently in
use by SPAG pending final approval by their federal cognizant agency. It is
further recommended that SPAG submit to TDCA any additions, deletions or altera-
tions of their affirmaﬁve action plan as adopted.

G. In a cooperative effort to resolve the pending issues and ensure compliance
in future activities;, the following actions are proposed:

1. Minutes of all meeting of Board of Directors, Committees,
Sub~-cammittees and 'I‘a;:k Force, that relate to CE'I!A matters be
submitted to TDCA.

2. That all reports of subcontracts, expenditure reports and
client data be submitted to TDCA in a timely manner as pre-
scribed in the contract and the subsequent directives to the
contract.

3. TDCA 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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ATTACHMENTS INDEX

Mailgram from LOIC to SPAG asking for grievance procedures to be exhausted
before filing of complaint with Prime Sponsor; August 13, .1915. :

letter from SER to TDCA requesting the Governor's Office and TDCA to recon-
sider decision in selecting SPAG as contracting agent for Manpower Services
in Lubbock County; Septenber 26, 1975.

ILetter fram TDCA to SPAG requesting an October 1, 1975 meeting; Septenber"
26, 1975:

Letter from SPAG to TDCA refusing to attend October 1, 1975 meeting and en-~

closing answers to questions posed by TDCA; October 1, 1975.

letter from TDCA to SPAG again requesting that SPAG staff go to Austin to
meet with TDCA staff on October 9 or October 14, 1975, October 13, 1975.

Minutes, South Plains Regional Manpower Advisory Council Meeting; March 6,
1975. ,

Minutes Task Coordination Committee of the South Plains Regional Manpower
Advisory Council Meeting; March 10, 1975.

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

Memorandum, guidelines for submission of letters of intent and proposals for
subcontracting under CETA Title I for FY '76: June 24, 1975.

public advertisement notice, sworn notarization of publishing of legal notice
no. 80-1552 in Lubbock Avalanche Journal on June 27, 28 and 29, 1975; June 30,

1975.

11A, 11B.

i 78

letters from SPAG to IOIC and SER, FIRST extension of deadline for receipt
of proposals from July 11, 1975 to July 18, 1975; additional criteria utilized
in the evaluation of proposals; July 14, 1975.

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.

14.

15.

Memorandums from SPAG to LOIC and SER, notification that Budget Cammittee
meeting of July 31, 1975 has rejected all proposals because they exceeded the
amount of money allotted for tuition in the FY '76 budget, and requesting that
proposals be resubmitted in accordance with attached outline not exceeding
$72,329.00 by SECOND deadline date of August 5, 1975; August 1, 1975.

public advertisement notice, sworn notarization of publishing of legal notice
no. 81-3025 in Lubbock Avalanche Journal on August 3,4, and 5, 1975; August 5,
1975. . .

letter from the mayor of Lubbock to the SPAG Board of Directors President
giving information that the administrative costs of SER is 33% and IOIC's 25%:

or mare, June 27, 1975.



16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.
29.

30.
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Mermorandum fram SPAG to LOIC concerning rough draft of CETA Plan for FY *76;
July 2, 1975.

Memorandum from SPAG to IOIC discussing FY'76 CETA Plan and giving assurance
that a copy of FY'76 CETA Plan will be available to IOIC no later than July 7;

July 3, 1975.

ILetter from LOIC to SPAG expressing a number of concerns, including an inability
to determine where the mayor of Lubbock obtained inaccurate administrative cost
figures; July 18, 1975.

Memorandum from IOIC to SPAG advising that the IOIC Board of Directors has voted
to initiate grievance procedures against SPAG; August 5, 1975.

Ietter fram SER to SPAG advising that the SER Board of.Directors has voted to
file a grievance against SPAG; August 6, 1975.

Memorandum from SPAG to IOIC acknowledging receipt of notice that IOIC will
initiate a grievance against SPAG and informing IOIC that their grievance
should be submitted in writing to SPAG by 10:00 @.m., ARugust 7, 1975, and that
the Grievance Committee will meet at 1:30 p.m., August 7, 1975; August 6, 1915,

Memorandum from IOIC to SPAG acknowledging receipt of notice of date of Grievance
Committee Meeting and reguesting a copy of camplete grievance procedures by
5:00 p.m., August 6, 1975; August 6, 1975.

Grievance statement of SER against SPAG expressing grievances; August 7, 1975,

Letter from IOIC to SPAG requesting documentation and distribution of grievance
procedures before formal filing of grievances; August 7, 1975.

SPAG grievance procedures for subcontractors; undated; received by LOIC on
evening of August 7, 1975, receipt date by SER is unknown. '

Memorandun from SPAG to SER informing them of the Budget Committee decision:
to accept another bid fram SER that will be tagged "late proposal" and estab-
lishing a THIRD extension and deadline date of 12:00 noon, August 11, 1975;
August 8, 1975.

Memorandum from SPAG to LOIC informing them of the Budget Cammittee decision to
accept another proposal from LOIC 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. -

Minutes , Grievance Committee Meeting; August 7, 1975.
Minutes, SPAG Board of Directors, August 12, 1975.

ILetter from SPAG to LOIC informing them of decision of SPAG Board to commit
all TEA funds of $52,671.00 to Droughons, Texas Schools Inc., and South Plains
College and to allow SER and IOIC two weeks from August 12, 1975, to submit a
proposal for $72,329.00 and associated allowances, thus establishing a FOURTH
extension and deadline date of 5:00 p.m., August 26, 1975; August 14, 1975.
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31l. Letter from SPAG to SER informing them of decision of SPAG Board to commit
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
submit a proposal for $72,329.00 and associated allowances, thus establishing
a FOURTH extension and deadline date of 5:00 p.m., August 26, 1975; August 14,
1975.

32. Memorandum from SPAG to LOIC and SER giving additional notification of fourth
extension and deadline date; August 14, 1975.

33. Memorandum from SPAG to members of Manpower Advisory Council postponing the
Council's meeting of August 21, 1975, and rescheduling it for 1:30 p.m.,

August 29, 1975; August 12, 1975.

34. ILetter fram LOIC to TDCA of IOIC intent to present grievance at meeting of
Manpower Advisory Council on August 29, 1975, and request to meet with TDCA
on September 4, 1975; August 26, 1975.

35. Memorandum from IOIC to SPAG informing them that because the FY'76 Manpower
Plan has not been published and printed and becau..,e too many questions remain
unanswered, ILOIC cannot submit a pucposal to con'::t classroom training. The.
letter further states that LOIC will present their grievances at the Manpower
Advisory Council meeting of August 29, 1975, and requests an answer to their
grievances by September 3, 1975; August 26, 1975.

36. Letter from SPAG to LOIC stating that since no proposal was submitted to SPAG
by LOIC 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'77. Furthermore,
the letter states that the administrative remedies have been exhausted at the
local level, and that LOIC can pursue their grievances at the state level; 8/27/75.

37. Letter fraom LOIC Executive Director to LOIC Board members and interested parties
summarizing what has tran5plred to date from IOIC's viewpoint, and expressing
continued intent to present grievances at Manpower Adnsory Council meeting of
August 25, 1975; August 28, 1975.

38. A, 38. B, 38. C.
Ietters from LOIC to SPAG Board members .mqulrmg as to whether the FY'76
Manpower Plan has in fact been approved, either in part or in full, and if so,
by whom; September 3, 1975.

39. Ietter from the mayor of Iubbock to LOIC informing them that the Manpower
Advisory Council does not have any jurisdiction over grievance procedures or
the authority to hear or make reccmmendations on grievance complaints. The
letter makes note of a SPAG Grievance Camuittee and the SPAG Board meeting of
September 9, 1975, and further adds that LOIC may prefer to make a complaint
directly to TDCA in Austin, or to some Washington office, or to the courts;
September 3, 1975.

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

4l. Ietter from the mayor of Lubbock to LOIC answering the eighteen (18) inquiries
I0IC; September 8, 1975.

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



43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.
51.
52.

53'
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Letter fram SPAG to TEA field representative inquiring client certlfz.catz.on
status of SER to IOIC; August 14, 1975.

Letter from TEA field representative to SPAG informing them that he had in-
quired with the state office and had been informed that IOIC was certified
by TEA in clerical typist, cashier checker, automobile mechanics, and welding

instructians; August 15, 1975.

ILetter from SPAG to TEA state office inquiring about certivication status of
SER and IOIC; August 19, 1975.

Letter from TEA state office to SPAG informing them that neither of the
organizations is required to hold a Certificate of Approval under the Texas
Proprietary School Act. Furthermore the letter stated that LOIC is approved

~in the skills enumerated above, and that SER was not approved for veterans

training; September 16, 1975.

Ietter from TEA to SER Project Director of McAllen, Texas, informing that
SER-MDTA is considered exempt from the requirements of the Texas Proprietary
School all on the basis that SER does not fall within the definition of
"Proprietary School"; November 21, 1972.

Letter from LOIC to SPAG expressing concern about the lack of participation and
representation of blocks and other minorities in the “"goverrmental process"

and expressing hope that the SPAG Board of Directors will add minorities to
their Board; September 9, 1975.

