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SEOO EVALUATION QI

FETIONNATRE TABULATION

QUESTION REFERENCE

SECTION #VIE THE SEOO AND THE OEOQ REGIONAL OFFICE

#16.{, 7501-1 How well has the -8E0O advised the Regional Offlce
6g. on special problems in the state that might
develop -as a-result of the activities or presence.
of VISTA Volunteers, and assisted the chlonal :
Office in resolving such problems? ;
i
= LIST the spec*al Problems during the past
six months.
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SEQO EVALUATION

FREY |

QUL ST1 OI\‘\ ATRE TABULATION

~SECTION # VIII THE OEO REGIONAL OFFICE AND THE SEQO

QUESTION ~REFERENCE

#1.

How well has the Regional Office worked jointly

7501~1
Fe. with the SF00 to- strengthen the SEQO staff capa-
bility to carry out its work programs and to
W.P. overcome any weaknesses that may be revealed by
II-D evaluations?
LIST joint training programs or workshops.
Tdentify number of SE0O-staff invited
and attending and their Jjob levels during
the past- year.
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SEOO EVALUATIGK,%UgSTEQ NAIRE T\BLLxliO\

SECTION # VIIT THE OEO REGIONAL OFFICE AND THE SEQO

QUESTION REFERENCE

#1. 75011 How well has the Regional Office worked jointly
7c. with the SE00 to strengthen the SEQCO staff capa-~
' bility to carry out its work programs and to
W.P. overcome any weaknesses that may be revealed by

I1-D - evaluations?

LIST joint training programs or workshops.
Identify number of SE0OO-staff invited
and attending and theix job levels during
the past year.
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SEOO EVALUATY - QUESTIONNAIRE TABULATION

SBROTION. # VIII THE OEO REGIONAL OFFICE AND THE SEOO‘

QUESTION - REFERENCE
#2.  7501-1  Has the Regilonal Office ensured that the SEOO
7d. is consulted concerning OFO Regional Office
plans and priorities with regard to OEQ grantees?
LIST joint staff meetings held during the .
past six months.  Identify number of SEQO
staff invited and attending and their job
Tevels. ~ :
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SEO0 EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE TABULATION

e ™

SECTION # VITT  THE OEO REGIOFAL OFFICE AND THE SEOO

QUESTION REFERENCE

#7. 75011 Has the Regional Office invited -— with adegquate
L 7g. advance notice -~ the SE00 to all "pre-reviews"
4b, held with other OEO grantees in the state?
W.P.o LIST the pre-reviews during the past 6
I11-A months; with dates when notices were mailed.,

DESCRIBE cases when the SE0O has been par—
ticularly helpful to the Regional Office .
Field Representative.

TABULATTIO S U LTS |
| Contar : . T T B T g .
RESPONDING GROUPS & KO | Dovy
e SR ’ " "%KNCN TOTAL
RS m -
SEQO STAFF Vi oL o
e 29 12 41 ) 11438 | 29 100
REGIOMAL OFFICE o |z l,/,,ig ; o
STAFE 131 113 74 115367} 31 o0
o Bt foRF "
' g
o N b ¢
/ﬁi: %,” |
S e e 3 Y g? ; 8 .
SN : ' fan
NG : s s Attachment #3
[ , : Page 23 of 30




SEOO EVALUATION QUESTIONNATRE TABULATION

SECTTION & IX  HEADQUARTERS/OEC AND THE SEOO

QUESTTION - REFERENCE

#4, 7501-1 ‘How well has the Office of Operations assisted
gh. the SEOO in its dealings with the Headguarters

offices or other federal agencies?
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SEOO EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE TABULATION

SECTION # X SEOO ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT

QUESTION REFERENCE

$6, B, STAFFING

Do personnel perform job functions contained in the
. approved job descrlpt1ons.

DESCRIBE any departures of job function from approved
job descriptions.
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SECTION £ X  SEOO ORGANIZATION AND MANAGE MENT

QUESTION REFERENCE:

$#7. Are staff personnel gualified for jobs?

LIST personnel-job title and gualifications.
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SEO0 EVALUATTON QUESTIONNAIRE TABULATION

SECTICN # XTI SEOO WORK PROGRAM -~ California

QUESTION = REFERENCE

#1. CAP 81 Has the SEOO reached the goal "To develop . . .

: : II-B . demonstration projects in the use of volunteer
services, excess~property,~and community college
resources, in programs of technical aid to
Indians, disadvantaged youth, and Head Start
day-care projects; and in other specialities
as indicated”s ,

 LIST the demongtration projects and pro-
- grams of technical aid which have been
developed during the past year:
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SEOO EVALUATION QUESTIONNATRE TABULATION

SECTION #

XT SEOO WORK PROGRAM - California

bewpermohrtrcit]

QUESTION REFERENCE
#5, CAP. 81 Has the SEOQ prbvided "review of and
IT~B agsistance: to grantees in greater depth
by an increased and better trained analyst
W.P. staff . . .72
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SE00 EVALUATION QUE TIO\N%Ihr TABULATION

