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WIC Team Report on the Cooperative Agreement Process

I. Background

The Workforce Information Council (WIC) chartered a workgroup of representatives from BLS, ETA and the States to review and evaluate the process of developing the BLS LMI Cooperative Agreements and the ETA One-Stop LMI Grants.  This team’s scope is limited to the process – the steps, communications, and opportunities for interaction of all involved – of developing the BLS and ETA agreements; funds allocation is being addressed by a different workgroup.  The impact of budget changes that may occur during a fiscal year, after the cooperative agreement is signed and in place, is not within scope of this team’s work.  For the BLS cooperative agreements, this involves the CES, ES202, OES, LAUS, and MLS programs.  The OSH program is also covered by a BLS cooperative agreement, but is not within scope of this team’s work.  With regard to ETA, only the One-Stop LMI Grant process is reviewed.  Separate grants, for example those providing additional funding for OES activities, are also not within the scope of this evaluation. 

II. Development of the BLS Cooperative Agreement Work Statements

Current Process – The annual process of developing work statements for the coming fiscal year is common across all BLS programs.  BLS program managers start with the current year’s agreement and make changes necessitated by new program requirements and/or new program or budget initiatives.  The new requirements and initiatives may be proposed by individual program managers or higher level BLS management.  Major initiatives have often been the product of joint BLS/State workgroups (e.g. CES probability design, MICMAC for the ES202).  BLS program managers also take into account BLS commitments made through the DOL/BLS annual performance plan, and 5-year strategic plan, both required by the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA), in drafting the cooperative agreement work statements. 

After the draft work plans are completed they are sent to the BLS Office of Field Operations, both National and Regional Offices, for review and comment. Regional Offices may, at their discretion, contact States for reactions and comments during this period.  BLS program managers then review the comments and finalize work statements, which are also approved by higher level BLS management. Changes to the work statement for the upcoming year are presented to State representatives at the annual BLS LMI conference in the program-specific workshops, at regional LMI directors meetings, and with State technicians at the annual quad-regional meetings. OFO sends out the final cooperative agreement including the work statements to States and Regional Commissioners in an LMI memo in May of each year.

Proposed Changes – The team concluded that the current development process was deficient in not seeking input from States and from BLS and State customers.  Given the Federal/State partnership aspect of WIA, and its emphasis on customer service, the team recommends restructuring the process to incorporate this type of input to the cooperative agreement development and review process.  Toward that end, the first milestone in the proposed timeline for work statement development is that State LMI directors will provide input to BLS program managers prior to the development of the first draft of the next year’s work statements.  This information will include, but not be limited to, feedback from their discussions with local Workforce Investment Boards (WIBs) and results of WIA-mandated customer satisfaction surveys.   BLS program managers will then develop a first draft of the next year’s work statements, taking into account the States’ feedback as well as input from major BLS customers.   BLS program managers will also take into account workload increases that may have taken place in the current year.  In particular, they will review the program ‘S-memos’ issued during the year, particularly the section of the memos that indicate whether the actions requested represent a workload increase, decrease, or are neutral with regard to workload. 

These first draft work statements will be sent to all LMI directors, all WIC members, and all Regional Offices for review.  Individual State LMI directors will provide comments to BLS through the Regional Offices and also to their WIC representative. After reviewing State and Regional Office comments, BLS program managers will develop a second draft of the work statements.  The second drafts will be presented and discussed at a WIC meeting and agreements will be reached on any further changes to the work statements.  Following this, final cooperative agreement work statements will be written in time for presentation at the annual BLS National LMI meeting.

The team recognizes that some of the WIB or other State supplied recommendations may represent longer term projects or initiatives that will require more than one year and possibly additional funding to complete.  These items will be referred to WIC for discussion and possible budget increase requests, rather than be considered for incorporation into the following year’s work statements.

OMB Review – The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) has recently informed BLS that the entire cooperative agreement is subject to the OMB clearance process.  The clearance will be required every year because at least some aspects of the cooperative agreements, mainly the program specific work statements, are subject to change each year.  While the BLS is still negotiating this interpretation with OMB, we have included in the recommended timeframe, milestones for OMB submittal and review.  If OMB clearance for the entire cooperative agreement becomes the rule, then any substantive changes to the work statements that become necessary during the year will also have to be cleared by OMB through the ‘ICW process’.   This process gives OMB 30 days to react with approval or disapproval.

Attachment 1 provides the team’s recommended milestones for cooperative agreement work statement development, incorporating the changes described above.