Letter from SPAG to LOIC informing them that the SPAG Board on September 9,
1975 approved that a contract be negotiated with LOIC in the amount of
$16,200.00 and serving a minimum of 20, or maximum of 22, clients, and that a
decision on acceptance of such contract from LOIC should occur before Septerrber

16, 15975; September 10, 1975.

ILetter from LOIC to SPAG confirming intent to contract with SPAG;. September 16,1975.

SPAG subcontract with IOIC; October 1, 1975.

'SPAG subcontract with TSI; October 1, 1975.

SPAG suboontract' with CISD; October 1, 1975.




"AS T UNDERSTAND IT"

« By
Dianna Henderson

Regardless of all the problems we have had as an agency contracting withiSPAé, B
1 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 fast
approaching that any dollar we spend in this country must be spent wisely :
When I look at my check and realize that $3,000 was taken out of my Gros
payroll for FICA and Income tax during 1974, not counting the 5% sales tax
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! to
get food stamps and too poor to buy steak at the supermarket, when I want to
invite some friends over for dinner. And I get mad, mad, mad, when anyohe
implies that all people working within goverment do is shuffle papers. I
earned every bit of my $13,100 of Federal money last year, because it was
not that much fun curing ‘paoverty in Lubbock County or hassling with youi
local elected officials. ‘ : “
1 started working at the Veterans Administration as a low-income student;
the summer of 1966, when I graduated from high school. Between then an
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 teil you that we ration pencils around this place. |
' I

The other day we went to talk to an attorney. He had just come back from
a visit at the SPAG office. Apparently, someone had told him that SPAG ' |
wanted to "give'" OIC the $72,329 but we were the ones raising a big stink |
He asked me was I tmo proud to "take" the $72,329. His question caught me

off guard because 1'had not thought of my personal position in terms of:
"pride.'" put later when I had time to think about his statement, I suddenly
realized that so many people view Federal funds this way. The politicians
"give" the money away and the eager groups "take" what they can get. And;
after a point,.not too may politicians or eager groups are concerned about
how it's spent. P

. ‘ ' Il
Working with SPAG this past year has been one big trip. I still cannotjquite
believe some of the things that have happened. SPAG is something like an
administrative agency set up for regional planning. SPAG has been in opera-
tion since 1967. By now, I would think that someone there should be capable
of setting up a planning division. Most Federal and State funds have rules
and regulations before the funds are ever appropriated. It is just a matter
of getting the rules and regulatioms and reading them; asking questions  about
the guidelines you do not understand; and challenging with a justification

the guidelines you disagree with. So when our local elected officials say,
"je did this because we are so-o confused. Everybody at the State and Federal
level are so-o confused I want to reply, ' Ignorance of the law is no excuse
for violating the law."

|
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. yFu
to do this too) on how to improve your Government: (1) write Mrs. Jorﬂhn,

B

f
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k
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| d oo
Mayor Bass, Councilman Allen Henry, and Judge Rod Shaw. Tell them that siLce e
they represent Lubbock City and County on the SPAG Board that you hold theh :
accountable and responsible for Title I money that is spent, how it's spent,

and what it's doing. Request that they send you the total budget, work program
for Title I, and monthly financial reports. (2) Regardless of what happen%
because $914,534 is still going to be spent in Lubbock County, keep requesping
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 drawﬁyqdr .
own conclusion. This is how the information stacks up to me: "

1. There is no approved FY76 Comprehensive Plan for Lubbock County.

2. The Plan could not be reviewed during May.

3. The Advisory Council 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 gperate a manpower program in Lubbock County |
to help poor people get jobs. - =

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

C. Is paying six (6) of those people over $11,00 each annua%ly
for less than a year of service at SPAG as counselors, job
developers, and manpower specialists etc.

D. Plan to serve 576 people at a cost of $1,679.17 per persbn
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. Have established no procedures or guidelines for accomp-|
lishling a complete change in-program.

G. Have structured budget this way for FY76:

i

$26,510 = SPAG salaries for 3 administrative people
} $93,840 = SPAG salaries for 8 people under services

$70,584 = Indirect cost figure of 597 applied to staff
' salaries for 8% raises and other 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, telephone) |

$ 500 = SPAG Insurance and Bonding

+§ 250 = SPAG Advertising
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MEMORANDUM

vO

FROM -

SUBJECT

Pat Martin }%QWl

FY76 South Plains CETA Plan

“has not happened in producing the FY1976 CETA plan
for the South Plalns region.

Please refer to the minutes of these ﬁeetings of

" Task Coordination Committee and the planning staff |

- s e e

July 3, 1975 L
Diana Henderson ~ e

As you reéuasted dur'ﬁg our telephone conversation
of 7-2-75, this memo is to inform you what has-and

*As you know, the South Plains Regional Manpower i
Advisory Council met on March 4 and March 6 at which

time it determined several critical policies for

CETA programs in the rggion 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
“balance 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: .

o .

. Lubbock Coun_x : BOR
&T = ) 55% _ 15% .
oJT ‘s 5% . 10%
PSE -0 & o498

WE 40% 40%

the RMAC which I have submitted .to you previously.
In addition., the RMAC referred several items to the

to consider and to vote upon. These items included
the priprity ranking of PSE positions for both
Title I and Title II, the division of classroom
training component funds in Lubbock County between
remedial/general education and vocational skills
training, and the authorization of the planning
staff to write a plan to be submitted to TDCA by
Maxch 14, 1975.

“SOUTH PLAINS ASSOCIATION OF GOVERHNNMN

f14 { NB AL DING LUBBOCK. TEXAR 70404 00B)Y 762.A721

ENTS

#
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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 gl
of funds resulting in 55 slots for remedial/general it
education and 55 slots for vocational skills trainingj . °
which was accepted by the TCC. In addition the &
~ PSE program was discussed, although with no lack of
" confusion. Furthermore, the TCC authorized the ‘
- 'planning staff to write a regional plan ‘for submission -
to TDCA. - , : -

-

. The above outlined policy recommencations were presented

. "to and approved by the Board of Directors of the South
‘plains Association of Governments on March 11, 1975,

. : |

Nonetheless Duane and I were confronted with several
major problems and uncertainties which persisted an?
persist now in planning for FY76 programs. One - |
particular problem we have faced is that it is difficult
to obtain reliable estimates of training costs for -
classroom training in all categories. This specifically
affected the budgeting of program dollars for FY76. |

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

- complete re-working of the program budget in Lubbock |

. County.* The change which was necessary resulted in |
increased accuracy and increased numbers of clients
planned to be served. We notified the TcC of this |
change when we sent out the minutes of the TCC meeting

on March 31. ]

The changed budget and numbers of clients to be served'
for both Lubbock County and the BOR was sent by bus to
TDCA on March 22 for incorporation into the State P
plan. However, the worksheets did not arrive until
Monday March 24 and in the meantime on Sunday night |
March 23 Gloria Stackpole from TDCA telephoned Duane
-and me at the SPAG office to obtain the budget figures
 'and numbers of clients to be served. We reported the
figures as they appeared on the worksheets we had | |
- gent. However, because TDCA was gathering this .
information by telephone and because TDCA was obtaining
this information from all balance of state areas in |
this manner, confusion and error resulted which |

|
1
i
g




April 1.

according to our feedback.

'ThroughOut all revisions of the original plan Duane

-3ﬂ

became incorporated into the State plan and the RFP
packages such as the one you obtained in Austin on/

T e

As you recall during the month of April while you £
prepared your RFP for TDCA we gave you a copy of o
the official budget worksheet for Lubbock County and
it disagreed with the planned budget and client
figures appearing in the RFP. Furthermore; at the

" RMAC meeting of April 17, 1975 Duane and I presented

the planned budget ard client figures which we had |
submitted to TDCA in March., Thus if you will examine

. . the worksheets which you obtained from us in April| |. ]
~ you will have the original Lubbock County planned | ‘

budget and performance standards : e

The original plan has been again modified to reflect
an increase in the number of hours of instruction | |-
in remedial/general education and a subsequent |
decrease in the numbers of clients to be served with
this kind of instruction. This change in the original
plan was made in the month of May and the RMAC was |

- notified and invited to comment on the change when

the minutes of the RMAC meeting of April 17 were sent
to Council members on May 27. It has been acceptable

|
and I have kept the RMAC notified and have adhered A
to the lguidelines established by the RMAC in March. 23

We have also followed guidelines established by TDCA
and the CETA Rules and Regulations. 1

' If ,you examiné the worksheets which you have previduhly

obtained you will note that the dollars available for .
the FY76 CETA program are significantly lower than
FY75 and will not support the level of activity which
the South Plains region sustained in FY75. gi

. I
The contract which SPAG negotiates with TDCA for | |
operation of CETA Title I programs for FY76 will also
be within the above mentioned guidelines and will be|
quite similar to the original plan. It is our under=
standing that the final appearance of each contract |
between TDCA and each program operator in the state |

will resemble each local plan but will most likely

o |

X



- incorporate several adjustments based upon clients

-_'available to you no 1

to be carried over, changes in salaries and other

operating expenses, etc. It is essential that P
FY76 funds be utilized as wisely as possible within |
" those guidelines in order that the CETA program |
_.reach out to as many of the economically disadvantage

as possible. . .