SECTION # - XTI SEQO WORK PROGRAM - California

QUESTION REFERENCE |

£6, ,CAé 81 Has the SECO provided egufficient intensity

I1-B and continuity of state~CAA relationships
“to resolve as many areas as rossible of mutual
W.P. concern about programs prior to the refunding
I-B review stage.%?
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'SEOO EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE TABULATION

SECTTON # XTI  SEOO WORK PROGRAM - California

i "vk

QUESTION REFERENCE

#7. W.P.
IVv-A

Has the SE0O provided "higher guality multi-.

 specialty technical assistance to ChAs® in this
program year through the "addition of four

management. Specialists, eight Field Analysts,
and three Special Programs Cooxdinators™?
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CALIFORNIA SEOO EVALUATION

ANATLYSIS OF MANAGEMENT PERFORMANCE
IN ALLOCATION OF STAFF MANPOWER
RESOURCES

-

H
1

Puxpose .
I - Procedures & Source Documents

IIT - ,'Analysis Results

v o o- Technical Recommendations
vV - Summary

Attachments

: ’_1-/_ -




#10.
#11.

#12.

ATTACHMENTS

SEOQO Roster of Personnei by Graﬁt

Sample of’Monthly Performance Report

SE0O-Estimated Distribution of Manpower Resources by Function

Actnal Distribution of Manhours Bijunction

Tbtal Manhours/Overtime - September 1970 - January 1971

Granf Review Function: Budget/Actual Manhours

Coordination Function: 'Budget/Actual Manhours

Technical Assistance Functibn: Budget/Actual Manhours

Technical Assistance Function: Budget/Actual Manhours by
Technical Assistance Specialty

Grant Review Function:k Ménhouré by Person,; October - January

Coordination Funcfion; Manhours by Person, October - January

Technical Assistance Function: Manhours by Person, |

October - January
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IT.

Purpose

The purpose of this analysis was to assess as well as possible

management performance of “the SEQO 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 bagic management
guestions: ‘

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 guestiong be-
cause in:the SECO reporting system, the relevant source documents
were the field txip reports, Theése trip reports were expected to
identify grantees served and results accomplished. The SECO 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 wvisited by SECQO staff,

Procedures & Source Documents

The procedures followed were to collect data source documents
made avallable at the SEQO from itg system, to make an analysis
in the field, to confirm .and expand the analysis after f£ield work
was completed. el :

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

1. “Roster of SE0O Personnel ({See Attachment #1) This document
listed staff personnel according to the various grants which
funded their positions and identified job title assignments.
We found, however, that 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 thz developed data show possible
shifts in assignments. ‘




IIT,

Monthly Performance Reports, - (See Attachment #2 for sample.)
These monthly performance reports were the source for information

on actual manhours spplied to various functions.

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

21 professional staff employees

i

January, 1971

December, 1970 -~ 20 w
November,; 1970 w 23 "
Octobex, 1970 - 220 , "
September,; 1970 - 19 "

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

The reports do not include the three top SEQQ 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. Hawking, CPA-~ Supervisor-North; J. Fattorini,
Community Program. Analyst; A, Chickering, Community Development STAP
Specialist; D. McKee, Inter~Governmental Coordinator.

We believe that if these missing MPR's were included they would change
the analysis results in detail but not significantly.

QEQ Grant Budgets. These standard CAP Form 25s provided data on

approved professional positions funded under each grant (also re-
flected in. the Rostex of SEOQ Personnel - see attachment #1.).

Analysis Results

1. Estimated and Actual Manpower Distribution by Functions.:
(See Attachments #3 and #4.) ’

As.a . part of our field interviews, five of the senior SEDO
staff were asked to estimate the percentage of their
manpower resources and the numbsr of staff allocated

to each function listed in question #5 of Section X

in the SEQO Evaluation gquestionnaire.

Mr. B. Schur added to his answer: TObject to this
guestion. It can easily be misinterpreted and ‘%
~allocation can be poorly used.  Overlapping exists

in all areas,"

Attachment 43 shows the results of the SE0OO senior
staff estimates compaved to the actual dlstrlbutlon
of manhours shown in attachment #4.




The average SEOO estimate of manhours in grant review
and monitoring was 33% Since the SEOO considers

the grant review and advice“to the governor functions
as interrvelated, anothesyr 4% may be added for a total
estimate of 37% for both functions. ~

Actual performance as reflected in this analysws was
57.4%. ‘

The senior SE0D staff estimated an average of 26% allocated
to the Technical Assistance function. The actual per-
formance as reflected in-this analysis was 13.1.

Total Manhours/overtime - Septewber 1970 -~ January, 1971
{see Attachment #5)

The SEOO staff worked a considerable amount of overtime.  For the
five~month period September, 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 hours, over one-half or 1,895 hours were compiled
in the months of December, 1970, and January, 1971.