III. Additional Activities to Maintain Currency (AAMCs)
Current Process –  AAMCs are supplements to the cooperative agreements that are executed between BLS and States.  Supplemental funding  (above the base cooperative agreement amount) is provided for work detailed in these projects.  BLS program managers generally initiate AAMCs when there is additional funding available for research projects or there are short term activities that are more appropriate to fund separately rather than temporarily build them into the base agreements.  States may also initiate a request for an AAMC at any time through their BLS Regional Office.

AAMCs promote efficient use of resources because they allow BLS to extend the availability of funding.  Work on an AAMC must begin in the year it is executed, but it may be completed in the following fiscal year.  All AAMC projects and funding are specific to one of the individual Federal/State cooperative programs.

Proposed Changes –  The team recommends that the States also provide suggestions for potential AAMC funded program improvements for each fiscal year. These recommendations could include specific research projects; one-time surveys; quality improvement initiatives appropriate for one time funding; and other similar type projects that would conducted by one or more States.  Most of the projects to be funded should be geared toward enhancing the program in all States.  These projects should be limited in scope so that their completion can generally occur within a one-year period.

These suggestions will be provided to BLS at the same time that State feedback is collected for the new year’s cooperative agreement.  These suggestions will then be sorted by program; grouped according to topic; and provided to the WIC.  The members of the WIC will review the proposed projects; possibly suggest modifications to original proposals; add other projects where warranted; and, finally, prioritize the projects for the new fiscal year.  The WIC will not, however, review and approve every AAMC that is submitted by the States to BLS during the fiscal year.

Based on previous year’s experiences, funds for AAMCs can be obtained from a variety of sources or budget situations.  At the time that the cooperative agreements are prepared, the program manager may have identified some funds that could be used by a State to undertake one of the type of projects mentioned above.  Another possible scenario is that the budget that BLS ultimately receives from Congress for the program may be larger than earlier anticipated, thus making unallocated funds available for AAMC projects.  Similarly, a major workload increase in the program may be necessitated after the cooperative agreement has been signed and funds are made available to accommodate the workload increase.  These types of projects are sometimes referred to as “discretionary AAMCs”.

The examples cited above, however, are not the only source of funds for AAMCs. Potential AAMC funding may also originate from the de-obligation of State funds that occur late in the fiscal year.  Consequently, it is imperative that a list of projects, that has been reviewed, approved, and prioritized, be available for quick authorization.  These AAMCs are typically referred to as “de-obligation AAMC requests”.

The timetable shown as Attachment 2 was designed to expedite the AAMC process.  Please note that there are different dates for the “discretionary” and “de-obligation” requests.  Also included in this timetable is the inclusion of a list of “approved projects” (discretionary requests) that could be posted on the BLS/State Intranet for each program.

The availability of AAMC monies and the process to request them has not been well known and understood among State LMI Directors.  It is, therefore, recommended that this information be distributed to the States and, in the future, be made more easily and readily accessible by the States.

IV. Changes to Work Statements During the Year

Current Process –  Changes to deliverables in the cooperative agreement work statements that are needed during the year are made through the BLS ‘S-memo’ series.  Workload changes made through S-memos generally involve only minor increases or decreases in workload.  Major changes to deliverables in the work statements during the year are rare.   Most often S-memos provide explanations, instructions, timetables, and other information related to the deliverables that are only briefly described in the Cooperative Agreement.  Other S-memos are purely informational -- advising States of research results, upcoming events, or other items of interest.

A joint BLS-State work team, sponsored by the BLS Quality Council in 1992, reviewed the cooperative agreement process as part of its work in assessing the perceived imbalance between workload and resources in BLS programs in the States.  That team recommended that the potential workload impact be identified in each S-memo.  Program managers were asked to check a box indicating whether workload Increased, Decreased, or remained Neutral.  States were requested to provide feedback to BLS on the cost associated with workload increases transmitted through the S-memos.  States were also requested to alert their respective Regional Office if they disagreed with the characterization of the workload impact.  Regional staff were to transmit this information to the appropriate BLS program managers.

BLS has been including the 'workload impact' characterization on S-memos since 1994, when the final report of this team was accepted by the Quality Council.  However, there has been little or no feedback from the States on the cost of workload increases or on the characterization of workload impact.

Research –  Eight of the 52 S-memos issued during Fiscal Year 1999 indicated an increase in workload.  (See table below.)  In the ES-202 program, three memos identified a workload increase.  Two related to implementation of the NAICS coding structure; one implementing rules that had not been included in the previously-issued NAICS manual and one providing instructions on mapping edit failures.  The third memo in the ES-202 program that described a workload increase related to a project to understand the costs associated with activities in the program in the States.  The workload increase for most States was minor -- providing the time spent on a variety of ES-202 tasks.  For an additional 6 volunteer States, more detailed time and cost information was requested.