In response to, your second telephone request, let me f

assure you that a copi of the FY76 CETA plan will be
t

i B e S e i
Xct Mayor Roy Bass ’
' Mrs. Ann Brownlow '
Councilwoman Carolyn Jordan

..f..'.

d'

b
-

er thati Monday, auly 1. S _;,,r
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS
MINUTES
MARCH 11, 1975

. Be it remembered that the Board of Directors of the Soﬁth
. Plains Association of Governments met in regular session |or g
. Tuesday, March 11, 1975 at 9:30 a.m., in the Reddy Room of£ i
Southwestern Publlc Service Company, Monterey Center, Luhb ck,
Texas. Those present were: :

Carolyn S. Jordan, President |&|Presiding
" Medlin Carpenter " b .
, Henry Heck
Glenn Thompson
T. J. Taylor
Rodrick L. Shaw
Mel Leslie
Alton Brazell
Olan Johnson _
i Grigsby Milton

Alan Henry

Max Arrants

Les Derrick

B-75-41 Motion by Glenn Thompson, seconded by Medlin Carpenter
that the minutes of the February 18, 1975 Board meetlng e approved
as written. Motion passed unanlmously.

B-75-42 Motion by T. J. Taylor, seconded by Max Arrants that the
comment recommended by the Natural Resources Advisory Coﬁmlttee _
on the follow1ng governmental applicatlon be approved as |w 1tten.
Motion passed,unanlmously.

"GA-75-12--City of Shallowater--Requesting a $300,000 loan
from Farmers Home Admlnlstratlon for water and sewer improveﬂ
ments. ?

The Board commented favorably on Shallowater's application
by stating that the project is consistent with the Comprehensive.
Water and Sewer Plan and no adverse environmental effects are
anticipated. . i

B-75-43 Motion by Alton Brazell, seconded by Medlin Carp nter
that the comment recommended by the Natural Resources Ad 1sory
‘Committee on the following governmental application be a proved.
Motion passed unanimously. _ ;
2 |
GA-75-13--City of Lubbock--Requesting $5,328,000 from! Deparxt=-
ment of Housing and Community Development for their Community
Development Program. Forty-one projects and sub-projects
recommended by city staff and citizens as a result of | meetings

held in every sector have been approved by the City |Council.
L] . !

W




' B-75-50 Motion by Medlin Carpenter, seconded by Alan Henry

B-75-49 Motion by T. J, Taylor, seconded by Medlin Carpentér
..the staff be authorized to purchase necessary telephone eqilpment

from Teletronics for an initial equipment payment and inst
charge of $6,550.00 and a monthly cash requirement of $147
charge which includes $30 per month charge for maintenance
passed unanimously. :

County Judge Rodrick L. Shaw for the Tom Bradley Reg10na1 1
Award to be given by NARC at their Annual Meetlng in May.
unanimously. ‘

that

llatlon
base_

| | Motion

to nominate
.eadership .
Motion passed

B-75-51 Motion by Olan Johnson, seconded by Medlin Carpenter that SPAG

nominate Carolyn Jordan to serve on the NARC's Environment

and Natural

Resources Policy Committee; T, J. Taylor for the Human Resources Policy
Committee; and Glenn Thompson for the Intergovernmental Affairs Policy

Committee. Motion passed unanimously.

B-75-52 Motion by T. J. Taylor, seconded by Grigsby Milton to ratify

Executive Committee action on Feburary 28,

1975 to appoint |Lubbock

Mayor Roy Bass as Chairman of the Regional Manpower Advisoxy Commlttne.

Motion passed unanimously.

Q
L]

B-75-53 Motion by Alan Henry, seconded by Alton.Brazell to accept recom-
mendation of the Executive Committee to rescind cancellation notice of
the SER project since SER complied with the directive to have 50 OJT
slots properly contracted and verified by the Manpower Director and 50

clients on the job by March 11, 1975.

B-75-54 Motion by Henry Heck,

Motion.passedﬁnnanimously*
|

. Motion passed unaniwously.

| §
seconded by Alan Henry that the Board of
.Directors approve the 1976 Manpower Plan as submitted and authorize the

%
i ;\hstdff_to”forwardmthe_Plan,tohtheumexaS_Department"pf“COmmuﬁiFY_Affairs,

|

|

Suggestion. was made that staff be instructed to have all véndors or no
vendors appear at Board meetings to eliminate possible misunderstandings

between the Board and the vendors.

Announcement was made that SPAG's depository for 1975-77 wi
Other announcements inculded date for SPAG's

National Bank.
General Assembly Meetlng on April 8 and the utilization of

Reserve Unit' s services the last 2 weeks in June.

!

.1i be Plains
'Seml-Annual
!the Army

I |

et

With no further business comlng before the Board, the meetiné was
i

adjourned.

|
I

S e T



' Lublock Opportunities Inc’iﬁstﬂ_ai:l;gi:imﬂentér. Ino. Bt S

" Bincerely, . _ ' "
Ann Brownlow ' . : _
CEIA Divector . .~ K
: . A. |
" ABiam , " D14 LUDDOCK NATIONAL BANK BUILDING |

|

) ’ ' : ‘ Ay
* Carolyn S, Jordan, Preoldemt Truewt Mayes
* . Councilwoman of Lubbock _Exccutive Director ©

July 14, 1975 . T RN

. 3 : ". '

2200 East Broadway
‘Lubbock, Texas 79403

To Whom It May Concern:

1 o 1

I ‘South Plains Association of Governments has extended the deadline fo;r

of proposals soplicited for the delivery of classroom training under the

, | ‘South Plains Association of deemméﬁts o

IR Y R

bora oo
"

cceipt

manpower

training programs of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 during
FY 1976 from July 11, 1975 to 5:00 psm. July 18, 1975, ‘'The solicitation still
applies to the categories of training which were originally identif+ad in the

"solicitation of proposal” document. .

The fbllcvwing' criteria will be utilized by the South Plains'nssociaﬁiqn of .

_Goverrments in the evaluation of all proposals which meet the deadlina:

. | (1) ‘'fhe projected cost per client sexrved;

(2) e ability of the training agency to provide adequate
- follow-up of trained clients; = i

. abe Y

SV . (3) 'The past demonstrated effectiveness in performance of|

»

- . I § :
(4) 'The ability of the training agency to provide an adequate o 7

record-keeping system for evaluatory purposes;

| (5) ‘'he ability of the agency to pi:ovide traiﬁihg services
N open entry-open exit bagis;

L]

(7) Provisiqn of TEA certification;

B

training functions will be extended significant consideration)

2 |

h

on an

o | {G)‘ The' design of the course (8) offered by the training agency:- and

In addition, the South Plains Association of Governments will evaluate én].l proposalg
within the boundaries of applicable CETA rules and regulations. 'he MAssociation iy

(006) 762-0721

~under no obligation to accept any offer submitteds 1he South Plains pAssociation of
Covermments is an equal opportunity eployer, ' B : l A :

LUBBOGK. TEXAS 79401 | ‘&{
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We Have The Key st the LOIC

2200 East Broadwsy o ° Phono 806 7638077 o  Lubbock, Toxas 78403 ' ;

_ubbock Opportunities Industrialization Center, Inc.
' “We Know Where We're Going”

ddie P, Richardson, Executive Director Rov, A. L, Davis, Chairman, Board of Directors

|

§ .

Juby 18, 1975

Notet: l— '
Since. we W @c?Unab\b

Mrs. Anne BrownlLow T 10 Eind O0R Coi’ﬁ s
Manpower Directon : : ‘ Fhis et ) 'we ! a R
Soutn PLains Assoceatron of Government ' SR

: ; . wnelosing w: Qovgh
914 Lubbock National Bank Aot oMne levie

Lubbock, Texas 5 e
: l ‘T‘:\Gﬂgbu

g [f

C'Lﬂsﬁﬁfocm . Il !E

. i {4
Enclosea 44 our proposal package gonccalssroom) training dursng

FY 76, under the Comprehensive EmpLoyment and Training Act. | We
hope our Proposal meets with yourn approval according o your guad-
Lines in the soxicatarion of proposals nequest; because mang'
questions arose which were not answered due to the -unavailibitity
0f you on youh Atagff member. i

Dearn Mns. Biowntow:

c,Ln@LM%“ | 1
1. A wnitten EEIZZﬁégatLo' 0f the procedunres establrshed| spell-
ing out the consideration gaven and re-enroliment of thainees .- ..
to be teaminated July 31, 1975, in our project. | ! i s
. hr: 131 '!
2. accondeng to ourn undensianding the planning process to devetop
the<FY 76 CETA PLan for Lubvbocr County did not completely ad-
hene to the nules and regulations of tne Act and the Fy 76
- Plan L4 incomprete. , H|ﬁ
R I
3. We see many disadvantaged peopte wnho need CETA T&ainipg@ahd
Aehvices most beang scrneened out of the Lubbock Countyp;{
Program because of the overarl structure expendizures pLanned
as explained to us by your ptanning staff. i+

I'want fo enumenate_g few of our most presding concenns: [

, RS
4. We need a wrirten clardigication of the procedure that 4an?be
foLLowed to obtain a waiver of allowances. 1

. ;\l?_—n-'tr\/“:é"% ? BN L

t".-ol Il
5. We need a wratten ﬁ&gniﬁicatigzyﬁﬁ how the funds are to'be

provided fo our projedt- 0Un ~proposal L4 accepted for FY 76.