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 ratioc 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; 1970, and Januvary,
1971. b

GRANT REVIEW: © o On=-8ite , : Reports

Hours Pexrcent Hours Pexrcent
January, 1971 : | : - 573 34.8% 1,070 65,2%
December, 1970 : 1,225 | sa.se 1,025 45,585
November, 1970 o 860 61.7% 534 38. 3%
October, 1970 - ’1,190:_ 72.6%% . 448 27.4%
: o e

Grant Review, Monitoring and Evaluation Function (See Attachments

#6 and #10)

SE0O manhours applied to the Grant Review function exceeded the .
budgeted amount by some 1300 manhours during the four month period
from Qctober, 1970 through January, 1971. However, only 60% of

=5
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IV,

these manhours were provided by staff with normally assigrned duties
in this function. The other 40% came from staff whno should have
been performing other functions, primarily technical asgsistance

Coordination Function (See BAttachments #7 and $11)

The ac¢tual manhours applied to the coordination function decreased
from 773 oxr 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 wvery helpful to confirm
this.

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

Actual performance in manhours 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/aActual
Manhours by Technical Assistance Specialty) shows actual delivery
in specific specialties which were funded:

Housing 339;hours‘out of -~ 664 budgeted or 50%
Community 188 hours-out of 664 budgeted or 28%
Development ‘ : :
Economic 23 hours out of - 664 budgeted or - 3%
Development :

Management : 29 hours out of 3240 budgefed or 0.87%

The budgeted total for Management Technical Assistance includes
4 professionals hired under. the Management Demonstration grant for
Personnel Management, Fiscal Management, Small Business Management,

and Systems Management. It also includes one professional hired under

the STAP grant for Managem=nt Technical Assistance.

TECHNICAL, RECOMMENDATIONS

The OEO staff who have done the analysis recommend that the
Monthly Performance Report system be changed:

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




ID3.

n4.

WHERE the emplovee was performing could not be determined.

Torm was- not structured to relate to budgeted performance.
Example: The Budget called for one full time expert STAP
Specialist~Economic Development but the Monthly Performance

" 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.

Time spent traveling should be charged to the major benefit~
ing function.  On the report travel time was simply charged
as a. separateé function. = It should be charged to either Tech-
nical "Assistance, Grant Review or Coordination and Planning.

The form too nearly approximated a daily time and attendance
card.  This fact made the form too easgily filled in long
after the fact.n

summary

As stated earlier, the purpose of this anaIYSis was to assess
performance by studying manhours applied to functions and . to
provide the SEQO with helpful data in its management directiom:

The analysis shows that SEQCQ personnel did not fully perform

in the functions for which technical assistance grants were made,
and staff manpower resources were diverted to the Grant Review and
Monitoring function. :
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SEQO ROSTRR O

i

pxtract from STOO
roster: of Personnel

REGULAR GRANT #CG-0364 E/4

Uhler, L.
Sawicki, J.
Down, L.
Hawkins, Jr., R.
Archuletta, Jr., G.
McInnes, T.
McKee, D.
Fattorini, Jr., J.
Gurule, A.
McGrath, D.
Thies, R.

Russo, K.
Trigger, X.
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.
Whiteley, G.
Davis, S.
Brown, C.

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

L -QRXLAND  GRANT 3 C5-9093 A/l and B/2

Espana, S.
Sekafetz,; D.

PERSONNEL BY GRANT

Director

o Assistant Director

staff Assistant for Planning
CPA~Supervisor-North
CPA~Supervisor-Ssouth

VISTA Coordinator
Inter-Governmental Coordinator
CPa

© U CFA

CER

CPA

CPA

CPA

CPA

CPA

CPA

CPA

CPA

Senior Steno
Senior Steno
Steno II
Clexk~Typist
Clerk~Typist
Senior Account Clerk
File Clerk
Senior Steno
Clerk

Steno IX
Steno IT

Spec. Programs Coordinator

- Childhood Development Coordinator

Personnel Management
Fiscal -Management

Small Business Management
Systems Management

~8teno: IT-

Steno .IT

Housing
Economic Development
Management

Community Development

Consultant
Secretary o :
e Attachment #1
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Note: Section X, Question 5

r

e

SEOO-ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF MANPOWER RESOURCES BY FUNCTION

Creative Programs
{added by SEOO)

Uhlexr Sawicki Down Hawkins Schuy Average
1. Advisor:to'Governor 3%-1 staff 5% %=1 gtaff Combined 5%-1 gtaff 45
e with #6

2.  Resource 10%-2 staff 15% 5%-1 staff | 10%-2 staff Se-4 staff 9g
Mobilization -

3. Coordination 3%-1 staff 10% 10%~2 staff 5%-1 staff 10%~2 staff 8%
& Planning

4.7 Advocacy for 3%-1 staff 10% 2%~ staff 541 staff 10%=-All 6%
‘the Poor ‘

5.7 Technical 25%~8. staff 25% 25%~9 staff 30%=10 staff 25%~8 staf 26%
Asslstance :

6. ..Grants Review 40%~13 staff 30% 30%-13 staff | 30%-10 staff 35812 staff 333
Monitoring &
Evaluation

7. Management 3%-1 staff 5% 10%-1 staff 5%-1 staff 5%-2 staff 5%

8. © Cthex 3%=1 stafif 13%~1 staff 15%~5 gtaff 3% 7%
Innovative & 10%~2 staff 2% 2%




