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Preface

This Volume contains the results of the field
work and analysis under this contract. it
also contains a description of an integrated
management system which we belibve provides the
proper conceptual framework for relating output
standards to the inputs and other internal ES
factors. Our findings have led us to conclude
that only an integrated approach should-be used
in further developnent of 132P (output) type
measure and perforlaance standards (inputs).
Chapter one sets t L.. stage by dasrribing and
illustrating the relationship of outputs and
inputs within the conceptual framework. Chapters
two and three presLnt dtailed risings of our
project.



Chapter I

L'TEGRATED MANAGEMENT SYSTEM FOR ES .

A. Theory of Integrated Manament_System

As a result of out,imvestigations of the Balanced
,Placement Formula and the surveys for developing a
methodology to establish Performance Standards we
have concluded that an additional product should be
developed for integrating these two management tools
and.several others in a unified system.

The cornerstone for such a system is a method for
estimating ES placement potential at the labor area
level, for setting output performance standards or
norms,'for measuring output performance against the
standards, and for compiling a summary performance
score similar to that now computed via the BPF at the
State level.

The results of such a methodology would be used in two
ways. First, for funding allocation purposes, a state
composite score would be calculated via a weighted
summation of labor area scores, and the state allo-
cation of funds 'would be performance-adjusted based on
the state's deviation from its own internal performance
norms, instead of a national average. Second, the
methodology would identify poor performing areas within
a state that neeffspecial attention.

A number of diagnostic tools currently under develop-
ment and testing could be utilized to identify 'possible
causes of poor performance in the labor area The
handbook for' location of ES local offices could help
to assess the appropriateness of current locations and
the need to close, move or open offices. The Handbook
for Anal zin Local ES Performance, developed under
t Is contract, prow des tools, or analyzing local office
resource utilization, service ratios and key quality
factors, and the Methodology Guide for Establishing Input
and Output Standards may lead to specific numeric standards
for utilization oU input resources. The Management Audit
Survey developed ,by IBRIC could be used .to identify specific
weaknesses in management practices.

Each of these tools should be integrated into the existing
yrcd w!+..h othcr elArtinc

tools to identify potential causes of poor performance
and to develop a corrective action plan, through intelligent
use of analysis results in light of the real constraints
and needs of the specific labor area.



At this level of organization, management is' often
carried out by a single individual who is required to
balance the needs of several programs and systems which
are separately administered at the state and national
level. Conflicts between separate systems and programs .

can create severe problems for such local managers.
When programs and systems have -been integrated, thereby
preventing the ES from being in conflict with itself,
these local managers work most efficiently. This
requirement is particularly important in the design
of management systems, for raising efficiency. Only
an integrated non-conflict management systeM can combine:
the incentives for producing placements, expressed by
the Balanced Placement Formula, with the diagnostic and
prescriptive features of the Performance Staadards
Survey Methodology, the Management Audit System, the
Self Appraisal System, and POSARS.

In the integrated management system we are envisioning
here, these currently separate systems will be organized
into a unified package of tools focused upon the
problemi and operations of the local manager. Infor-
mation, derived from ESARS and Cost ACcounting, will be
fed back. to the local manager to be used to diagnose
performance. Based upon a "typology" of the labor area
in combination with an estimating formula a "potential
for placement" that applies to the local community will
be established. This potential sets goals for the
labor area and establishes a BPF that can be applied
at that local level. The BPF score that reflects the
local operation indicates whether improvements may be
possible upon deeper analysis. The Performance
Standards Survey and the Management Audit r=ystem are
management tools that can be brought to bear in analyzing
such local ES operations with an aim to improving per-
formance. ror example, the HwAbook for AnalyaLEIL2m1
ES Performance describes modia operations of the place-
gaunt tlystem which permit comparisons with actual opera-
tions. By using this comoarison,local managers can pin-
point L.he. ,:!omponcAnts of the placement process that could
be improved or modified.

Asressi%g nutout Performance

In the 2.ntegrated management system the assessment of
output pfztrformance will be made by comparing actual
performance against a potential for placement developed
through an examination of the external factors in the
local labor area. in Volume 3 ( Methodology Guide)

wL1.1 bt! foun.d. in
coAceptethe labor arc 7o.n be typed on the basis of
a few significant extern:il variables such as the total
enployment,and then its potential for placement
estimated by a formula which accounts for additional
e%ternal variables. The formula will be developed in

2



the next major phase of the development of ES performance
Standards when data on many labor areas will be analyzed. The
result of that development will be an estimating formula
Which yields a value for placements that an "average"
labor area of each type would have/given the external
factors that actually exist in any specific labor
area. Actual placements achieved by the ES in the
specific area can then be compared to this "potential"
to give a local score (just as the BPF provides a
State score). This local "BPP score" will indicate
whether improvements may be possible upon deSper analy-
sis. If such improvements seem possible, the deeper
analysis will utilize tools such as the Handbook for
Analvzina Local ES Performance, the survey techniques
and analysis developed in this project.

C. Assessing Input Performance

Diagnosing the cause for discrepancy between actual
and potential ES performance/ the next step in this
process, requires an assessment of input performance.
When the integrated management system has been fully
developeda number of alternative tools for making the
diagnosis will be available. We view the Handbook for
Analyzing Local ES Performance/ developed by this
project, as the most important alternative. It will
provide measures on three scales:

a. Resource allocation and efficiency.

b. Service percentages reflecting the extent of each
placement component in the total service delivered
by the ES.

c. A check on the key quality factors reflecting the
conformance between the actual practices compared
to the generally accepted way to carry out the
placement process.