tl
|
AL

6. We have been unabrte to dexermine where mayor Roy Bass obtained
the inaccurate Adminisirative cost figurnes for our contract,
s4ince SPAG has immediate access Lo those fLgunres and he i4 a
member of the Board of Directorns 4in addition to has being!

thr g »9’/://5&4/' Coasei!
Affiliate of National OIC




- Lubbock, Texas

' GITY OF LUBBOGK
' LUBBQCK, TEXAS

¥

e

ROY BASS , I
" MAYOR . : B et

Mrs.'Anne Browniow,‘Manpower Director
‘South Plains Association of Governments
1611 Avenue. M : ;

]
Dear Anne:

Dianna Henderson thoughtfully furnished me a copy of her letter of
July 19, 1975, to you, and among other things raised a ‘question of where
the administrative cost figure for the 0C contract, which she believes
to be inaccurate, was obtained. : o

s F]
As | understand it, from the standpoint of planning for manpower programs,
we are supposed to charge to administrative expense the cost of whatever
extra ‘staff there Is in the delivery agency, when the prime contractor

can deliver these same services, and | think this is where the problem
arises, :

In checking the 0IC budget Items for example, according to the Infor=
mation Furnished me, the figures are as follows: : :

Contract administrative costs - $10,270.00
Contract services to client costs ' - _35,766.00
Total contract admﬁnistrative expense  §46,036.00
Tralning cost 32,699.00 '

Total project cost i $78,735.00

If the figures are.correct and my hasty mathematics are right, that
would reflect “then 58.5% of the total project cost as chargeable to
administwration, taking it from a planning standpoint. As | understand
it, Dianna's salary Is in the "contract services to clients cost" even
though, as | understand it, she does not render a great deal of direct
scrvice to clients in the way of counseling, etc. but rather is an
administrator for the most part.

As | understand it, SPAG, as prime contractor, must have a staff of
counselors, placement people, etc., and if the dellvering agency has
similar kinds of people, this would represent a duplication of admin-
istrative costs, ‘ . ‘ ’ ! ;

-
——

4T



" Page_2, . ; Ve i - ey ko PR
July 28, 1975 ‘ 1 T s : Eog R

Mrs. Anne Brownlow

As you know, | have been an enthusiastic supporter of 0IC, was one of
the oriyinal private contributors to its budget here, and have appre-
ciated the fact that in the past it has done its work without paying
stipends (and appreciated their conlinuing to want to do it that way,

)

until they were clobbered by the nutty DOL rules requiring otherwise).

: . ; . i ) : .
My opinion is that. the 0IC setup can be adjusted so as to work out all '

right. But, at any rate, this is how the information had appeared to.
me., . i ‘ L )

.V.Respectfully,':" i
i
Roy Bass
Mayor = G -Th
RB:gr . 8 R
xct Rev. A, L. Davis
Mrs. Carolyn Jordan
Pat Martin B E 3 ) :
o= :' AN : :,;:_.:;;
e |2 e 57 8 2
! 1
T '.r
~ . :li :
. I
|
|

LR

IA'...':‘ ' i




MEMORANDUM: “% - uc v

'August 1, 1975 N
To LOIC - Diana Henderson, Director Aol R

FROM Ann Brownlow, Director of CETA Programs ( ,,/ o

SUBJECT Proposals on Classroom Training for FY 76 ‘ )

I
The Budget Commltte met on 7/31/75 to review the proposals submitted on
classroom training for FY 76. A1l proposals far exceeded the amount of money
allotted for tuitions in the FY 76 budget, therefore, all requests were re=

_Jected

This is a request for your organization to re—submit a propasal u51ng
the attached outline and abiding by the requirements which are enclosed

These new proposa]s are due back in the SPAG office no Iater than

- August 5, 1975, Tuesday at 4:00 P.M.

=Na

. 'il .
You will be notified by Friday, August 8, 1975 'no later than 5:00 P.M.
as to the budget committee's recommendation to be presented to the SPAG
Board on August 12, 1975.; .
Evaluations for all proposals will be W1th1n the boundries of app11-
cable CETA Rules and Regulat1ons. This Association is under no ob11gat10n
to accept any offer that is submitted.

-
The total amount of your new proposa1 should not exceed(ﬁigﬁgzguzii::> /4195

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 organ1zation.

R 4 | | Eyua

ey

SOUTH PL AIHS ASSOCIATION OF GOVERHN M EIIT N

A

i } 1611 Avenue M LUBBOCK, TEXAS 79401 (HOG) 762 a721 -.?:



4,

PLEASE FOLLOW THIS OUTLINE:

JmmummmmmmmHMMMnmmmmmﬂnnmmmh;

1. Types of training to be provided . b
2, List total training hours for each course to be provided, e
3, Total cost per trainee for each course to be provided. ok
Total number of trainees to be ﬁerved per course. :
5. Describe provisions for re-utilization or recovery of tuition payment from
~ offeror in case of trainee termination or jnability to complete prescribed
- course of training. e
6. Attach a coursé outline for each course and proficiency to be achiévgd.
; A . _ : |
Requirements: - _i
1.  All offerors must be certified by Texas Eddcation Agency, therefore, please
attach a letter of certification from T.E.A. for each training course to be
provided, ' 5 _
2. Equipment shall be provided by the program offer. If equipment is not available,
how will this be purchased? _ : |
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. | j
' ; |
5. A1l Rules and Regulations of CETA will be complied with. | i
6. A1l offerors must be an equal Opportunitylaffirmative action empToy%r.
7. All.courses must be an open entry/open exit design. }
‘ Seven copies of proposal will be submitted to the South Plains Association of

‘The South Plains Association of Governmentﬁ will evaluate a11 proposal
boundaries of applicable CETA Rules and Regulations. The Association|
obligation to accept any offer submitted. .. . . '

1975, |

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

s within the
is under no

et s et it Yo

37



~The South Plains Association of Governments will provide the following service

to all offerors of ¢lassroom training in fiscal year 1976.

1. Outreach and Recruitment | : | .
“(a) A1 clients will be solicited through the local news media, commr
based organizations, schools, church organizations, etc. by the

- outreach person assigned to the Intake Center.

'z;f Intake and Assessment

e -
nity .

~(a) A1l clients will be processed through the CETA Training Progra. Intake

Center before entering any training course. _ ,
(b) A11 clients will be given orientation of the CETA Programs, tests

(c) A1 clients will be certified as eligible participants in the CE

,-énd

Civil Rights orientation before entering into training. - [ {A
&
e

Programs before referal is made to the training facilities.
. H } ) ‘

3. Counseling Services | |-
- (a) "Each client will be assigned a counselor after certification of e

bility and orientation procedure has been accomplished. R

1%g_1-

“(b) Counseling records will be maintained at the Intake Center along iwith the

clients complete file. . ' ,
(c) Couselors will provide assistance in all phases of the clients

}
training on a one to one basis along with group counseling sessions.
(d) Counselors will coordinate the clients progress and goals with instructors

of each training course.

‘4, Job Development and Placement:

(a) A1l clients will be given complete assistance in Jjob placement 'procedures
once their training is completed or when the instructor and counselor

agree that the client is job ready.

5. Nonitoring and Evaiuation will be accomplished periodically to assure S5.P.A.G.

and T.D.C.A. ofs compliance with CETA Rules and Regulations and preformance stand-

ards are being met. .

Y

6. - Technical Assistance and Staff Orientation will be provided by the Sbufh Plains

Association of Governments CETA Training Program staff.

¥ ‘All a]1owaﬁce payments to the clients will occur through S.P.A.G. and !
anified payment system of T.E.C. which is approved by T.D.C.A."

the

3¥
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_MEMORAN DUM 7 pugust 8, 1978 § 1

Yo Reverend A. L. Davis, LOIC Board Chai rman P
FROM " Truett Mayes, Executive Director, -SPAGOO/ ?’ oo

~ SUBJECT Grievance Hearing T e : >

Q

* Your notice to initiate a grievance against the South Plains Associati
~of Governments Manpower Planning Division has been received. -

The grievance committee wﬁ'l meet August 7, 1975, at 1:30 P.M., in the .

n.l

South Plains Association of Governments office, at 1611 Avenue M. Your-| -

According to Section 98.42 of the Federal Register,

‘ "Evéry formal-allegation shaﬁ be in writing and signed by the |
. complainant, and shall be sworn to- before a ‘Notary Public,

or. other duly authorized person....". - . I

" presence is requested to present your grievance at that time. o ] s B
i ;
|

Please submit your written grievancé to the South Plains Association of |

Governments office by 10:00 A.M., August 7, 1975.

- :
]

L s ! n'i
|

2,

TA8¢ '
Ab 1611 Avenue M LUBBOCK, TEXAS 79401

|
i
»
! -
i

. ) " . - . ) ’ l_ |
. ‘ SOUTH PLAINS ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMHENTS
' " (806) 762-8721

39 .
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Lubbock 0

pportumtles Industrialization Center, Inc.