Note:

ACTUAL DISTRIBUTION OF MAN~HOURS BY FUNCTION

Actual Results Man~Hours Reported Per MPR
by Functional Area Compared Against Budget
Requirements for Period October 1970 through

- January 1971

%

ACTUAL
- MAN HOURS
; HOUR REPORTED
FUNCTION - BASE * PER MPR
Grant Review : 8,632 9,939
Coordination & ,

Planning 2,656 2,345
Technical Assistance ‘ 5,312 o 2,264
Travei l : - 2,771

TOTALS o, 16,600 | 17,319

ACTUAL
PERCENT OF HOURS

DELIVERED (17,319)

57.4% |

13.5%
J13.1%

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 #4



TOTAL MANHOU™S/OVERTIME - SEPTEMBER 1970 = JANUARY 1971

' Note: Total Manhours Worked =

Regular and Ovextime

BASE PER MONTH 168 176 152 176 160 Total Dec-Jan
iy sep 1970 {0ct 1970 iNov 1970 Dec 1970 yJan 1971 | Overtime Overtime
cPa . ‘
Archuletta 146 320 201 185 185
Curule 198 198 195 222 180.5 161.5 . 66.5
McGrath 173 245 195 199 204 184 67
Thies 153 213 171 229 175 124 68
RUSSO ‘ 203.5 43.5 - 43.5
Trigger 118.5 183 210 208 113 82
rludjian 175 283 213 221 235 295 120
Brown ‘ 111 271.5 177 197 189 170 50
Peterson 176 - 220.5 182 217 214.5 178 95.5
Charlton 226 *206.6 211 226 216.5 255 106.5
Goff 107.5 181 290 199 182 153
‘Steel : 170 224.5 200 280 ' 202 104
McInnes, Intergovt. Coord, 243 260.5 235 284 350 108

MANAGEMENT /DEMO
Archer 205 194 ;152 159.5 202.5 97.5 42.5
Taylor 175 219.5 236 239 259.5 29705 162.5
Clark 211 229 179 267.5 169 223.5 100.5
Blaker 121 188 201 207 106 72,2
Cunningham 115 226.3 166 260 179 168.2 103.5
Whiteley 84 128 196 174 34 34
Donaldson 201 183 153 41
Johnson 145

STAP : .

- Frane 191 196 152 203 179 89 46
Carter 129 182 169 179 209 75 52
Schur f ; 143

" Throne 195 220 127 71

OAKLAND GRANT : '
Espana 183 218 199 193 137 33
3375 4421,4 4136 4600 | 4141 ° 3782.7 1895.2




GRANT REVIEW FUNCTION: BUDGET/ACTUAL MANHOURS

Note: . Comparison of Grant Review Results
Monthly Performance Reports compared
to Personnel and Assignment Roster &
+o CAP 14 Budget Support Documents

4

*r

, Man Actual Hours : Hours _ Hour Performed
Month Hour Performance Performed by Othexr staff
A Base* Reported Pexr MPR By CPA's Percent STAP & Mgt/Demo's Percent

January 19717 2,080 2,558 1,482 58% 1,076 ‘ 42%
" December 1970 2,288 3,060 1,854 61% 1,206 393
November 1970 1,976 2,036 1,232 62% 804 393
“ october 1970 2,288 2,285 1,314 58% 9 o aos
motal- . 8,632 3,939 5,882 59% 4,057 Ti1s

4~Month Period

* 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 Commumity
Program Analyst Supervisors plus a staff of 11 Community Program Analysts. Leave time 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 160 x 13 = 2,080
Degember 1870 176 % 13 = 2,288
November 1970 : 152 x 13 = 1,976
October 1970 : 176 x 13 = 2,288

Attachment #6



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

i

Man - Actual Hours  Percent Hours = Percent Hours Peer Percent

: Hour  Performance  Budget Perf. Performed by by By Other by
‘ Month | Base '* . Per MPR Delivered . Coordinators Coord. - Staff | Others
January 1971 640 474 747 21 | 47, 453 o 96%
December 1970 704 548 787, 120 227 w8 78
1 Nox}ember 19707 608 550 | 90% 74 S 13% 476 87%
October 1970 704 773 110z 93 12z 680 88
TOTAL 2656 k2345 88 , 308 12% 2037 88%

(4 mo.prd.)

