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SEOO EVALUATION QlTF~:·TIOKNAIRE TABULA.TI ON 

SECTION #VII THE SEOO A.ND THE OEO REGIONAL OFFICE 

QUESTION REFERENCE 

#16. 7501-1 
6g. 

----

How well has the SEOO advised the Regional Office· 
on special problems in the state that might 
develop as a result of the activities or presence 
of VISTA Volunteers., and assisted the Regional 
Office in resolving such problems? 

LIST the special problems during the past 
six months. 
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SEOO EVALUATION QUESTlOi\N:\IHE TABtLATI ON 

SECTION # VIII THE OEO REGIONAL OFFICE AND THE SEOO 

QUESTION REFERENCE 

#1. 7501-1 
7c. 

W. P. 
II-D 

----

How well has the Regional Office worked jointly 
with the SEOO to strengthen the SEOO staff capa­
bility to carry out its work p:cograrns and to 
overcome any weaknesses that may be revealed by 
evaluations? 

LIST joint training programs or workshops. 
Identify number of SEOO-staff invited 
and attending and thei:t: job levels during 
the past year. 

T A B U L A T I 0 N R F. S U L T S 

-----.... -......--.... --......,,..-
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SECTION # VIII THE OEO REGIONAL OFFICE AND THE SEOO 

QUESTION REFERENCE 

#1. 7501·-l 
7c. 

W. P. 
II-D 

----

How well has the Regional Office worked jointly 
with the SEOO to strengthen the SEOO staff capa­
bility to carry out its work p;~ograms and to 
overcome any weaknesses that may be revealed by 
evaluations? 

LIST joint training programs or workshops. 
Identify number of SEOO·-staff invited 
and attending and thdx job levels during 
the past year. 

~B~u1-~it1"R~~1'()''N'~'~"'R'E~1tu~·L~1~~s~-~~~~~~~~~I 
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0 1;'00 }?\' :'\ l . i u 'l" T ·, ', 0 j l .J. ~ ll._,,_-\ t 

SECTION tr VIII THE OEO REGIONAL OFFICE AND THE SEOO 

QUESTION REFERENCE 

#2. 7501-1 
7d. 

Has the Region21. Office ensm~ed that the SEOO 
is consultP.d concerning OEO Regional Office 
plans and priorities with regard to OEO grantees? 

LIST joint staff meetings held during the 
past six months. Identify number of SEOO 
staff invited anct attending and their job 
levels. 
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SEOO EVALUATION QUFSTIONNAIHE TABULATION 

SECTION # VIII THE OEO REGIONAL OFFICE AND THE SEOO 

QUESTION REFERENCE 

#7. 7501-1 
7g. 
4b. 

W.P.­
III-A 

Has the Regional Office invited -- with adequate 
advance notice -·- the SEOO to all "pre-reviews" 
held with other OEO g-.rantees in the stg:'lte? 

LIST the pre-reviews during the past 6 
months, with dates when notices were mailed. 

DESCRIBE cases when the SEOO has been par­
ticularly helpful to the Regional Off ice 
Field Representative. 

Attachment #3 
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SEOO EVALUATION qliESTIONNAIHE TABULATION 

SECTION # IX HEADQUARTERS/OEO A.ND 'THE SEOO 

QUESTION REFEllliNCE 

#4. 7501-1 
8h. 

How well has the Office of Operations assisted 
the SEOO in its dealings with the Headquarters 
offices or other federal agencies? 

T A B U L A T I 0 N R E S U L T S 

REGIONAL OFFICE 
SThFF 4 
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SEOO EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIHE TABULATION 

SECTION # X SEOO ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT -------
QUESTION REFERENCE 

#6. Bo STAFFING 

Do personnel perform job functions contained in the 
approved job desc:dptions. 

DESCRIBE any departures of job function from approved 
job descriptions. 

T A B u L A T I 0 N R E s u L T s 
~~~~Ta..."'-?.·~~1~.'$2'6Sl, ~..: .. ··- ~;;.~ ........ 

# 
fj DON'T RESPONDING GROUPS YES NO KNOW TOTAL 

:ws ioo% J.J, ~ ~l I (J! j"-' 
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SEOO EV ALU:\TI C"'~ :ESTIONN\IRE TABULATIO:\ 

SECTION 4~ X SEOO ORGANIZA'I'ION Al\JD Jv'lAl'il\CEME:NT 

QUESTION REFERENCE 

#7. Are staff personnel qualified for jobs'? 

LIS~: personnel job title and qualifications. 
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SEOO EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE TABULATION 

SEC'rION # XI SEOO WORK PROGRAM - California ----

QUESTION REFERENCE 

#1. CAP 8l 
II-B 

Has the SEOO reached the goal rrTo dEWelop • • • 
demonstration projects in the use of volunteer 
services, excess property, and com..rm.mity college 
resources, in prograrus of technical aid to 
Indians, disadvantaged youth, and Bead Start 
day-care projects; and in other specialities 
as indicated'r? 

LIST the demonstration projects and pro­
grams of technical aid which have been 
developed du.ring the past year.. 

T A B U L A T I 0 N R E S U L T 

RESPONDING GROUPS YES NO 
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SEOO EVALliATION QllESTIONNAIRE TABULATION 

SECTION # XI SEOO WORK PROGRAM - California 
·~~~~~~~~~~ 

QUES'rION REFERENCE 

#5. CAP 81 
II-B 

Has the SEOO provided "ri::view of and 
assistanc8 to grantses in greater depth 
by an increased and better t:r:ained analyst 

W. P. staff • • • 1r? 
l-B 
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SEOO EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIHE TABULATION 

SEOO WORK PROGRAM - California 

QUESTION REFERENCE 

#6. CAP 81 

II··B 

W. P. 
I-B 

Has the SEOO provided «sufficient intensity 
and continuity of state~CAA relationships 
to resolve as many ar.eas as possible of mutual 
concern about programs pr.io:r. to the refunding 
review stci.ge. •t·? 

T A B U L A T I 0 N R E S U L T S 

RESPONDING GROOPS # ! YES 

SEOO STAFF 25 
,, 

18 72 % JJ. 
77 1 

NO 

4 % 

Dat,1 1 T 
KNOW 

4./. 
'Tt 6 24% 

TOTAL 

l 
.µ. 
rr 25 

N REGIONAL OFFICE 
STAFF 28 

1-4-
77 0 0 % # 22 79 r;; (; #6 (:/ 

2110 1~ tr 28 ioor 

CAA EXECUTIVE 
DIREC'I'ORS 

--·--·---~ '----·~-- ~---~·------

-~ 
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SEOO EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE TABULATION 

SECTION # XI SEOO WORK PROGRAM - California 
~~~:..;__----e.:...:.......~-___.:;__:..c._~-_:_.,..~~~~~~~--~~ 

QUESTION REFERENCE 

#7. W. P. 
IV-A 

SEOO STAFF 

Has the SEOO provided rrhigher quality.multi­
specialty technical assistance to CAAs" in this 
prosr.cam year through the "addition of four 
management Specialists, eight Field 1'..nalysts, 
and three Special Prosr.cams Coord:i,nators'r? 

