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Team Objective

Profile the non-workload variables of the current LMI allocations, including which programs use which variables, and how the application of a given variable compares across programs.  To illustrate, some, but not all, programs use “state salary” as a variable, and those that use it do not all use the same state salary figure.  Non-workload variables include but are not limited to: State salaries; hold harmless provision; base positions; total positions; mandatories; and review and updating of program algorithms.  The expectation is that these findings will be used to introduce consistency among the allocations by Team 2.

The LMI programs covered by this review are : BLS’ Current Employment Statistics, Covered Employment and Wages (ES-202), Occupational Employment Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics, and Mass Layoff Statistics programs, and ETA’s One-Stop LMI Grant program.

For each LMI program, describe the approach to workload measurement used in its LMI allocation.




OVERVIEW

For each BLS LMI program, the basic allocation process involves:

A. Preparing work load estimates and determining each SESA’s proportionate share of the national number of targeted staff years; and

B. Converting each SESA’s targeted staff allocation to a dollar figure.

Within this overall process, however, and depending on the program, a number of internal adjustments may or may not be utilized to account for factors such as minimum or base position allocations, hold-harmless provisions, program related offsets such as service center costs and T-1 lines, and other specific factors.

In general, the process begins with OEUS managers preparing workload-based estimates.  The allocation formulas rely heavily on these estimates to determine staff-year requirements.  Differences in state salary levels are held as the main variable in the cost of producing any given unit.  State specific workload variables range from sample size as a critical element in allocating CES funds to the number of employer units and new accounts as defining elements in the ES-202 allocation process.   In LAUS, the number of estimates produced is central to the allocation formula.

Significant labor cost differences among SESAs complicate the process of using costs-per-staff year as a gauge of program costs, even though staff costs represent 70 to 75 percent of overall program cost.  In general, each program allocates funds based on the number and salary level of the positions required to produce the deliverables; however, some factors that could affect per-unit cost, such as the effect of employer type and/or size on response rates, cannot be adequately built into the equation.

Each program’s allocation formula includes a base or minimum level of financial assistance to ensure program continuity, especially for the smaller States, whose smaller work loads may not otherwise qualify them for adequate funding under a strict workload-driven allocation.  This minimum or “floor” staffing base—one or two positions depending on the program—sustains on-going operations.

The actual allocations are based on converting the number of staff years required to complete the work to actual dollar costs and computing each SESA’s pro-rata share of the program’s total funds available.  Individual amounts for each State are rolled up into regional program totals.  During the negotiation of the Cooperative Agreement funding levels with the State, each region then has flexibility within the regional total to adjust, if necessary, the amount of the final funding each SESA receives.

Finally, to ensure systemic continuity, allocation changes from year to year are restricted to a maximum four percent plus or minus change for any given SESA.

For ETA’s LMI Program:  the One-Stop Core Products and Services Grants to States, the States are consulted early on and strongly influence decisions made by ETA’s national office.  The amount of funds allocated are rather subjective, ETA is trying to strengthen the LMI capacity in the States especially due to the State’s important role in carrying out the Workforce Investment Act mandates.  

The tasks or priorities assigned are determined collectively by the States and enforced by ETA.  Since States are at varying levels of maturity toward attaining a specific priority goal, the grants are sufficiently vague so as not to hamstring the process.  States are given much more latitude with how they spend their ETA funds than they are with the BLS cooperative grants.  ETA has always strongly emphasized that the products the States produce with ETA funds be useful and comparable across State borders.

With this in mind, the ETA allocation is based on the most equitable distribution possible within the loose system.  For example, certain funds are set aside so small States, who must buy the same expensive operating systems as larger States, can do so.  The Civilian Labor Force is another criteria and is used as a proxy for workload.

Finally, ETA, because their funds are less restrictive, does not account for inflation from one year to the next, as the more production oriented BLS programs must.

Funding Formula Philosophies

In general, the funding formula algorithms fall into three groups.

Group 1 – CES, LAUS, ES-202 (Base Positions plus Workload)

Each state receives an initial staffing level of one (CES & LAUS) or two (ES-202) before workloads are calculated for all states.    The programs use direct workload measures such as series published, areas estimated, and number of units to develop a formula staffing level.  Staffing levels are then converted to funding levels according to a state salary figure. Specific state costs incurred by the national office (SunGard, T-1 lines, forms printing, etc) are then subtracted from that state.  Mandatory increases/decreases are then applied.