* 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, 1971 160 x 4 = 640
Dec. 1970 176 x &4 = 704
Nov. 1970 152 x 4 = 608

X 4 = 704

- Oect. 1970 176

o RN : : : ) . E : : "Attachment #7



TECHNICATL, ASSISTANCE FUNCTION: BUDGET/ACTUAL MANHOURS

Note: Comparison of Technical Assistance Reésults
Monthly Performance Reports compared to
Personnel and Assignment Roster and to the
CAP 14 Budget Support Documents
; ' N
) , Hours
" Man Actual Hours Percent performed
Hour Performance Budget Pexf, Dy STAP's "
Month } Base# Reported Per MPR ~  Delivered Mgt/Demo’'s
January 1971 1,280 545 43% ‘ 471
December 1970 1,408 326 239 : 326
" November 1970 1,216 L 762 62% s 502
 October 1970 1,408 631 465 597
Total 4 Months 5,312 2,264 435 1,896

Pexcent of
Performance
By STAR's etc.,

86%

100%

67%

Hours
Performed Percent
. Other By
Staff Others’
74 14%
0 0
260 34%
31 5%
365 16%

* Man-hour base for each month is determined by multiplying the number of ¢alendar 8 houxr days
available in the applicable month by the numwber of staff budgeted - in +his case 4 STAP'S and

4 Management Demo’s. Leave time has been ignored in above table.

nored because there is no way to determine which activity should be credited,

January 1971 160 x 8 "= 1,280
December 1970 176 % 8 = 1,408
November 1970 152 x 8 = 1,216
October 1970 176 % 8 = 1,408

Travel has also been ig-



I, MANEOURS BY TECHNICAL

SPECIALTY

" TECHNTCAL ASSISTANCE FUNCTION: BUDGET/ACS ASSISTANCE
Comparison of Technical Assistance by Specialty
Monthly Performance Report compared to the
Personnel & Assignment Poster and to the CAP ¢4
- Budget Documents o
Total Jan. 1971 - Dec, 1970 Nov. 1270 Oct, 1970
4 Mo. Pd. Pexr- | Per- Per- Pexr- Per-
Hours cent Houxs cent Hours cent Hours cent Hours. cent
HOUSING T ," :
Budget 1 expert 664 1.00% 160 | 100% 176 | 100% 152 11005 176 11.00%
Reported by Frane 270 40 97 61 82 . A&7 69 45 22 12
Reported by Qther 69 10 15 9 1 - 28 18 25 14
staff Members S
Total Hours & % 339 50, 1121 70% 83 47% 97| 633 47 | 26%
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Budget 1 expert 664 100% 1601 100% 176 1" 100% 152 § 100% 176 {100%
Reported by Chickering =0~ ~0= ~-0= -0 (o
Reported by Other
Staff Members 188 28 91 57 QO - 23 15 74 42
Total Hours & % 188 28% 91 57 =0~ 23 15% 74 42%
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Budget 1 expert 664 100% 160 | 100% 176 | -100% 152 | 100% 176 [100%
Reported by Carter 23 % 23 14% (o = (=
' Reporteg by Others 0= 0= ~0w Qe =0=
Total Hours &% 23 3% 23 14% =0 w0 ~Om
MANAGEMENT
Budget 5 experts 3320 100% 800 { 100% 880 | 1003% 760 { 100% 880 |100%
Reported by 5 = Qo == i =0
assigned experts
Reported by others 29 .87% 6 1 .75% 5 .568% 10 11,38 7 1.799
A1l but 1 hr by Taylor
Total Hours & % 29 .87% 6 |.75% 6 .68% 10 §1.3% 7 1.79%




GRANT REVIEW FUNCTION:

Grant Review Results
MPRfs Compared to Personnel and

Bsgignment Roster

MANHOURS BY PERSON, JANUARY

Results Por MR
Per Personnel § Month of: JANUARY
(4
; : X 1 T
Rooignoent Rogtex Uiz 5! oo Uanhour
-~ CEae e 4 2 - y N X S i
CPA/Sup.=Chd Staff ifled site Reports sretings Total rase i

Fattorini™
Gurule
MeGrath

Thiex

Russo

T lgger
Kludjian
Brown
Poterson
Crarlion

Goff

Mgt,/Demo’s
Clark
Blaker
Cunningham
Whitely

-~ Sub~total

Conesultent
Esvana . (Sub-total)

Sub~total

Cooxd.

Archer ;
Taylor .
McInnes¥*
McKee ¥

CRAND - TOTALS

w0

(e

10.5

-0

e

(o
76
11e

33
55
58

(e
72
w(im

g
177
Yy
97
178
149
10.5
37
175
15¢C
174
149.5
186
o i

i

Qe

160
160
160
160
160
160
160
160
160
160
160
160
160

s a i

R L]

105 338 642.5 492 1482 | 2080 .
—— P 148 2 150 e
163.2 i . e 163.2 e
—— o 122 38 160 e
50 61. 43 5 159 o
213.2 ol 313 45 632.2 i
*® &
44 22 20 37 123 e
— — ) e 2 e
. 64 | 52 28 144 wien
— 1 15 5 21 —
-0~ -0 -0 0 —
-0~ 65 69 33 167 T
- e 87 26 40 153 —
O -0 ~0- -0 ~0- e
~0~ -0~ ~0= ~0= ~0w .
0 87 26 40 153 -
267 572 1070 6477 2558 2080
Griay iilanie NG e ey oAt ion Attachment #10
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GRANT REVIEW FUNCTION:
Grant Review Results
MPR's compared to Personnel and Asgignwent Roster