25 

0 % ·#22 
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CALIFORNIA SEOO EVALUATION 

ANALYSIS OF MAl.~AGEMENT PERFOR1v:IANCE 
IN ALLOCATION OF STAFF !-LJ\NPOWER 

RESOURCES 

I Purpose 

II Procedures & Source Documents 

III Analysis Results 

IV Technical Recommendations 

V Surrunary 

Attachments 
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ATTACHMENTS 

#1. SEOO Roster of Personnel by Grant 

#2. Sample of Monthly Performance Report 

113. SEGO-Estimated Distribution of Manpower Resources by Function 

//4. Actual Distribution of Manhours by Ft:nction 

115. Total Manhours/Overtime - September 1970 - January 1971 

ff6. Grant Review Function: Budget/Actual Manhours 

117. Coordination Function: Budget/ Actual Manhours 

f/8. Technical Assistance Function: Budget/ Actual Manhours 

/19. Technical Assistance Function: Budget/Actual Manhours by 

Technical Assistance Specialty 

1110. Grant Review Function: Manhours by Person, October - January 

//11. Coordination Function: Manhours by Person, October - January 

1112. Technical Assistance Function: Manhours by Person, 

October - January 
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I. Purpose 

The purpose of this analysis was to assess as well as possible 
management performance of the SEOO in the control and application 
of staff manpower resources and to provide the SEOO with analysis 
data which might be helpful in the future management direction of 
its operations. 

The initial intent was to provide answers to these basic management 
questions: 

1. How much does it cost to perform each major task or function? 

2. How much does it cost to service each grantee or project? 

3. How much does it cost to get major results? 

It was not possible to work on the second and third questions be-­
cause in the SEOO reporting system, the relevant source documents 
were the field trip reports. These trip reports were expected to 
identify grantees served and results accomplished. The SEOO de­
clined to make these available to the evaluation team on the basis 
that the field trip reports purportedly contained the names of 
confidential contacts in the communities visited by SEOO staff. 

II. Procedures & Source Documents 

The procedures followed were to collect data source documents 
made available at the SEOO from its system, to make an analysis 
in the field, to confirm and expand the analysis after field work 
was completed. 

Three major types of source documents were used in this analysis. 

1. Roster of SEOO Personnel (See Attachment #1) This document 
listed staff personnela"ccording to the various grants which 
funded their positions and identified job title assignments. 
We found, however, th~t SEOO personnel had been shifted from 
some positions and others, while assigned to specific jobs, 
were performing other duties. Tracing such shifts would 
have made the analysis difficult and complex. Instead, we 
used the roster and let the developed data show possible 
shifts in assignments. 
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2. Monthly Performance Reports. (See Attachment #2 for sample.) 
These monthly performanC'e-reports were the source for information 
on actual manhours applied to various functions. 

This analysis is based on MPR's for the following: 

January, 1971 21 professional staff employees 
December, 1970 20 ff 

November, 1970 ..... 23 " 
October, 1970 22 II 

September, 1970 19 II 

The reports (abbreviated to "MPR*s") include those of four employees 
who were on the SEOO staff during the period covered but are no longer 
on the staff. Steele, Donaldson, Throne and Johnson. 

The reports do not include the three top SEOO personnel: L. Uhler, 
the director, J. Sawicki, the deputy director, L. Down, the staff 
Assistant for Planning. They also do not include MPR's for the 
following staff: R. Hawkins, CPA- Supervisor-North; J. Fattorini, 
Community Program Analyst; A. Chickering, Cominunity Development STAP 
Specialist; D. McKee, Inter-Governmental Coordinator. 

We believe that if these missing MPR's we;t"e included they would change 
the analysis results in detail but not significantly. 

3. OEO Grant Budgets. These standard CAP Form 25s provided data on 
api)roved professional positions funded under each grant (also re­
flected in the Roster of SEOO Personnel - see attachment #1.). 

III. Analysis Res~~!~ 

1. Estimated and Actual Manpower Distribution by Functions. 
(See Attachments #3 and #4.} 

As a part of our field interviews, five of the senior SEOO 
staff were asked to estimate the percentage of their 
manpower resout'ces and the number of staff allocated 
to each function listed in question #5 of Sectio~ X 
in the SEOO Evaluation questionnaire. 

Mr. B. Schur added to his answer: rrobject to this 
question. It can easily be misinterpreted and % 
allocation can be poorly used. overlapping exists 
in all areas." 

~tta.chme.n.t ~3 sho\,TS the x:esults of the· SEOO senior 
staff estimates corupaLed to the actual distribution 
of manhours shown in attachment #4. 
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The average SEOO estinnte of manhours in grant review 
and monitoring was 33~. Since the SEOO considers 
the grant reviev;r and advice· to the governor functions 
as interrelated, another 4% may be added for a tota.l 
estimate of 37% for both functions. 

Actual performance as reflected in this analysis was 

57.4%. 

The senior SEO'.) staff estim;i.ted an average of 26"'s allo:;ated 
to the Technical Assistance function. The actual per­
formance as reflected in this analysis was 13.1. 

2. Total Manhours/overtime - September 1970 - January, 1971 
(See Attachment ff 5) 

The SEOO staff worked a considerable amount of overtime. For the 
five-month period September 1 1970, through January, 1971, the em­
ployees covered by the Monthly Performance Reports made available 
to the team indicated they worked3,-782 hours of overtime. Of 
the 3, 782 overtime hoursr over-·one-half or 1,895 hours were compiled 
in the months of December, 1970 1 and January, 1971. 

3. Grant Review Function: on-site and report writing time (See 
Attachment #10) 

Professionals, such as auditors, who are required as part of 
their duties to write reports usually work on a ratio of 67% 
field or on-site work to 33% report writing time. We believe 
that this is considered the lowest acceptable ratio by the General 
Accounting Office. 

This acceptable ratio was reflected in the SEOO Grant Review 
manhours for the months of October and November, 1970 but 
was reversed for the months of December 1 1970 1 and January, 
1971. 

GR.Al'iT REVIEW: On-Site Reports 
Hours Percent Hours Percent -- ---- ---

January, 1971 573 34.851:- 1,070 65.2% 

December, 1970 1,225 54. 5%- 1,025 45.5% 

November, 1970 860 61.7% 534 38.3% 

October, 1970 1,190 72.6% 448 27.4% 

4. Grant Review, Monitoring and Evaluation Function (See Attachments 
#6 and #10) 

SEOO manhours applied to the Grant R8view function exceeded the 
budgeted amount by some 1300 manhours during the four month period 
f!Ciffi. ()ct.a\Je"C 1 1910 tb:x:ough January, 1971. However, only 60 9s of 

-5-



these manhours were provided by staff with normally as_~gned duties 
in this function. '11he other 40% came from staff who s'10uld have 
been performing other functions, ptima:tily technical assistance. 