E

We Heve The Key at the LOIC

“We Know Where We're Gmng

2200 East'Bruadway ¢ Phone 806 763-8077 o Lubboek, Texas 79403

TO:V‘

FROM:
‘SuBJ:
DATE:

 MEMORANDUM
W, Truett Mayes, SPAG Directon
Rev. A.L. Davis, LOIC Boand Clwl’mnan r)‘&d

. 8PAG Grievance Procedurne S

August 6, 1975

HW—ML .AJni

LUHE

g o S e st

We appreciate the prompiness of yowr scheduling a meeting for us with yowl
gdlevance committee, August 7, 1975.

PLease fuwinish me with a copy of yowr complete ghievance procedure incéudmg
Ateps and time Limits. 1 would appreciate this Ainformation by 5:00 p.m
Tha'nfz you very much. : . : '

ced

Ms. Cahofjn Tondan, President, SPAG

Ms. Anne Brownlow, Manpower DMeotoﬂ., SPAG
Mr. Paf Martin, Manpower Planner, SPAG
Mayor Roy Bass, Chairman, SPMAC SPAG

0IC Board of Directorns

- Ma. Don Harty, Regional Director

Affiliate of National OIC

“Wa Help Oursefves””

. today.




—— —

Lubbock'O'pportunities' Industrialization Center, Inc.

“We Know Where We're Going”

" 200 Eost Broadwey ¢  Phone 806 7638077 ¢  Lubbock, Toxas 79403

August 7, 1975

Mr. Thuett Mayes, Director

South PRains Association of Gov' s,
1611 Avenue M

Lubbock, Texas 79401 .

Pear Thuett: : C g

© When we brought owr memorandum Lo you'AuguAt 5, 1975, about the Lubbqﬁh

W umﬁ

[}

|

RN
Oppor-

twiities Industriatization Center initiating a ghievance against SPAG, we
nequested SPAG's grievance procedurne. You told us that you did not know L6

your grievance procedure for employeed applied to subcontractons 1oo.

You

said that you would Let us know what the procedurne was and when a meeting

would be scheduled.

The next day, August 6, 1975, you brought over youn memokandum that a hta*ing

hadsbeen scheduled fon 1:30 p.m., August 7, 1975, and nequested us Lo gfile
a forumal grievance under Section 98.42 of the Federal Registen fon CETAT.}WQ

again nequested yoar gnievance procedwre.

|4

|4

Thuett, '1 appreciate all yowr efforts Ain wonking with us, but under Section
95.47 in the Federal Register we are interpreting this as the Department of
Labor ghievance procedwie, not your Local procedure. In Section 98.40c the
negulations spell out that "A participant An a phogham unden the Act must ex-
haust the administrative remedied established by the prime sponsor oh eligible
apflicant for hesofving mattens in dispute prior to utilizing the proceduies

undern this subpart C."

14 SPAG taking the pobiixon that the CETA Rules and Regu£ﬁtionb under fhé
Federal Registern apply Lo prime sponsohd, prime contractons, and subcontractons

to prime contractors as pek Section 96.27d. 1§ your grievance procedutes A

the same as the Depariment of Labon, we feel that it shoukd be spelled
documented and ‘distrnibuted to all parties -con ewned befone we file our
giievance. ‘

Thank you in advance for your cooperation.

- Sincenely,

Rew A. L. Davis, Chairman

LO1¢ Board of Directors Affiliate of National OIC

*We Help Ourselves”

out,

14
1

§onmal |

Tlu: Key ot the LOIC
e e




. " August 8 1975 |

'hdlE.}A:(j:}%:l\-hJlt,|J.AA ;::?;;:;.

To . Dianna Henderson S Yo st ol foR g
FROM ~ Ann Brownlow L{L/'J = | I 3 ' ..,-:. e
FUBSELT Proposals for FY '76 Tuitions. e o :

" In the Budget Committee Meeting 8/7/75 at 9:30 a.m. the decision was made to
accept a late proposal from L.0.1.C, for classroom training which will be a .
“part of or the total of $72,329.00. This decision was reached due to the | .~ :
fact that L.0.I.C. is a community based organization and has been delivering a . .
satisfactory service in the past, therefore, if you desire to submit another
proposal for a portion of or the total amount. of $72,329.00 please have this ..
proposal in the SPAG office by 12:00 noon on Monday, 8/11/75. This proposal -
will be tagged as a "late proposal” but will be considered in all other areas
as a legitimate proposal and reviewed by the Executive Committee on Tuesday,

8/]2/75. Y
DR 7 "
- ,
a ' %
i
i
"i
gﬁv' SOUTH PLAIHS ASSOCIATION OF GOVER NIIE:NT S .
'.Qb% .. |
1611 Avenue M

LUBBOCK, TEXAS 78401 (006) 702-6721 ot o2



¢ — o —

70 obert Narvala
CFROM Brovmlow (“/j,}u

SUBJECT proposals for fisdal year 1976 Tuitions

M'E'M;O RA_N D "U'M.';' . pugust 8, 2975 ek

‘J‘

In refemnce to’ our phone conversation this moming, thiu iB to confim
discuseion. The Budget conmittee's decision was to a another bid £

-

rom

SER to be reviewed and glven consideration at the Executive Committee meeting -

‘o Tuesday August 12, 1975, After checking the legality of this, it was discovared
" that a preposal can be accepted from SER but it will have to be tagged | |
"late proposal® but: will be oonsiderad in all other areas as a 1egitimta

' plqmal. ' - W . :
This proposal. must be in the South Plaj.na ‘Association of Goverrments offica by

12:00 noon on Monday Augusk 11, 1975 and can bo for a portion of ox th 3
ocmplete amount: Of $72,329 00, . n | ! , = .
’ : . ,'.;. . h "
| - | e ‘|
e "'. v ‘!."
L . . ‘—‘ y -
‘ y ' ,." b _..'.,
i & { ; g
. ‘ F ; ‘ : ‘
] ‘- i ] ‘A‘:
' i ..ill | |
|
B
: - |
PN SOUTH PLAINS ASSOCINTION OF GOVE RUKENTS E
¢ adiay g LUBBOCK, TEXAS 70401 (non) 762-0721 ,"#3
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Lubbock Opponunities Industrialization Center, Inc.
7 . - “We Know Where We're Going” : .

7200 East Brosdway e  Phone 80 7638077 e  Lubbock, Texss 79403 .

s

MEMORANDUM L
:

‘T0:  Mayor Roy Bass, Chainman, SPMRAC
Dianna Henderson, Lubbock. OIC 6;4&%%?

4

FROM:
SuBJ: Request. To Present Grievance

DATE: August 27, 1975

As per our conversation todey, this Letter i8 a confirmation of own e
to present ouwr giievance to the South PLains Regional Manpowern Advisot

a Grievance Procedurnz from the South PLains Association of Governments
0f Directons that we have asked for, we are nequesting that you send u
wiitten answer to owr grievance by noon, Wednesday, September 3, 1975,

Comnittee, Friday, August 29, 1975 under Other Business. 1Tn (t:li.e-absmje; cf‘ﬁ_ i
!

A

Thank you fon yowr assistance and coopematian;

»~

~cet Muws. Canofyn Jondan, President, SPAG
Thuett Mayes, Dinector, SPAG
Anne Brownlow, Manpower Director, SPAG
Pat Martin, Manpower Planneir, SPAG
SPAG Boand of Directors ;
01C*Board of Directons : -

« Mr. Don Harty Regional Dinector, 0IC
Mri. L.C. Hawviis, TODCA
* M. Joe Cdpriano, TOCA

" Affiliate of National OIC

Wa Hily Ovikanfyes”

uept -

Board”
d ‘

P




CITY OF LUBBOCK :
‘LUBBOCK, TEXAS : il M

St_‘p | i

ROY BASS = September 3,n!975

Ms. Dianna Henderson, Executive Director . = A
Lubbock Opportunities Industrialization Center, Inc. = e LAY s
2200 East Broadway . ‘ ; ;

Lubbock, Texas 79403

Dear Dianna:

Several days ago | promised that | would give you a written reply to your réquest
to be heard about the 0.1.C. "grievance" during the meeting of the South Plains .
Regional Manpower Advisory Council on Friday, August 29, 1975, at 1:30 p.m.jat the
Garden and Arts Center.- However, there has been so much stuff going on, | $fmp|y
have not had time to dlctate the letter. |, ‘ : rg
This will serve to confirm our previous oral conversations, as well as my remarks
at the MAC meeting where you were present with Reverend Davis and others, to the
effect that when | first had your request to be heard during the meeting, l‘thought
it would relate to some 0.1.C. proposal for revising the percentages in the manpower
plan, but apparently that did not turn out to be the case. ‘ £

| believe | stated that we had a serious problem so far as hearing any “grievance"

at the mgeting was concerned, because there was no agenda item such as that ,contained

in the posting of the notice, but the more serious problem is that the South'Plains
Regional Manpower Advisory Council does not now have, and has never had, any Jurisdlctlon
over grievance procedures or the authority to hear or make recommendations 6n 5
grievance complaints. My understanding is that SPAG does have a grievance ¢Ommtttee. o
The next board meeting of SPAG is the annual meeting I belleve on September 9 ;

may be that you would prefer to make any complaint directly to the TDCA in q?stln,

or to some Washington office, or, if your board feels necessary, to get some court

to try te construe the tangled web of guidelines, Instructions, etc. . .,

Resnectfully,,

Roy Bass
Mayor

RB:gr : ’ ; i i

xc: Carolyn Jordan ' : il
Reverend A. L. Davis : . l:%
Robert Narvaiz. _ ' . J'E
Father Howell ‘
Anne Brownlow , ! B :
Pat Martin - 4 o ‘ !;
L. C. Harris ° ‘7 ' ; 1}

r}‘/ (77




.~ You have previously received or will find enclosed a copy of

South Piamfs As,boaatxon of Govemmf-‘.-':ntC 1

Dear SPAG Board Member.

il pool

Clrolyns Jordan, President .. Truett‘-Ma)'el ‘ TR P Ly e
Couticllwoman of Lubbock " Executive Director . " i_

o ¥

Buptamber: 2, 1975 %" g S L cnl il e Sl Bl

[
the FY 76 South Plains Region CETA Plan authorized by the SPAG.
Board at its meeting of March 11, 1975; written to conform ol

the outline reunred by the Texas Department of Community Affairs .
Manpower Services Division, derived from Section 95.14 of the]

CETA rules and regu1at10ns according to which the State must
write its plan.as prlme sponsor for all balance of staLe areab.