MANHOURS BY PERSON, DECEMBER

o MER'S

PN

£ilod or availanla

£

s

dd-praluation

~ Attachment #10

pPage 2 of 4

Results Fer MPR
Per Personnel & Month of: DECEMBER ,
i z Unspeg~ On GR i Manhour -
ified Site Reports Meetings | Total Base
Hawkins CPa/Sup* Qe 0 v (e ~0 O 176 3
Archuletta CPA/SUS 2 162 99 263 176 '
Fattorini* =0 Q- o -0~ Qe 176
Gurule 102 67 . 169 176
McGrath 46 1 22 69 176
Thiesg 22 62 118 202 176
Russ0 - i s e e 176
Trigger 15 93 108 176
Kludjian 23 3 70 96 176
Brawn - 71 79 31 . 181 176
Peterson 8 105 44 157 176
Charlton 29 74 - 75 178 176
Goff 15 157 42 214 176
Steele 164.5 28 25 217.5 —
Sub~total 15 575.,5 738 576 TESATS s
Mgt/Demo's
Clark 85 .95 57 237 :
Blaker 154,7 154.7 i
Cunningham 156 48 204
Whitely 88 69 8 165
Sub-total 88 4647 151 57 760.7
Consultant -
Espana {Sub~total) ** e s —— -
STAP's
Frane 12 8 20
Cartex 74 . 32 38 144
schur ‘
{ Chickering#
Throne
Donaldson ;
Sub-t&tal 86 a0 38 164 - ™
Coord.
Archer , ,
Taylor . - 84 15 57 156
McInnes * 15 81 29 125
McKee %
99 96 86 281
| GRANDTOTALS 103 h225 1025 707 3060 " 2288



-

e ;1‘ - GRANT REVIEW FUNCTION: ‘ﬁfAfﬂﬁ(}UI{S BY PERSON, NOVEMBER
"""" MN;ﬁe:ffoént Review Resuits

MPR's Compared to Personnel and Assiannent Roster -
‘ Results Pexr MPR
Per Personnel & . fonth of:  NOVEMBER
Assignment Roster Unspec-— ! ' i‘ GR Manhour
CPAR/Bup.~CAA Staff ified Site Eeporis Meetings Total . Bage
Hawkins CPA/Sup* L —— — e - 152
Archuletta CPA/Sup i . e = — 152
Fattorini® i o o ke - 152
Gurx\ll & : 67 53 o 126 152
MeGrath 1lie 116 152
Trics - 24.5 40 79 143.5 152
Russo - - - - : 152
Trigeer 4 56 4 14 78 152
Kludjian ' 15 1 124 140 152
Brown 43.5 72 42.5 158 152
Charlton _ 20 43,8 |+  87.6 151.4 152
GofE 29 17 -46 152
steele 36 30.5 53.5 120 e
Sub-total 6 397 | 376.3 | 452 1232 1976 |
L (;ﬁf -} Mgt/bDemo's .
: | crark : , 82 2 84
Blakeyx 142 6 148
Cuaningham 104 40 ‘ 2.5 146.5
Whitely ‘ .
Sub-total - : 328 42 8.5 378.5
Consuitant
Egpana (Sub-total) *% ' 12 16 8 36
STAP's
Frane T . - — ' o~ s
Carter . 96 ‘ 8 ) 20~ 28 152
Schur
Chickering*
{ohrone 3 6 1 10
bonaldson’ ’ ,
Sub~total ' 99 14 20 29 62 |
Coord. ‘ ’
Archer A V ‘ -
Taylor R o T 63 -1 25 22 110
McInnes * S 46 55 17 118
McKee * ‘ : :
Lok v 109 80 39 | 228 ;
TR L \i AT 4 N :
- | |GREND TOTALS 105 860 | 534 536 2036 1976

e e -

. o : , ) - : u'
* No MPu's filed or awvailable ** dd-Evaluation Attachment %10
: : Page 3 of -4




GRANT REVIEW FUNCTION: MANHOURS BY PERSON, NOVEMBER

siote:  Grant Reviequesults’ ; ;
MPR's Compared to Personnel and Assignment Roster

Results Per MPR
Per Porsonnel & _ Month of:  NOVEMBER
Assignment Roster Unzpac- Cn ‘ GR Manhouy
CPA/Sup.~CAA staff ified Site Keports Meetings Total Base
Hawkins CPA/Sup* o = —— . oo 152
archuletta CPA/Sup o e e o — 152
Fattorini® - bty - e —— 152
Gurule ‘ 67 53 6 126 152
MeGrath S 116 116 152
Thics - 24.5 40 79 143.5 | 152
Russo e = o - ' 152
Kludiian ‘ 15 1 124 140 152
Brown ~ 43.50 72 42.5 158 152
peterson 2 19 103 29 153 152
. Charlton . 20 43.8 . 87.6 151.4 152
| Coff B 29 o7 46 152
E Steele 3 | - 30.5 53.5 120 —
| Sub-total ~ 6 397 376.3 | 452 1232 1976
- Mgt/Demo's .
: Clark 82 2 84
. Blaker ' 142 6 148
: Cunningham : 104 40 2.5 146.5
= Whitely ‘
: Sub-total - . 328 42 8.5 378.5
E Consultant ,
: | Espana (Sub-total) ** 12 16 8 36
9 SrI\\T_)l s
Frane ) —— - — S -
Carter : 96 8 . 20° 28 152
Schur
Chickering* : ~ , :
Trirone 3 6 1 10
Donaldson '
Sub-total 99 14 20 29 162 SRR
Coord. '
Archer ‘ ,
Ta\}ldr , s \ , 63 25 22 - 110
‘ 46 55 17 118 \
McInnes * ‘
 MoKee * '
- : « 109 80 39 228
B GRAND TOTALS ' 105 860 534 536 2036 1976
P : e T . i ‘ N R et AL
o e £ No MPu's filed or available ** 4dd-Evaluation Attachwent +10