Group 2 – MLS (Workload with One Base Position Minimum)

Similar to group 1, except for initial staffing level.  For this program, direct workload measures are used first to develop a formula staffing level.  State salary figures are applied to this figure.  States with less than one FTE are brought up to this level and then removed from further computations.  Those states with staffing levels of over one are then use the same funding formula to allocate remaining funds.

Group 3 – OES and One-Stop LMI (Workload, No Base Position)

Neither uses a state salary figure to convert workload into funding levels.  Rather, states receive proportionate shares of funds based on their relative share of sample units, certainty units, labor force, or service delivery areas.

Funding Formula Matrix


CES
LAUS
OES
ES-202
MLS
One-Stop LMI

Number of  Base Positions
One plus workload
One plus workload
Not used
Two plus workload
Workload, one minimum
Not used

Total Target Positions
434
188
Not used
430
Not used
Not used

Total Funding
22,464,591
7,519,872
19,150,195
25,389,745
4,750,000
27,000,000

Hold-Harmless
+,- 4%
+,- 4%
None
+,- 4%
+,- 4%
None

Source of State Salary Figure
Unknown
Unknown
Not Used
Unknown
Unknown
Not Used

Mandatory
As available
As available
As available
As available
As available
As available




Use of BLS Regional Discretion in Funding among States

Upon completion of the funding algorithms, each component state allocation is aggregated, by program, to the appropriate regional configuration.  While being guided by the individual state allocations, it is within the various program aggregate or control levels that the Regional Offices have responsibility for negotiating individual state agreements.  Depending, however, upon individual state circumstances and needs, Regional Offices may or may not exercise the flexibility to adjust specific state formula based (i.e., target) allocations. 

Since a major underlying assumption regarding the allocation process is that the most accurate long-term measure of true costs are reflected by the formulas, Regional Offices generally view adjustments as somewhat ad hoc or temporary.  Every effort is made to hold adjustments to a minimum in both size and duration in order to ensure as stable a funding environment as possible.  Accordingly, the primary use of regional funding discretion is, therefore, as a buffer for unique state needs stemming from either administrative, personnel, or financial factors.  Examples of appropriate adjustments may include DP or other agency wide assessments, early retirement buy-outs, staffing overlap (i.e., for training or supervisory purposes), office relocation, temporary or long term travel bans, or a range of similar matters.   In addition, unique or large salary increases can also temporarily be mitigated until the funding algorithms can incorporate the higher staffing costs within the allocation process.    




Current Employment Statistics Program

The allocation process starts with an estimation of staff years for each State.  The three inputs to this are: G-1 requirements, number of series published, and the number of areas published.  The weights to the input are 50, 25, and 25 percent, respectively.  Once the staff years are determined, they are compared with the previous year.  The change in staff years is controlled so that no change is greater than .04.  This controlled staff year change figure is applied to the current year’s award (budget information form) amount.  The resulting figure is then multiplied by a factor yielding a State allocation, which when summed with the other States is equal to the total allocation for the region.  The new allocations are then compared to the current year’s awards.  At this step upper and lower bounds are implemented if necessary.  This process does not apply to ACES funds, and to allocations for Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands which are all taken off the top, before the allocation process begins.  General and specific reductions are taken from state totals at this point.

The G-1 and the number of areas were constant over the year, while the number of series published per state changed minimally.  This resulted in a staff year change figure that did not need to be controlled to an upper and lower limit.  The biggest differences from last year’s allocation process are an increase in Service Center and One-point costs and a 5 percent general reduction taken at the end of the process.  In addition, the figure for ACES increased from $522,000 in FY1999 to $550,000 this year.

FY 2000 award levels were adjusted before applying the mandatory of 2.1 percent.  Funds were subtracted from two states whose awards included mail and/or training money, while adding costs for the service center, one-point, and T-1 costs back into the states that had them subtracted last year before applying the mandatory.  Then these figures were controlled to the overall total of available funds.