The plan follows all guidelines pIOVlded by TDCA MSD in terms of

technical specifications of work to be performed, the number of

dethlpantS to be served for the dollars available, allowable ‘
st in budgeting, and so forth; and incorporates recommendations'

fLom the South Plains Regional Manpower Advisory Council ap roved

by the SPAG Board of Directors. JT_%

i

You recall that reflected by the minutes of the March 11, 1975
SPAG Board of Directors meeting, a FY 76 CETA plan was approved.
At 'that time, it had not been reduced to writing due to lack of
information from TDCA MSD, but the action was taken to complya
with time deadlimes forced upon us by TDCA, who in turn apparently

. were trying to comply with deadlines forced upon them by Wﬁsh}ngton.\

[t
The mlnutes of the March 11 meeting reflect: ij 5

£
"B75-54 Motion by Henry Heck, aeconded by Alan Henry: that
the Board of Directors approve the 1976 Manpower Plan | as
submitted and authorize the staff to forward the Plan| tb
the Texas Department of Community Affairs.. Motlon pass¢d

unanimously." e : Hf H
: _ ‘ . B

Enclosed is a copy of the' CETA plan, Wthh hopefully incorpdratcs
fhe requirements of 'IDCA and hopefully complies with the qpurlt of
the SPAG Board action at the meeting on March 1l. rw

- Regarding the .abbock County CETA program and Title I tuition | 'pay-

ments, as of now, it doesn't look like we have any proposal which

" complies with requests for proposals heretofore sent out, and there

has been no recommendation either from SER or OIC for a realignment
of the percentages of Title I funds used for tultlon payments.

[i |
8

|
e dl
'! 1

. !
1611 AVENLIE M |
LUBBCOK, TEXAS 79401 !

(RUR) 762 B72) it .

Y&



Paga 2 L. L. E e o s g el |

'CETA Plan 4 . i
September 2, 1975

Nevertheless, ‘I hope it will be possible to negotiate .some| ki
of contract which will keep these community based organizaﬁ
to some extent in the ball park.

 Mrs. Ann Brownlow will be presenting some alternatives for
- the budgeted Title I tuition funds at tha-nengBPAGjBoarq m

eI

SincereTs), s 7 f;l_V;jj'_ Eh B L
Roy Bass " e 0 e :
- Chairman, SPRMAC s " o

xCs Membera of South Plalns Regional Manpower Advisorr CO§

RB/dll
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PRE—VUCATIOﬁAL TRAINING

COMMUNTICATION SKILLS (Ehglish)
COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS (Meth)
WINORITY HISTORY

PERSONAL HYGIENCE & GROOMING

CONSUMER EDUCATION

JOB FINDING AND KEEPING TECHNIQUES
GED PR REPARATION
READING COMPREHENSION
SERVICL.

FROUP COUNSEL ING

. PERSONAL COUNSELING
JOB aEJELo?MENT §& PLACEMENT '
CHILD CARE

’ TRANSPORTATIOH FOR TRAINEES

SKILLS TRAINING A & - SKILLS TRAINING???7?

CLERICAL CLHSTER.
CASHTERTNG /RETAIL SALES




i $290,505

$ 5,000

$ 14,640

 $ 34,200

$ 20,489

§ 9,750

$ 300

$ 1,950
LR

8 74,329

Total

$914,534

‘January 1, 1976. No taxes taken out.

Allowances to cldssroom training .participa
at $84 per week. Will go up to $92 per we

Amount for TEC to do allowance checks only
approximately $3.50 per check. '

Employer share to match FICA taxes for Wages| g

paid to clients..
0JT money paid to employers

Workmen's Compensation insurance for-clier
in skills training and work experience.

Child care for clients
Medical examination for clients -

Transportation for clients

Proposed to be contracted out to OIC and SER,
Learning Center, Junior colleges, commerci

colleges, TSI etc.
To help cure poverty in Lubbock, Texas

ek.

ts|
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BOLICTTATION OF PROFOSAL

Introduction

The South Plains Assoclation of Go\rennnants, hercinafter kxmn as the - B
: Asgociation, is a voluntary organization of political subdivisions within the -
j .- fifteen county area designated as "Goverror's Planning Reglon 11", |'he
: Association 48 itself a chartered political subdivision of the State under
' ".VncslOlle‘ﬂassuchineubjectma]llawsandmgulatianapplyhngta
such agemiea. o S . %, B R

T

Puzpose

" The Association hereby solicita pmposala for delive:ty of certain setvices
chclf.‘l.ed in this request in acmrdanua wit-h al]. appucable law,, regulati.m.

. oy
]

Form and Procedure ‘

2 }
ALl proposals offered in response to this solicitation nust be! received
in the offioces of the Association no later than 5:00 p.m. (CST) July 11, 1975.
Proposals must be typewritten and signed by an authorized official of the respon=
dant offeror. Please attach a signatory authorization. Five coples of the
proposal offer including authorized signature must be sulmdtted. - '

i
]

\ , v Proposals may ba submitted for all or any part of the services specified.

. _The specified sexvices are delivery of occupational _training in an institutional
: . e Setting for the _scvcral _occupations listed.in_attachment A. Offers to conduct
“each ocwpaLion"tl training ocourse must be submitted separately. l

; Proposal offerors will accept participants in the employment and training
program operated by the Mssociation undetr the Comprehensive REmployment and Training
Act of 1973 These participants will be refexred individually from the intake
center of the CETA program in Lubbock County. ALl training provided by the offeror
' o the CETA participant nust be conducted on an open entry/open exit basis in
canpliance with the FY 1976 CETA plan for the South Plaing region. Information
concerning the plan is ava:.lable from thc office of the }\ssocia\{-.mnq l

Proposals must include the information and data specified. in this solicitat:mn

including the items outlined in the section below entitled "work Plan and Narrative".

Proposals that do not contain all required information or which are auhnitted after
the above mantioned deadline cannot be accepted for mnsideralﬂ.om B

Notification of Acceptamce of Proposal

Each offeror will be notified in writing no later than July 24 1975, of
acceptance or rejection of its proposal, _

The Association is under no obligation to accept any offer submitted,

" Certification o ' : -
. : /

_ All offerors must be certified by the Texas Fducat:ion Agency ag being a
qualifiod instructional facility in each ocourse of lm{ning for whlch vffor (o made,



vIz.

VIII.

- B. State the qualifications of the instructor.

'is available to be utilized by offeror in. tr.ai.tﬂ.ng

_training. _ !

exempted from this reqm.ramnt. I i ,

WORK PLAN AND NARRATIVE

)
|

e At e et i s

Objectives and Coals e

A, State occupation and/or occupational cluster for which traitﬁng is
designed.

B. State the prcpa‘catlon which the training program will pmvide for
upward.occupational mobility and the base which the traininq w.i.].l
provide for future training in upgrading skills. ,

C. State the anticipated beginning waga rate for said trainmg gmduatea
based upon past: experieme ‘ ,

Qualiflcations of Offeror g l

A. State the qualifications of the offeror to deli?er specifieq training,

- )

Training Graduates Proficiency and Output Goals i i i

A. Provide a course outline including at least the followingz 8

- 1. items of instruction 1

2. length of instruction per item -

. B. State the specific skills to be achieved by each trainee at c::mpletim

~ of coursa.
C. State the level of profm:.ency in each slull to be achieved hy each

trainea.

D. State the standards. of measurement of skill achs.evanent necessary for

gradvation from training (for example: for training offered in licensed
vocational nursing training graduate shall ba able to pass State LVN
-licensing test(s)).
E. State mechanisms for enhancing- trainee's successful course ocrnpletion,
including but not limited to: .
l. provision of individual attention | ]' ‘
2. provision for remedial instruction or trainee repetition| of items
- of instruction in which trainee is insufficiently prepared’
3. provision for re~utilization or recovery of tuition payment from
of feror in case of trainee termination or inability to camplete
" prescribed course of traimng : i 3

Post~training Services : ; !

States what provision will be made of assistance in placement intn exrploymnt

of training graduates upon completion of specified trainlng course.
i

Facilities and Bquipment

' State what amount and type of necessary training facilities and aq&ﬂpnent
!