5. coordination Function (See Attachm2nts #7 and #11) 

The actual manhours applied to the coordination function decreased 
from 773 or 110% of budget in October to 474 or 74% in January. 

The percentage of actual manhours performed by personnel listed 
on the roster with duties in these functions was constantly low. 
This may be explained in that personnel shifts had been made 
which were not reflected in the roster. However, the detailed 
analysis done in attachment #11 is not very helpful to confirm 
this. 

6. Technical Assistance Function (See Attachments #8, #9, and #12.) 

Actual performance in manhouxs for technical assistance was very 
low compared to budget. Most of this was delivered by staff 
funded by the STAP and Management/Demonstration Technical 
Assistance grants. 

Attachment #9 (Technical Assistance Function: Budget/Actual 
Manhours by Technical Assistance Specialty) shONS actual delivery 
in specific specialties which were funded: 

Housing 

Community 
Development 

Economic 
Develop:nent 

Management 

339 hours out of 664 budgeted or 50% 

188 hours out of 664 budgeted or 28% 

23 hours out of 664 budgeted or 3% 

29 hours out of 3240 budgeted or 0. 87",; 

The budgeted total for Management Technical Assistance inclu:1.es 
4 professionals hired under the Management Demonstratio~ g-cant for 
Personnel Management, Fiscal Management, Small Business Management, 
and Systems Management. It also includes one professional hired under 
the Sl'AP grant for Managem::mt Technical Assistance. 

IV. TECHNICAL RECOMMENDATIO:JS 

The OEO staff who have done the analysis recom:n•:ond that the 
Monthly Performance Report system be changed: 

"We did not consider the Monthly Performance Report, format wise 
to be a very well structurea. management tool for measuring the 
work performance of an employee. 

-6-



"1. WHERE the cmplo;·ee was performing could not be detm:mined. 

"2. Form was not structured to relate to budgeted performance. 
Example: 'l'hc Budget called for one full time expert STAP 
Specialist-Economic Development but the Monthly Pei:formance 
Report did not provide for recording the performance. Further 
time spent in a specialty might be incorrectly reported. 
Example: Frane was a Housing expert. He reported a certain 
amount of hours under Housing but also reported time at 
meetings, training etc. If the meetings and training concerned 
Housing then it perhaps should all be reported under Housing 
to show the proper performance against budget. 

11 3. Time spent traveling should be charged to the major benefit­
ing function. On the report travel ti.me was simply charged 
as a separa t.e f1mction. It should be charged to ci ther Tech­
nical Assistance, Grant Review or Coordination and Planning. 

"4. 'l'he form too nearly approximated a daily time and attendance 
card. This fact maae the form too easily filled in long 
after the fact. " 

V. Summary 

As stated earlier, the purpose of this analysis was to assess 
performance by studying manhours applied to functions and to 
provide the SEOO with helpful data in its management direction~ 

'l'he analysis shows that SEOO personnel did not fully perform 
in the functions for which technical assistance grants were made, 
and staff manpower resources were diverted to the Gr.ant Review and 
Monitoring function. 
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SEOO ROS'l'f:R OF PERSONNEL BY GRAJ."\!T 

Extract from sr:nc1 
Rooii.:(o:r of Personnel 

REGUI,AR GRANT #CG-0364 E/4 

Uhler, L. 
Sawicki, J. 
Dovm, I,. 
Hawkins, Jr., R. 
Archuletta, Jr., G. 
Mcinnes, T. 
McKee, D. 

Fattorini, Jr. I cJ. 

Gurule, A. 
McGrath, D. 
'l'hies 1 R. 

Russo, K. 
T".c igger, K. 
Kludjian, H. 
Brown, H. 
Petersen, E. 
Charlton, B. 
Goff, G. 
Collins, M. 
Brockman, V. 
Gallion, c. 
Varela, C. 
Arnold, F. 
Pearson, M. 
Elwell, W. 
Singleton, J. 
Young, T. 
Fuller, L. 
Gray, P. 

MANAGEMENT/DEMO GRANT # CG-0364 E/3 

Archer, Jr., s. 
Taylor, B. 
Clark, G. 
Blaker, C. 
Cunningham, H. 
wni teley 1 G. 
Davis, s. 
Brown, c. 

, STAP GRANT # CG-0364 E/O 
Frane, J.R. 
Carter, T. 
Schur, B. 
Chickering, A. 

OAKLA::D G'?J\N'.I' # CG-9093 A/l and A/2 

Espo.na, S. 
Sekafetz, D. 

Director 
Assistant Director 
Staff Assistant for Planning 
CPA··Supervisor-North 
CPA-Supervisor-South 
VISTA Coordinator 
Inter-Governmental Coordinator 
CPA 
CPA 
CPA 
CPA 

CPA 
CPA 
CPA 
CPA 
CPA 

CPA 
CPA 
Senior Steno 
Senior Steno 
Steno II 
Clerk-Typist 
Clerk-Typist 
Senior Account Clerk 
File Clerk 
Senior Steno 
Clerk 
Steno II 
Steno II 

Spec. Programs Coordinator 
Childhood Development Coordinator 
Personnel Management 
Fiscal Management 
Small Business Management 
Systems Management 
Steno II· 
Steno II 

Housing 
Economic Development 
Management 
Cominuni ty ·Development 

Consultant 
Secretary 
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MONTHLY PERFORMANCE REPORT 
CALIFORNIA OFFICE OF ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 
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SEOO-ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF MANPOWER RESOURCES BY FUNCTION 

Note: S~ction ~, Question 5 

r . j ! , 
I I I I ll Hawkins l Schur j ! Average I Uhler Sawicki Dovm 

1. Advisor'. to Governor I 3%-1 staff 5 9a . , 5%-1 staff Combined 
with #6 

, I · i 
li I 

\ 
5%-1 staff lj 4% I 

I ! I I I 
I l ' ' I 5%-4 staff !I 9% I 

l 10%-2 staff I 

2. Resource I 10 9o-2 staff 1 
Mobiliz<.\tion 

3. Coordination I 3%-1 staff 
& Planning 

15% 5%-l stci.ff 10%-2 staff 

l0% l J.09o-2 staff 5%-1 staff 8% 

l I 
i , . -- r 

4. Advocacy for 3%-1 staff I 10% /· 2%-1 staff 5%-1 staff j 10%-All !1 6% 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

the Poor I I l j i--------' 

30%-10 staff I 25%-8 staff 11 26% Technical l 25%-8 staff 
Assistance 

Grants Review 
Monitoring & 
Evaluation 

. . 
Management 

Other 

Innovative & 
Creative Programs 
(added by SEOO) 