Once the normal allocation process was finished, funds were subtracted from 37 states for estimated Service Center processing costs.  For states that are currently using the Service Center for CES cost estimates were based on monthly costs for fiscal year 1999.  For states that are have recently switched to the Service Center or are in the Service Center queue, cost estimates were based on the size of their registry using costs of current states as a guideline.   Service Center costs included actual state production costs and overhead charges from Sungard.  The total taken out for Service Center costs was $421,995. Additional funds were subtracted from two states (New Jersey and Ohio) to cover the cost of the upgrade to a T-1 line from the 56KB line.  This amount was $18,000 per state.  The largest adjustment to the allocations was $515,935 in TDE costs divided among 37 states.  

Once all the state-specific costs were subtracted a general 5 percent cut was applied to each state.  The total amount of this cut is $1,182,347.  The second page of the spreadsheet shows the effects of these post-allocation adjustments at the State and regional level.  The final allocation amounts are located in the column labeled “Post 5 percent Cut” where the total allocated is $22,464,591.  This total is $1,181,630 (4.997 percent) less than what the states received last year.  The 5 percent cut was announced by Commissioner Abraham at the October 1998 State LMI Directors meeting in San Rafael, CA.  The money cut from state allocations will be applied toward CES sample redesign solicitation and monthly collection, which is being conducted from the BLS Regional Data Collection Centers.

Current Employment Statistics (CES): allocation is determined by using the following algorithm:

1 staff year + (0.5 * the SESA’s proportionate share of G1 [the national sample]) + (0.25 * the number of published series) + (0.25 * the number of published areas)

Although the CES national sample has been frozen since 1987, State samples are much higher.  Increases in the number of published series take this into account.  OEUS has applied this algorithm consistently over the last five years.

Variables Defined:

Sample Units – Number of units being sampled according to G1 requirements.

Published Series – Number of published series for State and Metropolitan areas.

Published Areas – Number of areas published (State plus Metropolitan areas).

See attached spreadsheet “CES_FY2000_Summary_Funding.XLS”




Local Area Unemployment Statistics Program

The original LAUS allocation formula is based on a survey of states conducted by a national-regional team in 1995.  In that survey, state staff were asked to detail the amount of time they spent on LAUS activities.  It was determined that overall, staff spent 55 percent of their time on estimation activities, 32 percent on analysis and information, and 13 percent on general activities.  It was also decided that each state should have a "base" of one position--one-half for estimation work and one-half for general work.  The original target staff years number was about 188.38.

Further, the team determined that estimation activities were a function of the number of metropolitan areas (MSAs) plus the number of labor market areas (LMAs).  In other words, most of the estimation work (gathering and verifying inputs, entering data in the state system, answering edit queries) is associated with these large areas in a state.  The state's share of the national MSA and LMA total is multiplied by the number of positions allocated for estimation.  So, to follow the formula, fifty-five percent of the 188.38 target staff years are 103.6.  Subtract 26 for the one-half "base" position, leaving approximately 77 positions to allocate based on the MSA -LMA ratio.

Similarly, the analysis and information workload is a function of the number of metropolitan areas in a state as well as the total number of areas for which LAUS estimates are made.   Because the metropolitan areas are in the BLS press release and typically in the state press releases, state staff spends significant time analyzing these estimates.  Therefore, about two-thirds of the analysis and information positions are allocated based on the state's share of the national metropolitan area total.  A state gets "credit" for having a metropolitan area even if part of the metropolitan area is in another state.  (For example, both New Jersey and Pennsylvania get credit for having the Philadelphia metropolitan area.)  The remaining one-third of the analysis and information positions are allocated based on the total number of areas for which LAUS estimates are made in the state (minus the number of metropolitan areas).  The total number of areas for which LAUS estimates are made includes MSAs, LMAs, counties, cities and towns of 25,000 population or more and all cities and towns in New England.  In short, thirty-two percent of the 188.38 positions --approximately 60 positions-- are allocated for the analysis and information portion.  Of those 60 positions, about two-thirds, or 39.55 are allocated for the metropolitan area portion and 19.77 positions, for the 'total area' portion.

The 13 percent remaining for general work is taken care of by the one-half "base" position.




Each state's position total is calculated as follows.