Budget Requirements per Trainee ' o 5%
State the per. cllent expensa incurred in pmviding Speca.fied oourse of

R

Letter of Assurance |
Provide letters of assurance of employability of graduates of specified
training from five different employers who have in the past employed

- graduates of the specified training performed 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 conducted -
training for a similar occupation or occ:upational cluster, the offeror is

o
i

Documentation of certification by Texas Rducation Agency.



Apprentice training in other. \:radesz

ATTACHMENT A
Type of training for which offersjaxe‘solicited: ) '
Medical: ' i

. @) iliowemoker/Home Health aid/Nursa aid i ki

b) Medical Lab Technician

©) Medical Records Clerk/Medical Secrefary-ﬂacaptimlnt A

Production, Maintenance, Repair Crafts: - it
a) Machinist/Machine Tool ()perator L g
b) Welder g

| 'c) Automotive Mechanic

d) Deisel Mechanic e R
e) Refrigeration-Heating Meschanic :

_£) Electronic-Appliance Service and Repa.i.t
| Techmcian- : .

a). emical Laboratnry 'Ibch
b) Textile Laboratory Tech
¢) . Photo Lab Tech

a) Cler lc-’rypist/Fili.ng _ TR )
b) Secretary ' : o e e Sl e i
c) Stencgrapher ; . i e
d) Boolkezper o T S Lo e
e) Acoounting Clexk B - e

a)  Electrician P B
b) Carpentry ‘ N P I
c) Plurbing e B 0

SRR—




| CITY OF LUBBOCK ' .
 LUBBOCK, TEXAS - RO

| Rcﬂ&ﬁﬁf9= i P : ,;_‘ j:f;:: 'f{JU“P 27, ‘975‘.

O

Mrs. Carolyn S. Jordan, President ‘
South Plains Assoclation of Governments® ..
914 Lubbock National Bank Bullding i
Lubbock, Texas 79401 . - :

Re: ‘Reglonal Manpower Advisory Council |

e e A R

| Y

(Form for "Solicitation of Proposal'!)
~(Form for "Work Plan and Narrative'!)

Dear Carolyn: St i

By the time you receive this letter, hopefully there will be on your
desk copies of the above-mentioned instruments. which have been prepared
by Mr. lreland and Mr. Martin, and have been reviewed by me! Doubtless
there will -be a discussion of them at the next meeting of the Reglonal
Manpower Advisory Council on July 17, and in the meanwhile, there probabl
ought to be a discussion.of them at the next SPAG Board meeting on

July 8 (when, unfortunately, | will still be in Boston at the U.S.
Conference of Mayors, and therefore cannot be present to field some of
the quastions).

There appears to be sBmE'dffficulty; and maybe some suspicion, growing
out of the fact that the proposal solicited would call for an open
entry/open ‘exit basis for the programs: In particular, | think SER, and
maybe 01C, are of the opinion that the plan was drafted this way iIn
order to exclude them purposely from being able to dellver any of the

~ services under the plan.

It Is Jifficult to get the parties .all .to understand that the open
entry/open exit approach is in compliance with the FY 1976 CETA plan for
the South Plains Region, and nobody is trying to do anybody else in.

As | understand it, the administrative cost at SER is around 33%, and
the administrative cost for 0IC is possibly 25% or maybe more. As you

know, the 17% figure is 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 COGS.
SER and 0IC may have to guard thelr administrative costs, but | know o
no one who's trying to disqualify them from being successful bidders.
Ann Is probably going to trim some of her administration too.

L]

E

I .

1
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The Reglonal Manpower Advisory Council conslders Itself to be Just that L
only advisory In nature, and only in the planning function; that we do | G
not have, as we understand it, any authority to review, critlcize, R o '
recommend denial or otherwise of any bids submitted by any possible T .
contractor; that our only obligation is to respond to whatever reqUests Ly
are made of us by SPAG, with respect to planning. o ‘ £
Af you think of anythlng |- heed to be doing along these Ilnes to allay & B .
some of the mlsconceptlons whlch apparently are golng around._l would AER
appreciate U R S D ey do Raore o T .
. ' i : e . YUUI‘S. ik : ,. .\‘. ‘:.‘.; ; .|;
' (hich T : o |. ) t‘{'.‘ f :' ‘II
oy Eaw e st R RN
Rayor oo i : .
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xct Robert Narvalz o R e Ry I
. Father Rodney Howell .- "' il e o v Rl Mo S ki ;
Didnna Henderson i - i ral, R g i T g § ]
A. L. Davls SR R T R N e
Ann Brownlow i ' gt 7 '53'.1
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. _,South Plams Assoclation of Governmlents

_ Lubbock, Texas 79403 - | S 2o

Carolrn 8. Jordan, Pmldem . 'l‘meu Mayes g, :
‘.. Councilwoman of Lubbock . Enecutive Dim:tot

e I 'Jlm 75

N
. “‘Il.‘ .‘
2 "!" : i
- !:'::a". bz ) R} : ‘ I;."Vr ek . sror
- .'... :,.I‘ & ]
! i : ‘ R
’ i . . v : (o 4 |’ . .l “‘ . 2 '}'.. " ' -I. ."-‘I, Oy Ty rig g
Quly X, 1978 bR epsno it e na UE T e Do g BT 3
3 ‘ . . .. ‘-' ! Haziny he e .'- AL i Wk

Miss Dianna Henderson
Lubbock OIC
2200 Bast Broadway

Dear Miss Henderson? _ _
In response to your grievance on the CETA 76 Manpower Plan I'm sorry
I cannot settle it. You will be furnished all of the plan that is

available at this time and when the cm'plete plan iB available I will

',,..'makesurethatyuuhaveaoopy . B e ,:-

Sincerely,

r

b
|
it

Truett Mayes b = B R

f )
o
4 ;
i
|-,

' 914 LUBBOCK NATIONAL BANK BUILDING
LUBBOCK, TEXAS 79401
(606) 762-8721
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Lubbock Opporiunities Indusirialization Genter, Ing.
B " “We Know Where We'ra Going” ' ‘ |
: Rov, A, L, Davis, Chalrman, Board of Directors

L] f. alah'ndmn. Execullve Direclor

2200 Eost Droodway .~ ®  Phona 006 7630077 @ Lubbock, Toxas 70403

. 0 : . .

| MEMORANDUM | e vt 1 b
TO! M8, Anne Brownlow, Manpower Directir i i
- FROM: Déanna Henderson, Execitive Directon o TR
SUBJt -~ Rough Dragt of CETA Pean FY16. = -
DATEY . Juby 2, 1975 s - NS

ey '

0 not quite
Y 5‘30? Pelte y
{

On the }Lough .djmﬂt of yoﬁn FY76.PRan, there are several Atems 1 d
uﬁmﬂand. Please foiuand me Lthis Anformation and Lf possible b

1. 15 SPAG fLﬁﬂUMHQ Lo Ltrelf as a progham operator fon 'Lubb.ocla County under
Strategy? | | % !

1]

2, Under Progham netivity and Service you state the general thiee pftbg&cun
activilieh. Thom youn nawiative, 1 gather that SPAG, as the progham
© operaton, will not contract out any sewices loutreach, intake, orientation,
v nefevial, counseling, job development and placement, iemedial education
- wunder classhoom Ahakning, wokle exeiience, non 0JT, 1In fact, the only thing
. you are coniraciing out Lo other agencies £8 slALly Lraining and dome
adninistrative senviced, It this comrect? o -

1

'3, What does the statement individual ref§eral-Lo-thaining fon vocaﬂom%& t/min{r;g _
mean? ‘ .

.o ' . .
4, Can’any allowances be waived on a project basis? What about welfare receplents
« n that project 4§ allowances are watved? |

!
’

: . 3 ;
5, llas the consideration of proghams of demonstrated effectivencss been answered
Ain the SPAG 1976 Plan accoiding to the CETA nules and regulations? Do you

|

consdden 0IC a progham of deminstrnated effectiveness? !

6, WiLL all participanis in classhoom aining be allowed a maAmum 0f|26 weels ﬁofL
alfowances paid and 26 weeks wages paid §on work experience? § "

7. What else will be added £o the nawwative and nough dragt of the Pean T havef
8, What do you fdgwre owr administrative costs Lo be fon FV16 2o datef?

]

Affiliate of National OIC

"We Halp Ourselves”



Pagez ' - By BE |
Ms. Anne Bfmumi’.ow . : - - :

C Juby 2, 1975

Thank you uc,w much,

W, Thuett May yea, Dinecton, SPAG
Rev, A.L. OG.UM’ Cha'(}lman' Lo1C

cet

Magoll. Roy Bass, Cha,Uunan, Reglﬂmt Manpawvc. Adu!.&olcy CammLttee. P
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Your pfwmpt menuon 20 thx.a ma.tzen mwf.d be gamq; appftwbated. S



“ South Plains Association of Governments

)2

| TN 16 11
Carolyn 8, Jordan, President Truett Mayes v i
Councilwoman of Lubbock ‘Executive Director - ' .
June 13, 1975 <1 UN
S L 5
3 - e L
Ms. Diana Henderson, Executive Director =~ = =~ e
Lubbock Occupational Industrialization Center — - -
2200 East Broadway , Pyt
Lubbock, . Texas 79403
~ Dear Diana, : |
I am enclosing a copy of SPAG'S Progress report so thélt you are able to
- see how well L.0.I.C. is doing in relation to the entire program. &
We certainly appreciate your progress toward your FY 75 goals. With |
your taking on an additional 20 clients for the remainder of the contract -
ending July 31st, I feei sure that you will accanplish your goal -
individuals sexrved. . ‘

.As you can see, placement of trainees into fulltime jobs is moving

It is doubtful, hcwever, ‘that SPAG's goal in this area can be met.