409,;-13 staff 

3%-l staff 

3%-1 staff 

109<>-2 staff 

25% 25%-9 staff 

! ! 
' 

j 30% 130%-13 staff 130%-10 staff! 35%-12 staff ll·-·-3-3_9" ___ _ 

I 5% 10%-1 staff I 5%-1 staff I 5%-2 staff ~:---5-96 ___ _ 

1 
13%-1 staff J 15%-5 staff I 3% II 7% 

I I 2% • 11-29s -
I I I ' _JL __ 



ACTUAL DISTRIBUTION OF MAN-HOURS BY FUNCTION 

Note: Actual Results Man-Hours Reported Per MPR 
by Functional Area Compared Against Budget 
~~quirements for Period October 1970 through 
January 1971 

., 

FUNCTION 

Grant Review 

Coordination & 
Planning 

Technical Assistance 

Travel 

TOTALS 

MAN 
HOUR 
BASE * 
8,632 

2,656 

5,312 

16,600 

" 

ACTUAL 
HOURS 
REPORTED 
PER MPR 

9 ,939 

2,345 

2,264 

2, 771 

--
17,319 

ACTUAL 
PERCENT OF HOURS 
DELIVERED (17,319) 

57 .4% 

13.5%. 

13.1% 

16.0% 

100.0% 

*Man-Hour Base is determined by adding the totals from Attachments 6, 7, and 8. 
Also the actual hours reported per Monthly Performance Reports is compiled from 
totals shown on Attachments 6, 7, 8. 
Travel is included in this table because it is shown as a separate item on the 
Monthly Performance Report and must be included here to provide a true picture. 

Attachment ffl} 
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I 

TOTAL MANH0'1 .. .':'.S/OVERTIME - SEPTEMBER 1970 - Jfu"\!UARY 1971 

Note: Total Manhours Worked -
Regular and overtime 

I 

BASE PER MONTH 
I 

'•'/ 

CPA 
Archuletta 
Gurule ., 
McGrath 
Thies 
Russo 
Trigger 
Kludjian 
Brown 
Peterson 
Charlton 
Goff 
Steel 
Mcinnes, Intergovt. Coord. 

MANAGEl'A..ENT/DEMO 
Archer 
Taylor 
Clark 
Blaker 
Cunningham 
Whiteley 
Donaldson I Johnson 

STAP 
Frane 
Carter 
Schur 
Throne 

OAKLAND GRANT I Espana 

l 

168 176 152 
Sep 1970 Oct 1970 Nov 1970 

146 
198 198 195 
173 245 195 
153 213 171 

118.5 183 
175 283 213 
111 271.5 177 
176 220.5 182 
226 '206.6 211 

107.5 181 
170 224.5 200 
243 260.5 235. 

194 I ; 152 205 
175 219. 5 ' 236 
211 229 I 179 

121 I 186 
115 226.3 166 

84 1 128 
201 183 153 
145 

191 t 196 152 
129 .1 · 182 169 

' 

195 l 220 127 
l 

183 I 218 199 

3375 
'---

J_4421.4 \: ~136 

176 160 
Dec 1970 Jan 1971 

I 

I 

320 201 
222 180.5 
199 204 
229 175 

203.5 

I 
210 208 
221 235 
197 189 

l 217 214.5 
I 226 216.5 

I 290 199 
280 

l 284 

159.5 I 202.5 
239 259.5 
267.5 169 

l 201 207 
260 

l 179 
196 174 

l 
203 I 179 
179 209 

143 

l 193 
' 

4600 ·14141 .. 
j = 

Total ~ I I Doc-Jan 
·overtime . overtime 

l l 

I 
~ I 185 185 l 

161.5 66.5 I 184 ! 67 

I I I 
124 68 ' 

J 43.5 ' 43.5 I I l 
113 

l 
82 l 

295 120 
170 50 
178 I 95.5 
255 106.5 I 
182 I 153 l 202 I 104 

I 350 l 
108 

I 
97.5 42.5 

29705 162.5 
223.5 100.5 I 

106 72.2 I 
168.2 103.5 

l 
34 34 
41 

I 

I I 
. 

89 46 
75 52 

l 71 I 
I I I 

I 137 . - .. I 33 I I 

f 3782 .. 7 I 1895.2 
I 

t- :::+::::::- r r---



GRANT REVIEW FUNCTION: BUDGET/ACTUAL MANHOURS 

Note: comparison of Grant Review Results 
Monthly Perform~nce Reports compared 
to Personnel and Assignment Roster & 

to CAP 14 Budget Support Do'cuments 

. , 
Man Actual Hours 

Month Hour Performance 
Hours 
Performed 

Hour Performed 
by other staff ., Base* Reported Per MPR By CPA' s Percent STAP & Mgt/Demo' s Percent 

January 1971' 2,080 2,558 1,482 58% 1,076 

December 1970 2,288 3,060 1,854 61% 1,206 

November 1970 1,976 2,036 1,.232 62% 804 

October 1970 2~288 2,285 1,314 58% 971 

Total- 8,632 9,939 5,882 59% 4,057 
4-M.onth J?eriod 

* Manhour base for each month is determined by multiplying the number of calendar 8 hour days 
available in the applicable month by the number of staff budgeted,in this case 2 Community 
Program Analyst supervisors plus a staff of 11 Conununity Program Analysts. Leave ti~e has 
been ignored in above table. Travel has also been ignored because there is no way to de­
termine which activity should be credited. 

January 1971 
December 1970 
Nove111ber 1970 
October 1970 

160 x 13 
176 x 13 
152 x 13 
176, x 13 

::::: 

= 
= 
= 

2,080 
2,288 
1,976 
2,288 

Attadunent #6 

4296 

39% 

39% 

42:1$ 

41~ 



COORDINATION FUNCTION: BUDGET/ ACTUAL MANHOURS 

Note: Comparison of Coordination & Planning Results 
Monthly Performance Reports Compared to 
Personnel & Assignment Roster and to the 
CAP 14 Budget Support Documents 

" 
Man Actual Hours Percent 
Hour Performance Budget Perf. 

Month Base ~~ Per MPR Delivered 

January 1971 640 474 74% 

December 1970 704 548 78% 

November 19 70 · 608 550 90% 

October 1970 704 773 110% 

TOTAL 2656 2345 88% 
(4 mo.prd.) 

Hours 
Performed by 
Coordinators 

21 

120 

74 

93 

308 

Percent Hours Perf. Percent 
by By Other by 

Coord. Staff Others 

4% 453 96% 

22% 428 78% 

13% 476 87% 

12% 680 88% 

-
12% 2037 88% 

* Man-hour base for each month is determined by multiplying the number of calendar 8 hour days available 
in the applicable month by the number of staff budgeted - in this case 4 Coordinators (Mcinnes, McKee, 
Archer and Taylor). Leave time has been ignored in this table. Travel is also ignored because there 
is no way to determine which activity should be credited. 

Jan. 
Dec. 
Nov. 
Oct. 