Estimation:  0.5 plus 77.06 * [(State MSA+LMA)/(US MSA+LMA)] plus

Analysis and information: 39.55 * (State MSA/US MSA) +

                                           19.77 * [(State total-MSA)/(US total-MSA)] plus

General:  0.5

Variables Defined

MSAs - Metropolitan statistical areas as defined by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget

LMAs - Labor market areas defined by the Bureau of Labor Statistics following each decennial census.

Total areas - Include MSAs, LMAs, counties, and cities with at least 25,000 population.  In New England, all cities and towns are included, regardless of population.

See attached spreadsheet “LAUS_FY2000_Summary_Funding.XLS”

.




Occupational Employment Statistics Program

The original formulae were developed in 1996.  The funding increases since then have involved across the board adjustments - the original allocations were not updated to reflect changes in the data inputs.  The base funding and area funding reconstruction shows the data used to arrive at the State shares as well as the dollar amounts.  The sample funding shows the State share and dollar amount.  The exact numbers used to by Jim Vollman to get the State share of this money were entered into a spreadsheet. The data on the spreadsheet represents the best data that currently exists.  The original data could not be located.  The differences in funding levels are small.

Base Fund Allocation

From the base fund of $3,400,000, or 20% of the $17,000,000 in total funding, the territories of Guam and Virgin Islands each received $12,000, while American Samoa received $6,000 (NOTE: Previous descriptions of these allocations indicated that the distributions were: Guam and the Virgin Island with $6,000 each and American Samoa with $3,000.  As it turns out, both the ALC and LMI shops gave this amount to each.  Thus the totals are twice what were described). The rest of the funds were divided equally among the States, including Puerto Rico and the District of Columbia.  The following year American Samoa was removed from the survey.

Sample Fund Allocation

A total of $11,900,000, or 70% of the $17,000,000 in total funding, was distributed to the States and territories as sample funds. The sample funds for 1996 were distributed to the States according to number of units included in the sample for that State.  Each certainty units, those units with 250 or more people, were counted as two units.  Non-certainty units, those units with fewer than 250 employees, were only counted as one unit. Therefore, the total units used to distribute the sample funds was the number of non-certainty units plus two times the number of certainty units.

Area Fund Allocation

A total of $1,700,000, or 10% of the $17,000,000 in total funding, was distributed to the 

331 MSAs, 55 States (including territories), 47 Cross-State MSAs for a total of 433 areas.

The total area funding was divided by the total number of areas (433).  This amount was than multiplied by the number of areas in each State.  Cross-State MSAs were counted in every State that they cover, and not just their primary State.  A single balance area was counted for each State.




Variables Defined:

Sample Units – Number of employers being sampled.

Certainty Units – Employers being sampled with employment of 250 or more.

Number of Areas – Areas for which estimates are produced.

See attached spreadsheet “OES_FY2000_Summary_Funding.XLS” 


Covered Employment and Wages Program

Background: The formula works in three basic stages.  The first allocates positions, while the second translates these positions into dollars.  The third step controls to the total available funding, implements a hold-harmless and withholds fee-for-service features.

Position Distribution:  The total number of positions is fixed at 430.  First, each State receives 2 positions as a base (106 positions).  Then a number of workload factors allocate the remaining positions. 

1)  Number of new units:  15% of the remaining positions (49) are based on the number of new units in each  States.  These data are obtained from ETA Report 581, using the most recent four quarters available. 

Number of units:   The remaining 275 positions are based on the number of units.  

Single units are unweighted, multis are weighted by a factor of 6 to account for their

greater workload.  The number of units that had zero estimated employment and zero 

estimated wages for four consecutive quarters are subtracted from total unit count. 

The number of single and multi units is obtained from the most recent LDB data available. 

For both the new units and the single and multi-units, the share that each State represents of the total is calculated and then multiplied by the total number of positions to arrive at the number of positions per State.  These two numbers are added to the base positions to arrive at total number of positions allocated per State.

Translation into Dollars:  The position total for each State is converted into dollars using an average state salary.  The “Average State salary” is calculated by taking the dollars that were awarded in the prior fiscal year and dividing these by the staff years that were allocated in the prior fiscal year.  This figure is multiplied by the total number of positions allocated per State to derive a proposed State funding level.