Page- 3 of 4




Results Per MPER
Per Porsonnel & Month of ;. CUCTOBER
Cassignment Roster Unspac- Cn CR
CPR/Sup, ~CAA Staff ified Site Reports Meetings Total

GR&

Grant Revi
MPR's

ew Resullyg
Compared to Personnel Roster

I REVIEW FUNCTION:

MANHOURS BY PERSON,

OCTOBER

Hawking CPA/Sup*
Archuletia CPA/Supn

anhowr
pase

rattorini* 176
Gurule 23 71 9 103 176
MoGrath 146 - 7 153 176
Thies 66 30 75 171 176
RUss0 ' 176
Trigger 2.5 7% 2 5.5 176
Kludiian ' 69 16 90 175 176
S own 52 45 97 194 176
Petorson 51 41.5 90,5 183 176 !
Chariton =75 25 o - , 32.5 176 ‘
Goff o 63 — 63 176
Steele 152 6 6 164 i
Stubh~total 2.5 637.5 299.,5 374.5 1314 2288
Mgt/Demo’ s

Clark a8 o : 40 138

Blaker 55 1 oL 57
Cunningham 108 . 40 36 184

whlteli

Sth~total 261 41 77 - 379
Consultant

Espana (Sub~total) * 89 23 50 162

STADP's
¥ra 3 3

Cartul 104 {6 55 165

Schur

Chickeving*

Thronz 18 3 © 27

Donaldson

5ub~tgtal 122 9 64 195

Cooxrd.

Archer )

Teylor : 42 ~13 40 95

McInnes * " 7 39 63 38 140

Mckes ¥

: 81 76 78 235
GRAND TCTALS

G 4 T R e b At

* . No MPR

2.5

1190.5

4485

43,5

2288

fited or availaple

¥4 dd=Yyaluation

Drtachnent $10

Page.d.oof 4




COORDINATION JUNCTION:  MANBOURS BY PERSON,
JANUARY

] Man
Meet- : Hour
e State Other ings. Total Base

Coordinators

MelInnes =0 (= -0 =)= 160
McKee : - -0~ —(- ~ (0 160
Archer -0 ~()= —()=- 0= 160
Taylox =0~ 3 : 18 21 F 160

Brown 15 13 28
Clark 7 7
Espana {(consult) 30 8 ; 11
Goff , o 5 ‘ ' 5
Gurule 8 7 1 16
; Kludjian 32 ’ 32
4 McGrath 2 ‘ 2
"} Russo ; 193 193
Schur o 16 6 - 22
Trigger ‘ 85 28 20 133
Whitely '

I
o~

: ‘ ’ S ' 453
i Grand Total . , 21

474

Sl

Attachment #11
Page 1 of .4




COUHDINATION FUHCTION:  MANHOURS RY PERSCN,
I Ew(‘:?‘ AT
A F Nl

: Man
Meet- 5 “Hour
Other ings Total Baseo

#a
b
o
s
lo]

Cocrdinators

McInnes 61 19 27 107 176
McKee ; , 176
Arxcher . : : N 176
Tavlor o 7 S 6 13- 176

Others

Carter . : ' 8 , 8
- Cunningham 25 S 25
Prane 4 4 : ‘ 8
Goff - : 35 ' 24 59
Gurule o 8 ‘ 11 ;
Kludjian 67 22 14 103
McGrath 105 12 ~ 117
Peterson 17 - P 17
Trigger : 54 11 5 70

428

Grand Total ] o : i k 548

e e
AN o
N e

R

Artachment #11
Page 2 of 4
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e

COORDINATION

FUNCTION MARHOURS BY PERSON,
NOVE R v
‘ Man
; Meet- Hour
State Other ings Total Base
Coordinators
McInues 20 13 .25 58 152
McKRee ’ 152
Archer 152
Tavlor 8 3 5 16 T 152
) el )
*
Other Staff
CPAs
Brown 2 3 5
Charlton 4 : : e
Clark 59 7 6é
Donaldson STAP 3 6 12 21
Espana ' 2 8 10
Goff 82 39 121
Gurule 13 9 3 25
Kludjian 6 30 36
MeGrath 56 , 56
Steele : 44,5 8 52.5
Trigger - 10 34 24 68
Whitely 12 ’ 12
476
Grand Total 550
Attachment #11-