1971 
1970 
1970 
1970 

160 x 4 
176 x 4 
152 x 4 
176 x 4 

= 640 
704 
608 

= 704 

'Attachment 117 



TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FUNCTION: BUDGET/ACTUAL MANHOURS 

Note: Co~parison of Technical Assistance Results 
Monthly Performance Reports compared to 
Personnel. and Assignment Roster and to the 
CAP 14 Budget support DoCLunents 

Man Actual Hours Percent 
Hour Performance Budget Perf. 

Month i Base* Reported Per MPR Delivered 

JanuarY 1971 1,280 545 43% 

December 1970 1,408 326 23% 

November 1970 1,216 762 62% 

October 1970 1,408 631 46% 

Total 4 Months 5,312 2,264 43% 

Hours Hours 
Performed Percent of Performed 
by STAP 1 s .. Performance ot'r:.er 
Mgt/Demo 1 !3: By STA.P's etc. staff 

471 86% 74 

326 10096 0 

502 67% 260 

597 9596 31 

l,896 84% 365 

* .Man hour base for each month is determined by multiplying t.~e number of calendar 8 hour days 
available in the applicable month by the nu.'Uber of staff budgeted - in this case 4 STAP' s and 
4 Management Demo's. Leave time has been ignored in above table. Travel has also been ig­
nored because there is no way to determine which activity should be credited. 

January 1971 160 x 8 = 1,280 
December 1970 176 x 8 :::: 1,408 
Noveni'ber 1970 152 x 8 = 1,216 
October 1970 176 x 8 = 1,408 

'l'I _L_t..~ _,_,.......,,.....V'\.;.. J+Q 

Percent 
By 
Others 

14~6 

0 

34% 

5% 

16 90 



TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FUNCTION: BUDGET/AG~~:'.\;L MANHOURS BY TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE SPECIALTY 
i~'; '',',~ 

Note: comparison of Technical Assistance by Specialty ",_,., 
Monthly Performance Report compared to the 
Persom1el & l;ssignxnent .Roster and to the CAP 14 · 

. Buoget • .J2~c~~~-un.e~.:.AA.""'-,...-~--~~~~~~~~--,..-~~~~~~...,..~~~~~~~~~-.-~~~~~~~~~-r-~~~~~~~ 
' 

1 

Total I Jan. 1971 Dec~ 1970 I Nov. 1970 I 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

Budget l expert 
Reported by Chickering 
Reported by Other 

Staff Members 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

Oct. 1970 
4 Mo. Pd. Per- j Per- Per- Per- !' 

Hours cent j Hours cent Hours cent j Hours cent i 
Per­

Hours cent 

664 
-::0:: 

188 

1§.Q ~ 
97 61 
15 9 

I l . , I 
],]_§ j. =% ].;i.Z l .J..Q..Q1i 

I 
82 I , 47 69 I 4s 

1 I - 281 18 

I I 1 . I - ·~ -1-
\112! 70% I 83 4 7% 971 63% 

-

-0-

n I t 
i ~1100% l ~ 1 .. ~ 

-o- ! -o-
152 100% 

1--······~·-1 

_1-7.6_1~ 
22 l 12 

25 I 14 

--
47 l 2696 

! 

I 

176 1100% -·---o-

39' 1 
0 \ 91 I 57 1· I -0- I I I I 42 

0% I j ,. I 74 I ~20 
% ~ 1100• I I ' ' 

I 
-~= i 14% =7

6 

1 
·100% I ,. I--

15 -0- l 91 57 23 74 

- 0- - l 152 
0 !- 0 ~ 100% 

' 0 l 23 I -;::;:-: I _:_:. I -0- I - It 
I ' ' -0-

-0- I I 1-1 -o- I -o- I 

176 100% 

I I l I 1 
I MJl..NAGEMENT I ' . 1 I 
l Budget 5 experts 2]1Q 1QQ.l .§.QQ 119.Q.1 §.§.Q i- ~ 760 l ~ j ~ 100% 
I Reported by 5 -0- . -0- I -0- ! 1 -o- I -o-

l assigned experts I I j J 

Reported by- others I 29 I . 87% 6 I . 75% I 6 • 6,8% ! 10 l i. 3% l 7 j. 79% j 
I Z\11 but 1 hr by Taylor 11. ! . I j j 11 · I , I - - -1- - . - . - -- i - -/ 

I 
Total Hours & % I 29 j . 87% I 6 l • 75% I 6 j . 68% j 10 i l. 3% { 7 J. 79% 

I 1 , ! 1 I , ! · 
• i $ ....._ -:r=:::==f 



GRANT REVIEW FUNCTION: MA.NH OURS BY PERSON, J ANDARY 
Grant Review Results 
MPRr s Compared to Personnel and As:::;igrnuent Roster 

Per Personnel & 

Iia\;kins CI\"JS·L!p,i. 
Archuh:t"..:a C? l':./Sl·p 
Fattorini* 
Guru1e 
t:tcGrath 
'l'hfcs 
Russo 
'l'.cigger 
Kluajian 
Brown 
Pctersori 
c!-,2.r 1 ton 
Goff 
Steele 
Sub-total 

Mgt;'Der:_o' s 
Clark 
Blaker 

J 
CUnnh~ghcir:t 
Whitel.-y 

Sub-total 

Consultant 
** Espana (Sub-total) 

S1'..Z\P' s 
Frane 
carter 
Sc!!.ur 
Chickering* 
Throne 
Donaldson 

Month of: JANUARY ···--· ~~'~" r:~~;=--~-~~~:--I-::=------1----~-~~~-~---r r· r. ~-~------~;-;-~]; ::c~,~ ·-· 
·'··~ J.e._, 1-oit.,_ "-'"l°'Jrts .-.ee:1.in:;<; j 1.C•tctl I i::c::.sc 

~--------·---1--·----- --·-· ~------ -!~---- .. ·---<-·-----·--. -·---
-0- -0- -0-, I -o- I -o- 160 

105 72 177 160 
-0- -0- -0- -0- -b- 160 

l~~ ~~ lli 1~~ ~~~ 
45 104 149 160 

10.5 10.5 160 
33 4 37 160 
55 3 117 175 160 
58 57 35 150 

112 62 174 
51. 5 ·" 98 149. 5 

I l l 186 186 l -0- -o- -0- I -0- I -0-
-------- ------ ----i----- ------1------·-·--- ---- l--·----- ------L--.. - ........ . 