We are still'opefating on our original plan of progress which is

L]

! i
much slower. We do expect to sce many more placed during June and July

much higher than we ¢an hope to achieve. Our plan has been modified to

a more realistic one but, to date, we have not gotten an approval to
evaluate our program according to that modification. We hope to get
approval soon. ' ;

' . S

. 4 I . . . .
Diana, in every area of our plan, except non-positive terminations,

|
:
:

1,.0.1.C. is ahead percentage-wise. For this, we wish to thank you very

-much. I do hope, however, that every possible effort is being made
to cut back on the number of clients leaving the program on a non=
positive basis. : S f

Since we hope to have a much better showing at the end of dune, I wil

forward you a copy of SPAG's June progress report when it becomes
available. : ' X N

. 014 LUDBOCK NATIONAL BANK DUILDING
LUBBOCK, TEXAS 79401
(806) 762-9721
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MANPOWER

By
Dianna Henderson

I
i
Brief History of Lubbock Opportunities IndustxnallzatlonCeTter, Inc.

The Lubbock 0IC, (LOIC) was incorporated June, 1971, as a private
non-profit organization in the State of Texas. : |

LOIC received its first grant under categorical funding through the
OIC National Institute July 1, 1971 through June 30, 1972 in!the
amount of $241,663. The next year LOIC received $280,329 through

the OIC National Institute. Under Comprehensive Employment Training
Act (CETA) funding, LOIC received $160,950 in 73-74 through the
Department of Labor. Inm the ensuing years, LOIC has received numer~
ous commendation for its delivery of Manpower Training in Lubbock,
Texas. We were honored as being in the upper 25% of OIC's across the
country at the 1972- 73 OIC National Institute Annual Convocation.

LOIC was.chosen as one of the five OIC's across the country out of

a possible 105 centers to be mentioned in a Reader's Digest article
about Dr. Sullivan. The South Plains Association of Governments and
the Lubbock City Council recognized OIC as the best manpower|program
in Lubbock County during FY1975, our first year of operation under
SPAG. (See Ia- Ic) _ ; E

1
|

, i
History Of City or County Response to Manpower Programs in | Lubbock
County. |

The South Plains Association of Governments hired Duane Ireland
durlng 1972 under a planning grant through the Department of Labor
in ant1c1patlon;of passage of CETA. Since the City of Lubbock was
an eligible prime sponsor, Mayor Morris Turner accepted the prime
sponsorship for FY74. (July 1, 1973-June 30, 1974)
Councilwoman Carolyn Jordan’ led the fight to have the City declared
an ineligible prime sponsor. As I understand it, in talking|to Mrs.
Jordan,. shé stated that SPAG was the planning agency for the South
Plains Region, and she felt manpower planning should be a responsibility
of' SPAG. I also understood her to say that she did not feel that
manpower should be used as a political patronage tool by any one
elected official. Councilwoman Jordan said that she supported
manpower programs that really trained people and would support 0IC
§ 2s long as it did the job. |
Tnterpretatlon bf the CETA, 1973. : 3
CETA of 1973 was passed during President Richard Nixon's term of
e under the revenue sharing concept of giving the local elected
cials control of and input into the spending of federal monies.
e Act affordeﬂ the opportunity for local elected officials to con-
the fundlpﬁ"of categorlcal programs and to see that those prog-
erved their areas. It is the purpose of the Act to provide
2ining and employment opportunities for economically disadvant-
inempdoyed and underemployed persons, and to assure that train-
F services lead to maximum employment opportunities and
‘afficiency.




V. Refér to Documents

Dates

Reference
page

Action Taken

1974~
1974

February,
through May,

October 14, 1974

May , 1975

"June 10, 1975

June 26, 1975

June 27, 1975«

|

#5-#11

$#12-#14

#15

#16

#17-#20

#21-422

‘the planning agency for the!South

Lubbock OIC was in agreement w1th SEBG
being the prime contractor for Lubbock
County. Traditionally, SPAG has been

Plains area and acted as a pass througP
agency for Federal or Sta?e funds.
We wrote letters to local.
officials requesting themg.'
Manpower. Before manpower,-
never set up and hired a s
operate’ a Federal or State program
} L
contracted W1th;SPAG to
provide pr®-vocational training, skills ¢
training, and service. Our contract
was 9% month contract through June 30,
1975. SPAG did the fiscal checks for
bills, and payroll checks for our staf ,
and trainees. I was quite surprised
and pleased at how well the accounting
went. Jim Crowder, SPAG's previous ;
fiscal officer, was really good.
State printed notice about plan for
Balance of State areas. Note that you
were supposed to see Regional Council
of Governments about plan!for 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 year, except for
SER because they did not have enough
money for OJT. She stated that prop-
osals would be accepted on a bid basis
and our contract would be1extended to
guly3l, 19755 1 i
|

Lubbock O

|

Wrote and inquired about extension and
procedures for proposals.; Anne called
and said we would receive| proposal
request package in a few days.

Received proposal request package from
Anne. Called to question her about
pre-vocational training, remedial edu-
cation, and services, but Anne was out
of town. =

Staff came in to work on proposal.
Received copy of letter from Mayor Roy




June 30,

July 18,

July 23,

1975

1975

1975

-

. #23-#32 '

#33

|

|Bass to Mrs. Jordan. Did not quite

understand letter because OIC has
always operated on open-entry, open-
exit and no-one from OIC had talked
to Mayor Bass. I felt that ! SPAG 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. I felt SPAG

had complete access to our fiscal
records; therefore, so did the Mayor.
P
Started asking for plan at SPAG 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 Martin,
SPAG's Planner about plan. 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 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 requested to be plac-
ed on SPAG's Board of Directors Agenda
to present grievance that there was
no plan. SPAG's July Board Minutes will
reflect this. Did not present grievance
to Board because Mrs. Jordan told me
she was working it out and proposal
period would be extended to July 18,
1975. Anne and staff went to Austin to
negotiate prime contract with TDCA.
Staff did not get back until July 21,
1975. - [
Submitted proposal for training in
amount of $147,000 to train:
44 clerk-typist $810/client
75 Textile Mill Tech. $785/client
20 Medical Records clerk/Medical
Secretary-Receptionist. $815/client .
15 Bookkeeper/ Accounting clerk. $810/
L clier
Pre-vocational (154x$156)
+ Skills Training= $146,989

Had lunch with Anne and explained that
we did not expect to get $147,000. If

3



B

i
our contract had been for 12 months,
we would have been funded $99,455.
Told her our Board would settle for
$95,000 provided our contract was
for same training, as last years
except for -adding medical recep-
tionist and accountant/bookeeper,
no cost since we would eliminate
cashiering. Asked her to call and let
me know by Wednesday, July 25, 1975..
She did not cali. As I understana
it, Anne kept repeating that she did
not feel SER was going to|be funded.
I told her that SER was SPAG's
problem and the SER Board|should have
seen to it that the program was
successful. SPAG was going through a
hassle with their accounting depart-
ment during the following weeks,- SO I
did .not press for information.

July 29, 1975 - #34-435 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 upset! Note that
Mayor Bass did not send me a copy.
Rev. Davis came over and questioned
me. |

July 31, 1975 #36-#38 Last day of our contract.| 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.
A Note what services SPAG will provide
. i i for classroom training. f%

Augus® 4, 1975 Had special call Board Meeting. Board
voted to initiate grievanée‘process.

August 5, 1975 Went and told Truett and asked for
: SPAG's Grievance Procedure.i

August 6, 1975 #39-#41 Truett brought letter over stating that
we would meet the next day. 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 1nformat10n
together.

L] :E
|t
|
|
l
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August B, 1875 <% | #42-4434 | spaG requested a proposal ‘from OIC and
’ P | P SER for classroom- trainﬁn? {
£ < g r " i ; o
August: 12, 1975 4. o Went to SPAG Board-meetlng and Rev.
: i o Davis requested Grievance |Procedure -
again. SER requested to present
; : _ alternative. Minutes and tapes of
e o 2 o minutes should reflect this,
August 26, 1975 - $44-#46 .| Sent memorandum that our éoer still
S - . |wanted to .present a grievance. Called
i E e e ; + . ‘|Mayor Bass and he gave us perm18310n to
- ‘_;fc ; ' do So.
Auguét ﬁﬁ} lQ?SQQ;d?g #48 " Letter was hand delivered tb me from
e 'di,}*j»'“ ‘ Mrs. Jordan. . lzi
! August 29, 19”5‘31 ! | ¢ - Went to SPAG Manpower Regional Adviso-
/ B I . ‘ : - | ry, Committee meeting. Was established
o e : : that plan had not been approwed by the
o advisory committee or seeP by them
c o] i before that day.
: i . '
September 2, Rev. Davis went to talk t6 Mayor Bass
. ‘ aboux program. , s e gl
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