S ‘Page 3 of 4




COORDINATION I

s
unet

"TON: %

O&I“LI Ik

1
i
3
1

&A

OIIES

BY PERSON,

Man
Meet - : Houy
State Other ineg Total Puase
Coorvdinators B
McInnes 23 27 & 58 176
McKee : 176
Archer 176
Taylor 8 18 9 35 176
e 704
) 93
Other Staff
"CPAs i
“Blaker 24.5 3 8 35.5
Brown 18 29 &7
" Charlton 30.5 31.3 39 100.8
Carter 2 : 2
Clark 43 33 76
Donaldson STAP 18 27 24 64
Espana 1 1 13 15
Frane 2 17 23 42
Gaff 11 25 36.3
Gurule 11 16 S 11 38
Kludjian 31 2 16 49
McGrath 57 N 57
Steele 2 15 4 21
Thies 5.5 5.5
Throne 11 11
Trigger - - 21 3 S 24
Cunninghan -10 , 10
Whitely 44 44
678
678
93
171
~Attachment #11
t
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TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FUNCTION
MANHOURS BY PERSON

Note: Technical Assistance Man-Hours
Worked MPR's Compared Against

 P&A Roster and CAP l4-Budget

DECRMBER \
T3 Tomd
From Personnel A Bl C p ELF G| H { FOTAL M%N
and Assignment Commi EdugMgt |HIthiousqyyy {Prog|Tr Meetbther HOUR
Reoster Svs ing . iDev 1 BASE
STAP | |
- Frane (Housing) 82 26 36 41148 {176
- Carter(Econ Dev) ~0-~1176
Schur (Mgt) | : 176
Chickering (Comm Dev) L 176
Subtotal 82 26 36 41148 | 704
MGT/DEMO ,
Archer 62.5 50 | 17 1129.5
B. Taylor 10 6 111 15 33
Clark (Mgt) 176
Blaker(Mgt) -0-1176
Cunningham(Mgt) 176
Whitely(tgt) . 16 | 161176
Subtotal 10 6 1 1 /7.5 50 33 78,5704
CONSULTANT
Espana
CPA ,
Gurule
Grand Total 10 6 83 |1 j03.9 86 |37 326.51408

‘Attachment #12
Page 2 of 4




TECHNICAL ASSIS
 NARHOURS )

Nerte: Technical Assistonce Man-lours
Worked MPR's Compared Against
P&A Roster and CAY J4=Budpot

JANUARY

s 4

AT BYCTD FILGluITd Torad o

From Personnel

. 4 -~ LN P 7 T . b EX Ny ;_ S T Z{""Zfi
and Assighiment Commj Eduq-igt fHlthHousty, Frog Tr [Heetdthed HOUR
- ‘ s . R nae
Rnoster Svs ing Nov ; BAEE
STAP

Frane (Housing) 97 15 4 4 | 29 1481160

[ I L]

Carter{loon D:‘) 13 1 1 10 4 8 6 48 160
C 63 | : 631160
Chickering(Comm Dev) ~0-1160

Subtotal |76 1 1 107 14 123 110 129 § g 12591640

MGT/DEXD |
Archer 20 2 23 126 1171
B. Taylor 6 | 21 5 1 2 35

1160
-0= {160
160
160
’Subtotalw 6» 21 5 ; 1 22 2 23 1132 {212 ls40

Cunninghan(iigt)
¥hitely(digt)

CONSULTANT
Espana . . 15 1 44 | 591-0-

CPA : : ‘
_Gurule x 9 4 1 2% 154-0~

-

o - Grand Total |91 |22 | 6 112 | 4 147 12 | 67 |184 | 5451280

~ . - -

Attachment #12
Page 1 of 4




TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FUNCTI ON
MANPOWER BY PEESON :

-

Noete: Tochnical Assistance Man-Hours
Vorked MPR's Compared Against
PéA Boster and CAP 14-Budget

NOVEMBER
- : = -
;‘1‘0"1 }—)c rsor 'U\F’l - )\J T) l: \{ (I }1 I Jﬂ OI.A\
and Assignment o Comml Edud Mgt [H1tl HousStup . [Pregl Tr  PMeetDthm
Roster Sy ins) o
STAP
Frane. ; , 69 s 38 24 11311152
Carter . = ’ 152
Schur ‘ 152
Chickering 152
Donaldson 15 V2712 128 119 9 61110
Throne : 17427 1 411 85
Subtotal : 15 4 96 2 28136 74 7113261608
:
MGT/DEMO -
Archer - ' 47 267153 11261152
Taylor ' 8 16 10 4 1 g 2 501152
Clark ‘ : ] : 152
Blaker i o 152
Cunningham : : :
" Whitely o ~ o
Subtotal 8 16 10 4 1 56 28 53 11761608
CPA'S
Archulletta ', 101529, 5! 131{-0-
Gurule 7 71-0-
.- Charlton :
© Goff
“MecInnes ' :
“Subtotal o : 101 529.5 74138
CONSULTANT 5117 | 122
P Espana : _
 ;m\€;Mg ] Crand Total‘ 23 16 110 8 197 2 84637ﬂ51365>2A8 7621216
o 3 . 4 b

Attachment £12
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