. 10,,5 338 i 642. 5 i 492 ! 1482 

148 I 2 150 
163.2 -- , -- I -- 163.2 I 

·~~ -~_o _____ -~~_J_i!; _J_ __ 3~---- -~;~---... ' 
213.2 61 313 45 632.2 

44 22 20 

-0-

37 123 

2 
144 

21 

160 
160 
160 
160 

2080 

! 
f 

Sub-total -0-
--·-·---.. --.... .,.,...._~~--·- £.,...,_ i 

Coord. 
Archer 
Taylor 
Mcinnes* 
McKee * 

GRAND TOTALS 

--0-

-o-

87 
-0-
-o-

26 
-0-
-0-

40 
-0-
-0-

167 

153 

-o-
-o-

Attachment fflO 
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GRANT REVIEW FUNCTION: lvlANHOUHS BY PERSON, DECEMBER 
.)tc: Grant Review Results 

MPR's compared to Personnel and Assignment Roster 

Hawkins ClJ,;/:=;'_liJ* 

Archuletta CPl\fSl'-P 
F~tttorini * 
Gurule 
McGrath 
Thies 
Russo 
Trigger 
Kludjian 
Brown 
Peterson 
Charlton 
Goff 
Steele 
sub-total 

Mgt/Demo's 
Clark 
Blaker 
CUnningham 
White1_y 

Sub-total 

-0-

-0-

15 

,,,.o.,,, -0-
2 162 

-·0- -o-
102 67 

46 1 
22 62 . .., __ --
93 

-0-
99 

-0-

22 
118 

-·· 

-0-
263 
-0~· 

169 
69 

202 

176 
176 
176 
176 
176 

10? 176 
23 3 10 96 176 I 
71 79 31 181 176 ' 
s 105 44 157 176 I 

I 
29 74 _.... 75 178 176 l 
15 157 42 214 !' 176 I 

164.5 28 25 I 211.s --
--i"!)-- s1s. 5 ~3·s-·- ""~~-r-rsszr:-s-1--:zzss-·--·; 

I 
237 

i 
154. 7 154. 7 I 

57 85 ,95 

ll56 48 } 204 I l 
. ____ s_s ___ , __ 6_9_.J. ___ ~-------:~~-L----! 

l 88 . 464. 7 I 151 . 57 760. 7 ·

1

1, 

Consultant . 

;;;:: (Sub-total) *' -- :: 1 -: --

20 

.. I 
Carter 74 32 38 144 
Schur 
Chickering* 
Throne 
Donald.son 

sub-total 

Coard. 
Archer 
Taylor 
Mcirmes * 
McKee * 

~ . 

GRJ'>.1\1) TOTALS 

84 
15 

15 
81 

57 
29 

156 
1.25 

99 96 86 281 

103 ~225 I 1025 707 I 3060 j 22ss ---
----·~------·-.-.----~--H __ t ___ _ ·----=-..&.-..~---~-:-·-.--=-.::-:?_::::::::~:-:=.::.::-..:::::::::::::..-:..:.:-==:-::=:=--=--:::.:: ., __ .. .._.,._,.., _________ ,..,. ____ , ___ ..__, __ .. __________ .. ,~,,,,. ___ ·-~ ·--------- ·--

--- ----·-· -
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GRANT REVIEW FUNCTION: MANHOURS BY PERSON, NOVEM.BER 

Hote: Grant Revie1•1 Results 

_MJ?..R' s __ Corm;mx:g1lJ;.9Je sQI111el____g,nc1 A§..sign11Jfil).:.LP,,,.Q.i'i.tQY,_ _________ ~-----------·-

Results Pe:c MPR 

Per Personnel & Month of: NOVEMDER 

Unspe:c- Cin 
--!-Assigrnr,ent Lo::d:.e~ 

.CPA/Sup.-CAA Staff ified Site Meeting.:; 
Gt~l Ma-;,hour I 

Total B<tc~e I 
Hav;kins CPA/Sup* 
Archuletta CPJ;iSnp 
Fattorini* 
Guru1c 
!"-lcGrath 
r:r1:i.i.:· ~:1 
Russo 
'Irigqsr 
Kludjian 
B:l·o·.vn 

Peterson 
ChCi.rlton 
Goff 
Steele 
Sub~total 

Hgt/De:no' s 
Clad;: 

J 
Blak~r , 
Ct1!1nl.ng nD.:Ti. 

White1.v 

Sub-total 

Consultant 
Espana (Sub-total)* 

S'I'AP' s 
Frane 
Carter 
Schur 
Chickering* 
'11hro!1e 
Donaldson· 

' sub-total 

Coord. 
Archer 
Taylor 
Mcinnes * 
McKee * 

GRAND TOTA.LS 

;. 

--

4 

2 

~ 

6 

l ___ 

--
96 

3 

99 

67 
116 

24.5 

56 
15 
43.5 
19 
20 

36 
,. ___ 

397 

82 
142 
104 I 

53 

40 

4 
1 

72 
103 

43.8 ... :. 

29 
30.5 

--------- -376.3 

2 I 
40 I 

f 
I 

32;- -4,---, 
12 16 

-- --
8 20. . 
6 I __ !_ _________ !-.,_. 

14 20 

63 25 
46 55 

109 80 

105 \ 860. 534 ·-____ _:_ _____ .., ___ --~ __ , --·---~ 
- - -- ---

* No MP?.' s filed or <tvailt:thle ** 44-Evaluation 

-

6 

79 

14 
124 

42.5 
29 
87.6 
17 
53.5 

126 
116 
143.5 

78 
' 140 

158 
153 
151.4 

46 
120 

6 148 
2.5 146.5 

8.5 

8 

28 

22 
17 

378.5 

36 

152 

110 
118 

Attachment #10 
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152 
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152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
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GRANT REVIEW FUNCTION: MAN110URS BY PERSON, NOVEMBER 

'.'iote: G:cant Review _Results 

MPR'..lLC.QJJ:lI2BJ::;:_ed t_Q._j?E;:t:.§_QQ:P..QL.S!rid Zi..&h'?j,g:nmw_L.E.QgsL-----·----·--·----~ 
Results Per M.PR 

Per Personnel & 

AssignrrH:nt Roster 
. CPA/Sup. -CP..A staff 

Hm.;kins CPA/St1p* 
A:cchul12tta crn:,/SFp 
Fattorini* 
Gun:.1c 

Russo 
'Irigqer 
Kludjian 
Bro'.vn 
PeterE:.on 
Charlton 
Goff 
Steele 
Sub-total 

Ngt/De:no' s 
Clc:n:k 
Blaker 
cu::iningh<li'TI 
Whitel.·1 I 

Month of: NOVEMBER 
--l-J1-1::,-p.::~·c---c,~--- ·-----~~-.......... -G-_,,l-"\--~nhour I 

ified Site .Reports Nee.ting.:; Total 13ase l 

4 

2 

67 
116 

24.5 

56 
15 
43.5 
19 
20 

82 
142 
104 

53 

40 

4 
1 

72 
103 

43.8 

2 

I 40 

6 

79 

-.' 