In the OES program, two memos outlined workload increases.  The first (S-99-04) related to procedures for processing establishments that had been sampled more than once during a 3-year period.  The workload increase only impacted States where such re-sampling actually occurred.  The second (S-99-05) provided instructions to rerun the 1997 estimates to correct errors uncovered during review of the Master File.

In the CES program, the one memo outlining a workload increase related to the additional review of seasonally adjusted estimates made necessary by the first-time adjustment of 2-digit series. 

In the LAUS program, two memos cited workload increase.  One (S-99-15) described the parallel testing necessary to assure Y2K compliance of the STARS estimation system.  This resulted in States having to run the estimation and transmit modules twice for a period of three months.  The other memo (S-99-17) described the reporting requirements associated with the LAUS analysis project.  This project does represent an increase in workload for the States, but since the project was included in the FY 1999 Cooperative Agreement, States were already aware of its workload requirement.

On the other hand, five memos describing potential decreases in State workload were issued during FY 1999.   These ranged from a new procedure to print CES schedules at the SunGard computing center that reduced workload for the States processing data at the CES service center and a reduced quality assurance subsample requirements for NAICS in the ES-202 program, to changes made in the OES estimation system that reduced processing workload in the States.  In addition, in the LAUS program, data edits were introduced into the State system that may have temporarily increased workload as staff  learned the new procedure, but ultimately reduced the review workload for State staff. Similarly, a residency conversion software program was introduced that, after implementation, would save staff time and resources.

The number of S-memos and the related workload impact indication are provided for each program below.  The number in parentheses is the number of memos in the given category.  The other numbers listed are the last digit in the memorandum series number (S-99-#).

Program
Increase
Neutral
Decrease
Other

ES-202
(3) 1,4,6
(4) 2,3,5,7
(1) 8


CES
(1) 8
(6) 1,2,4,5,7,9
(1) 6
(1) 3

OES
(2) 4,5 
(3) 1,3,6
(1) 2


LAUS
(2) 15,17
(17)1,2,3,5,6,7,8,9,11,12,13,14,16,18,19,20,21
(2) 4,10


MLS

(5) 1,2,3,4,5



LMI

(2) 2,3

(1) 1

Totals - 52
8
37
5
2

Proposed Changes – The team recommends that the practice of characterizing workload impact in all S-memos be continued and that BLS add a section to the memos that specifies the rationale for the workload change designation.  Often, but not always, program managers have been including the rationale in the text of the memo. It is also recommended that a statement be included on each S-memo, either in the rationale statement and/or following the workload impact designation, which encourages States to provide feedback through the Regional Offices on these workload changes and their costs. BLS managers will use this information when planning changes to subsequent cooperative agreements.

In addition, in the event that major workload changes are needed during the year, we also recommend that BLS program managers present the issue to the WIC for discussion and clearance before issuing an S-memo to the States.

V.   ETA One Stop LMI Grants

Current Process –  ETA also uses work statements, but does not have defined “programs” per se.  Rather, ETA has Annual State Plans that are negotiated between the Regional Offices and each State within respective regions.  What is to be accomplished by a State is determined annually from ETA communications with the State LMI Directors on what the priority LMI topics or issues are in their States.  A Primary list involving five to seven priority topics and a Secondary list of ten to twelve additional topics is then drawn up and given to ETA.  The ETA National Office incorporates the Primary and Secondary lists into a Field Memorandum to the Regional Offices which arrives in the regions the first week in July.

The Regional Offices issue instructions and guidelines to the States, generally requesting a very rapid turnaround time in terms of preparation of the LMI plan.   The ETA Regional Offices, following review of these plans, sign formal agreements with the States.  Individual plans vary from State-to-State depending on how well they have met a goal.  States have the option of funding priorities from the Secondary list if they and the ETA Regional Office believe all the Primary goals have been met in a given year.

ETA’s National Office cannot release funds until July 1, at which time these funds are distributed by formula to the Regions.  Because of the timing of the State survey and the ETA clearance process, the Field Memorandum issuing instructions generally does not arrive in the Regional Offices until late June or early July.  The National Office does not put a time limit on when these State Plans must be in Washington; it is assumed it is in the best interest of both the State and the Region to do so as quickly as possible.