The total dollars that were allocated in the prior fiscal year at the national level are then multiplied by the mandatory to determine the total dollars to be allocated.  The individual State dollars are adjusted to control to this total.  Also, individual State totals are controlled so that no State experiences either a decrease or an increase greater than 4 percent (“hold harmless”) from the prior year’s allocated dollars.  After this process, funds were subtracted to cover “fee for service” costs such as for the Service Center or for NAICS forms printing.  While funding is calculated and controlled at the State level, the funds are summed by region and distributed at the regional level. 


Variables Defined:

 Single Units – 1998/1 units with MEEI codes of 1, 4, or 6 PLUS UI accounts (2) not meeting BEL LESS establishments with zero employment and wages in the 4th quarter.

Multi Units – Employers meeting BEL requirements.

New Units – New UI accounts according to ETA 581 report.

See attached spreadsheet “ES-202_FY2000_Summary_Funding.XLS”


Mass Layoff Statistics Program

For 1996, MLS program managers began by compiling the number of identified State claims and State establishments from 1994 and 1995 and determined that 60 percent of establishments and 40 percent of the resources should continue to be allocated according to the distribution of initial claims.  Each State was, as in previous years, provided with the equivalent of at least one staff year of funding for the program.  Finally, program managers considered the average State salary in adjusting funding levels.

Variables Defined:

State 20-49 Establishments – Establishments with employment levels of 20-49.

State 50 + Establishments – Establishments with employment levels of 50 or more.

State Initial Claims – Number of initial UI claims in 1998.

See attached spreadsheet “MLS_FY2000_Summary_Funding.XLS”

.




One-Stop LMI Grant Program

Below is a description of the One Stop Core Product funding.  The original formulae were developed in 1994.   The formula was changed in July 1999 to accommodate the inclusion of the JTPA State and Local Planning funding variable which is based on the number of Service Delivery Areas (SDAs) within a State.   In 1999, ETA distributed $27 million toward Core Products and Services.  The sample funding shows the State share and dollar amount. 

Territories Fund Allocation
Because Guam and the Virgin Islands have such a small Civilian Labor Force (CLF), the ALMIS team base funds should be set aside off the top to guarantee these areas an amount which hire at least a part-time analyst.   In 1999, from the base of $27,000,000, $25,000 for each of the territories of Guam and Virgin Islands.   These two territories would also receive .0024 percent based on their share of the national CLF.   For 1999's allocation ETA used the December 1998 CLF figures as published by BLS in the March 1999 Employment and Earnings.  [American Samoa was not included in the calculations.  It is felt they have not little or no contact with the regional office; that formula grants sent there in the past have not been utilized.]

Funds Based on the Number of Service Delivery Areas (SDAs)
In 1999 there were 617 Service Delivery Areas (SDAs) which were the basis on funding allocation for the JTPA State and Local Planning (S & L) grants.   Each State was permitted to define and determine how many SDAs there would be in their State.   As a way of comparison, Illinois and North Carolina have roughly the same number of SDAs (26 vs. 25, respectively) even though Illinois has nearly twice the CLF.  The State and Local Planning Grants were approximately $5 million a year.  When ETA absorbed the S & L Planning grants into the Core Products and Services Grants in 1999, some variable had to be created to hold harmless the States who were accustomed to receiving funds that way.

ETA credited $3,000 for every SDA a State had.  This variable accounts for $1,851,000 (617 x $3,000) of the $27,000,000 base.

Funds Based on State Entity
ETA allocated 40 percent of the remaining funds ($10,010,874) equally among the States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico.  The rationale for this variable was to give small populated States and large ones equal treatment when covering costs that are uniform from State to State, regardless of size.

Sample Fund Allocation
Finally, ETA than allocated 60 percent of the remaining funds ($15,016,311) based on the relative share of the CLF in all 54 jurisdictions (50 States, District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Virgin Islands). 

Variables Defined:

Labor Force 12/98 – State labor force in December 1998.

Number of SDAs – Number of Service Delivery Areas in State.

See attached spreadsheet “One-Stop-LMI_FY2000_Summary_Funding.XLS”
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