126 
116 
143.5 

-152--,· 
152 

m1 152 

~~~ '1 
152 

·-------···----~--> 

Sub-total 

Consultant 
Espana (Sub-total)** 

STAP 1 s 
Frane 
Carter 
Schur 
Chickering* 
Thro:1e 
Dcmaldson 

Sub-tdtal 

Coord. 
Archer 

Taylor 
Mclnnes * 
McKee * 

... 

GRAND TOTl',.LS 

. 

96 

3 

:'328 42 

12 16 

8 20. 

8.5 

8 

28 

378.5 

36 

152 

! 
I 

I 
6 I 1 l 10 I l 

l l L i 1 ----"--·---+------ --------- -----·-- -·- ... --~-···-·~··,,..---,H-·-•"'• 
99 14 20 29 162 ! 

63 25 
46 55 

22 
17 

110 
118 

109 so L 39 228 

I 
I 
l 

105 t 860 534 J 536 2036 1976 
-- - ,,.. ~ ... -----·----- ~_.:::::::.._--=.:::::::::::__::.::.=--=::--~..:- ~~- -- ---· :::::::::.:: _:: . .::::::::::::::::.-:::._-;:.::.:-;::_::=.::::::.:::::=-=--==::.:::=::::::::::::: 

· 1 - 'l"'')J 0 ** 44-E~aluation * t«o :.1p;_,_' s fi ect or avai ..... ~ .~ 
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GRANT REVIEW FUNCTION: MANHOURS BY PERSON, OCTOBER 
Grant Review Results 
MPR's Compared to Personnel Roster 

Per.Personnel & 
Assig~mcnt ~ester 

CPA/Sup, -CAl> Sta.ff 

Hawkins CP!>/Stip* 
.P.rcl,GleU:a CPJ',/Srt;:i 
:tt2 ttor iTti * 
Gl.'.t'.'Ule 

f'!cGrat~ 

}{USSO 

?.cigqe1:­
Klu::1jia11 
3>.::m·m 

Peterson 
Charlton 
Goff 
Steele 
Sub~t:::ital 

I Mgt/Demo' s 
Cl2.l .. k 

I Blaker 

J 
Crnn-ir1,~1---,-r· .,.t... l...__ :)~.:J ..... :.t 

Whitel-.; 

Sub-total 

2.5 

23 
146 

66 

71 
69 
52 
51 
- 7 ,s 

152 

71 

30 

2 
16 
45 

9 

7 
75 

41. 5 

90 
97 
90.5 

25 
63 

6 6 
·--- ·--~---·---

299. 5 I 374.5 

' 98 ' 40 

·------ l~~ L~--~--~! __ 

103 
153 
171 I 

I 
(5. 5 I 

175 
194 
183 

176 
176 
176 
176 
176 
176 
176 
176 
176 

{ 32. 5 t l'/6 
63 176 

164 l 
1314- -2288-· --T 

l 

138 I 
57 I 

184 l_. __ J 

379 I . 261 I 41 l 77 ' 

*~ 89 23 50 
Consulta;·it 
Espa:-ia (Scii--total) 162 

STA.P's 
Frane 
Carte1: 
Schur 
c::ic~:€;;.'( ing * 
Thl."'or:.e 

Su.~-total 
" 

Coord. 
Archer 
Tcylor 
!-1cinnes * 
McKe(;: * 

I 

.... 

104 6 
3 

55 

I 18 3 6 
I 

3 
165 

27 

___________ J __ . -·---~! ·-·---·--·~-----~----· ____ .;..-'-;·--·- -·-·--·--·1---- -·-
122 9 I 64 195 I 

42 
39 

13 
63 

40 
38 

95 
140 

I 
I 

A.ttachrn:mt c\flO 
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COOHJHN,\TION FUNCTION: M.\NHOUHS BY PEHSON, 
J . WU i\I)\/ ( !U.' "' 1 i 

State Other 
,_ ·-····~---·~----- ------·-~-··----___....--~ -- __ .,...,,_,.,,.~-~----

_g_oo r_· d_i_ru1 t :?_rs I 
Mc Innes 
McKee 
Archer 
Taylor 

Brown 
Clark 
Espana (consult) 

I Goff 
l 
' Gurule 
! Kludj ian 
i 'McGrath I Russo 

I Schur 
I Trigger I WhHely 

l 
Grand Tota] 

-0-
-0-
-0-
-0-

8 
32 

2 

85 
4 

-0--
-0-
-·0-

3 

15 

3 
5 
7 

193 
16 
28 

" 

ME:'et­
in)~s 

-0-
-0-
-0--

18 

13 
7 
8 

1 

6 
20 

Han 
Hour 

Tot ~.J,~-----t ____ B __ , __ 2 s __ 

-0-
-0-
-0-
21 

28 
7 

11 
5 

16 
32 

2 
193 

22 
133 

l1 

4 7 L~ 

160 
160 
160 

' 160 

Attachment fill 
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CC)()1.·~l) I ~\i~\ 'f I fJ~·f r·· lJ I·~ c;rr I f\l!i 
DECEf,~BEH 

------ ---~----------- --1 ~---------- r·---.. -----------.,------------------~. -~-------]~~~-]:----
Hect-- Hour 

----c---- -----~ -r--~"'-"- ____ l ____ O_lJ•"-I-~- ----i>'LL ____ , __ J_g_t__rrl~----- _l?a_s·:::._ ----
Coor chna tors ----------

.Mc Innes 
1\lcKec 
Archer 
Tay1or 

Others 

Carter 
Cunningham 
Frane 
Goff 
Gurule 
Kludjian 
McGrath 
Peterson 
Trigger 

Grand Total 

61 

7 

25 
l+ 

8 
67 

105 
17 
5li 

19 .27 

6 

8 

Lf 

35 2tf 
11 2 
22 14 

12 

11 5 

107 176 
176 
176 

13 ' 176 

---
120 

8 
25 

8 
59 
21 

103 
117 

17 
70 

---
428 

548 

Attachment /,Ill 
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COORDINATION }~NCil 
NOV 

-----·-------·--·---·--------···-·r·--·-·----·-----·--·1----·--··-------·------·----·-T·-~---····· 

I I M~ Heet- . Hour 
------------------·---+·-B-~~1s_q:~------------Q-~J1gr_ _____ r_ ... :Lr.!g§._______ _ __ .T.Q.t0J _____ i 

1

1 
Co01~d ina tors 
~--~-----~--

Hcinnes 
McKee 
Archer 
Taylor 

Other Staff 

CPAs 
Brown 
Charlton 
Clark 

20 

8 

2 
4 

Donaldson STAP 3 
Espa11a 
Goff 
Gurule 
Kludj i.an 
McGrath 
Steele 
Trigger 
Whitely 

Grand Total 

13 
6 

56 

10 
12 

13 

3 

3 

59 
6 
2 

82 