Proposed Changes – The team agreed that the current process already provides for significant customer input, but recommends that development of the work statements be executed earlier and on a more structured, regular timetable than is presently done.  A proposed set of milestones for this process is shown on Attachment 3.  In addition the team recommends that the WIC assume responsibility for determining that priorities are in accordance with the plan.

I. Other Issues – Potential ‘Three-Year Money’ 

The ETA grants are effective for a three-year period, but the BLS cooperative agreements cover only one year.  The WIC is considering whether to try to get the BLS agreements on a three-year basis.  The team discussed this issue briefly and concluded that under either scenario the work statements would remain essentially the same.  The deliverables are generally monthly, quarterly, or annual work products needed to produce basic program outputs.  A three-year funding scenario would have some affect on financial management of the programs and the development of AAMCs.  


                                                        Attachment 1

         Recommended Milestones for BLS Cooperative Agreement Work Statements

The dates listed do not reflect actual calendar dates for 2000, but are intended to portray approximate time frames for use in any year.   They incorporate the potential new requirements for annual OMB clearance.

12/15 
LMI Directors provide input on potential program changes to BLS. This input also includes suggestions for AAMC activities.

1/1 – 1/30 

BLS program managers complete first draft of next fiscal years work statements.  Also, the OMB clearance package is developed.

1/30 
Work statement drafts are submitted to BLS Office of Administration for inclusion in OMB clearance package.  The drafts are also sent to State WIC representatives to begin their review.

2/1 – 2/7 

BLS Office of Field Operations (OFO) consolidates drafts and adds narrative describing changes from last year for distribution to the Regional Offices and LMI directors.

2/15 – 3/1 
State and Regional Office (RO) work statement review period.  LMI Directors send comments to ROs and WIC representative.

3/1 – 3/23 
State WIC representatives review LMI Directors comments to prepare for discussion at March WIC meeting.

3/1 – 3/5 
Regional Offices consolidate State responses.  Regional and State comments are transmitted to the National office.

3/6 – 3/23 
BLS program managers review comments and prepare 2nd draft.

3/23 
BLS transmits 2nd draft to WIC.  This version incorporates changes suggested by the LMI Directors and the Regional Offices and agreed to by the program managers.

3/30 
WIC meeting to discuss 2nd draft of work statements and proposed program changes

4/1 – 4/15
Work statements finalized by BLS.

4/15 – 5/1 
OFO incorporates final decisions into the cooperative agreement documents and prepares LMI memorandum for next fiscal year cooperative agreement.

5/2 – 5/10 
BLS clearance and issuance of cooperative agreement LMI memorandum.

5/20 – 5/25
BLS National LMI Meeting - presentation of next year’s work statements.

6/1 
BLS transmits final work statements to OMB for review.

                                                         Attachment  2

Recommended Milestones for Additional Activities to Maintain Currency (AAMC)

12/15 
LMI Directors provide suggestions for AAMC activities.  These suggestions are requested at the same time as proposals to change base program activities in the cooperative agreement.  However, proposals for AAMCs may be submitted at any time.

1/1 – 1/30 
WIC reviews AAMC suggestions to prioritize and possibly add projects to the list.

2/15 
BLS/State Intranet list of AAMC options is updated.

3/30 
All AAMCs that are to be funded as part of the basic cooperative agreement package have been developed.

5/1 
All discretionary AAMCs that are planned to be funded during the fiscal year have been formally issued to the field for action.

6/15 – 7/1 
State review of budgets to determine amounts available for deobligation.

7/1 
All requests for deobligations are due in the BLS National Office.

7/15 
All BLS decisions are made regarding deobligation requests.

8/6 
BLS cut-off for budget transactions.   After this point BLS program managers are not able to move money among the various budget categories.  

8/27 
BLS cut-off for cooperative agreement modifications.

                                                          Attachment 3

               Recommended Milestones for ETA One-Stop LMI Grants 

12/1 – 1/8
ETA/WIC develop preliminary list of priorities.

 1/8 – 2/8
WIC transmits the list to the LMI directors for review and response.

2/8 – 2/15
WIC summarizes LMI directors responses and transmits to ETA.

2/15 – 3/31
ETA field memorandum development and clearance period.

4/1
ETA issues field memorandum

4/1 – 4/8
ETA Regional Office processes contents of field memorandum and transmits instructions to the States.

4/15 – 5/30
State annual plan development period.

6/1 – 6/15
ETA Regional Office review of State annual plans.

6/15 – 6/30
States update annual plans based on ETA review and transmit final package to their Regional Office.

7/1 – 8/15
ETA National Office processes grant package.