9 

44.5 
3t, 

25 58 152 I . 
152 
152 

5 16 152 

74 608 

5 

7 6g 
12 21 

8 10 
39 121 

3 25 I 

' 
30 36 I. 

56 
8 52.5 

24 68 
12 

476 

550 

Attachment !!11 
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C()QDJ) T ('. :\ '1'' I n0r ' .. H L.\.1 . ,Jl\ j' 

OCTOBEH 

------~---~~--

He Innes 23 27 
:McKee 
Archer 
Taylor 8 18 

Other Staff ------·--·--
... CPAs 

Bla:<.or 24.5 3 
Brown 18 
Charlton, 30.5 31.3 
Carter 2 
Clark 43 
Donaldson STAP 18 22 
Espana 1 1 
Frane 2 17 
Gaff 11 
Gurule 11 16 
Kludjian 31 2 
McGrath 57 
Steele 2 15 
Thies 5.5 
Throne 11 
Trigger 21 
Cunningham . 10 

Whitely 4l1 

8 

9 

8 
29 
39 

33 
2l+ 
13 
23 
25 
11 
16 

4 

3 

58 

35 

93 

3'l .5 
l,7 

100.8 
2 

76 
6li 

15 
l12 

36 .3 
38 
l;9 

57 
21 
5.5 

11 
24 
10 
44 

~ 

678 
93 

771 

176 
176 
176 
176 
70!1 

Attachment !:Ill 
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TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FUNCTION 
MANHOURS BY PERSON 

Note: Technical Assistance Man-Hours 
Worked MPR 1 s Compared Against 
P&A Roster and CAP 14-Budget 

DECEMBER 
r---
1 From Personnel 

and Assignment 
Roster 

A B C ~--TFf -G ~ H--= f- !J-'""noT1~-~MANI 
Comm Educ Mgt Hl thfous 11'.pr lProg Tr Meetpthe1 1HOUR 
Svs ing tDev ! BASE 

STAP 
Frane (Housing) _ ! 
Carter(Econ Dev) I 82 

I . 

36 4 148 
-0-

Schur(Mgt) I 
Chickering (Comm Dev) --J--~-+----+--··--+----+--+---l----1----+---

Sub total I 82 26 36 

176 
176 
176 
176 
704 

MGT/DEMO 
Archer 
B. Taylor 
Clark(Ngt) 
Blaker (Hgt) 
Cunningham(Mgt) 
Whitely(Mgt) 

CONSULTAi.~T 

Espana 

CPA 
Gurule 

Subtotal 

Grand Total 

... 

10 6 

10 

10 6 

1 1 

1 1 

62. 5 
15 

7 7.5 

83 1 ll03. ~ 

50 

50 

4 148 

17 129.:: 
33 

176 
-0- 176 

176 
lh 1h 1-'.Ji 
33 !1_73 r7r,/. • "' v ~ 

86 37 B26.~ 1408 

I 
~·~~~~~~--~.&-.~......,_~ __ _.__~~~-"---~-~ ........... --W-~W~-·..L...~~-~4--__J 
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t\orl"'·: Technical ,\s~;:[c;t:.:oace H.::rn-Hours 
\forked NPR 1 s Co:r;p:1rcd ;\gains t 
P~/' ... l~.:\stc·r ~2Ll~ C .. \~> J l:-J~tid{;'-: t 

: 

JANUARY 

----i; ~ 

B c D Fr0~1 Pe.r~:;o:1nel · 

~~d Assi~n~2nt Comm Eel UC t Filth 
~· 

Roster Svs 

---- ·-

S1'AP 
Fr cine (Eo,•si r:s) 
C .. !rter(r2t.JI1. D,;:,_•) 13 1 l 
~.ct:Jr (>~~t) 63 
Ch 1. c ker 5_ ~1:; ( Con:~1 D(~V) 

Subtotal 76 l 1 

HGT/Dn:o 
Archer 
B. T.s.ylor _6 21 5 
Clark trgt) 
Blaker C·rgt) 
Cunninghar,1(i{gt) 
\.;'hitdy(ligt) 

- Subtotal 6 21 5 

CONSULTA.'!T 
~ 

Espana 

CPA 
Gurule 9 

' 

Grand Total 91 22 6 
I .. 

~ . . ,.,. 

1 ; 

ious 
j ng 

._ __ 

97 
10 

107 

1 

l 

4 

112 

'T-·GB-si-,J ~OTAJ --
~ r ' ... 

'1,.''' 
O!pr Prog Tr );o]Jthol .• Ul ~ 

l'.\C" Dev lJ.l:H.- l 

~-·--~ --.... ~-... ~'~- ;-............. 

r: 

15 4 29 3 148 160 
4 8 6 5 48 160 

63 160 

- -0- 160 
4 23 10 29 8 259 640 

20 2 23 ll26 171 
2 35 

6 6 160 
-0- 160 

160 
160 

22 2 23 132 212 640 

15 44 59 -0-

2 15 -0-

4 L17 12 67 lM 5Lf5 128 0 

:~W?! ~;~'Jf~~~ff~,,~'e--W~"'-J'~«.~~~ . .,.;.) --
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I 

TEL11NICAL ASSISTANCE FUNCTION 
MANPOWER BY PERSON 

Not..:~: Tcchnic1l /1s.s:istancc ~'l2n-Hours 
,,;orked ~!Piz 1 s Cor:i;)<1ri:xl Az:Jim,t 
P&A Roster and CAP 14-Hudget 

NOVEMBER 

~-~ .. ~~rr·.I'~~~::,.;:~~~~-~ 
?'r0::1 Personnr::l 

A B 1 C iD, E F G Ji 
and Assignn:ent "o .. 1'' 'j"l '' ''ope 'yoo "r ._, .Th1Tl ~S lh. "•::.) L l ! .i~ ~;:,) :t~)r t l 

Rester 5 \"~-=) :!. :!. , .. 

·-----
STAP 

Freme. 69 .. ;. 
Carter 
Schur 
Chickering 
Donaldson 15 4 27 2 28 19 
Throne i:L 

Subtotal 15 4 96 2 28 36 

MGT/DENO 
Archer - 47 
Taylor 8 16 10 4 1 9 
Clark 
Blaker 
Cunningham 
Whitely . 

Subtotal 8 16 10 4 1 56 . 

CPA' S 
Archulletta ~01.5 
Gurule 
Charlton 
Goff 
Mclnnes . 

·Subtotal 101.5 

._ . ,.,. 

CONSULTANT 
Espana 

Grand Total 23 16 10 8 97 2 84 137 .. : 

- "" -

I . J ."l'" . '" 
\,.) .... " \ • --~~ - l 

~~cct it 1H''1 ; ;CH.""'.:-, · 
~~~:::-

-· ~l..-n~~ 

38 24 131 152 
152 
152 
152 

9 6 110 
27' 41 _lL5_ --
74 71 326 608 

26 53 126 152 
2 50 152 

152 
152 

28 53 176 608 

!29. 5'. 131 -0-
7 7 -0-

t29.5 7 138 

5 117 122 

136.S 2!+8 762 tl216 
. \ 

Attc:dJIT:('ilr .iiJ:2 
Page 3 of 4 