On each scale the actual performance will be compared
to model measures for offices of the same type. Differ-
ences between these two (actual vs. model) will be
examined to account for differences between potential
and actual output performance. The validity of the
model will be based upon the large survey planned for
the.next step (the establishment of input, standards).
High-performing labor areas are expected, in that sur-
\icy/ to sLailar putzerns of measures and to
thereby provide the models for the Standards. The
examples in the next section illustrate the concept of
this analysis. Two offices in our survey are compared
instead of an actual office and a model. (Models cannot
be developed until the large survey has been completed.)

3



D. Planning for Improvement

To illustrate the form in which the data can be analyzed
and some potential uses of the data, Table I on the
following page shows the results of applying the method-
ology to two-local offices. Part A of the Table shows the
percent of resources allocated to each category in the
placement process. The categories were defined by the
process described above and can be related directly to
codes used in the official time-distribution system.
(The alphabetic codes were developed and used in the data
collection at the local office level to avoid confusion
between time recording on the survey time ladders and time
coding'on the time distribution sheets.)

The' local office manager has planning and budgeting stan-
dards of comparison for resource utilization and service
ratios from the Plan of Service System and has data on
performance per unit of resources from POSARS. Comparing
the results of the survey with the data from official
sources, the manager can compare his actual resource util-
ization and intermediate outputs with his plan, and can
validate the official figures. He can also review the
data on key quality factors for each activity against avail-
able (published or personal) standards of performance and
identify staff training needs in the state-of-the-art.

The area manager or field supervisorv,given-data-from
several local offices, can compare input resource util-
ization with intermediate and final outputs to identify
potential areas for correction. in the examples, LO 2
has a much lower number of Monthly placements per equiv-
alent staff position than does. 1.0 1. LO 1 devotes
relatively more resources to employer service and to file
search and call-in, and less to application-taking and
counseling. It has higher service ratios for referral
in%:erviewing, and a better rating on employer service
wality factors. A field supervisor could use such
c=parative data, even in the absence of validated stan-
dards, to examine the causes of such differences, including.
the effects of external economic factors, etc., and to
develop a plan for Improving performance in the second
local office.

This example illustrates the potential for applying such
methods in the diagnostic process even on an interim
basis. It also illustrates the potential pitfalls of
ap:vi71 standare
can be developed in accordance with the methodology and
plans which will be a part of the end product of this

4 9



Table /. Example of Data Compilation from On-Site Survey
Of 2 Local Offices

Resource Allocation for Placement Process Component
Activities

AT APPLICATION TAKIN(
CS CM:UNITY SERVICE
CO COUNSELING
'ES EMPLOYER SERVICE
PC FILE SEARCH/CALL-IN
JD JOB DEVELOPMENT
J/S JOB INFORMATION SERVICE
JO JOB ORDER TAKING
RE RECEPTION
RC REFERRAL CONTROL
RI REFERRAL INTERVIEWING
TE TESTING
VE VERIFICATION/VALIDATION
Non-Placement Subtotal

*XC CETA
*XE EFS STUDY
*XF CLERICAL
*XI SICK

L0,-1 (%) L011-2 (%)

8.1 14.5
1"-, T.6
2.1 11.0
6.1 2.2

1.5 2.1
1.9 2.7
4.5 -6.6
4.3 '0.3

11.3
2.5 0.1
2.0 1.3
43.2 41.7

0.0
0.5

11.2
4.4

*XJ JOB CORPS, FOOD STAMP, UI, ETC. 1.0
*XM MEETING, TRAINING 6.6
*XS SUPER., MANAGEMENT, ETC. 6.5'
*XV VACATION, ANNUAL LEAVE 5.8
*XX PERSONAL, COFFEE BREAK, ALL ELSE 7.2

1.6
1.0
8.9
2.4
2.7
0.4
4.4
5.0

11.8

B. Selected Service Ratios (Percent of-Traffic)

Application Taking
Referral Interviews

44.0%
60.5%

46.9%
51.9%

C. Selected Quality Factors:

. % Responding Employers Answering "YES"

Does an ES representative contact you
regularly? 75% 43%

.u,

does he/she appear to be knowledgeable
of the current labor market? 93% 50%

D. Monthly Placements per Equivalent
Position 45.8% 28.6%

10



project, but such standards can never be used in a
rote cookbook manner to prescribe changes in the
organization or functioning of the ES. The need for
such changes must always be identified on the basis
of sub-standard output performance, and corrective
plans must always take into account the specific
realities and constraints of the individual labor



Chapter II
. .

FINDINGS FROM RESEA00H INTO THE BALANCEn PLACEMENT FORMULA
AND IMPLICATIONS FOR OUTPUT STANDARDS FOR

THE UNITED STATES EMPLOYMENT SERVICE

A. Introduction

The broad objectives of the Employment Service are: (1) to
pfovide service necessary to assist job seekers to obtain
suitable employment, (2) to provide service to employers
necessary to aid them to obtain qualified workers, (3) to
provide technical services to employers to facilitate their
hiring and use of veterans, disadvantaged/ and other workers,
and (4) to provide occupational and la r .ket information
to job seekers And'employers and to employer, r, educa-
tional, manpower planning and' other organizations and agencies,
in the community in need of such information.

. BPF Handbook for FY 1975, P. 1.

These broad objectires have existed throughout most of the
history of the Employment Service (ES). The Balanced Place-
ment (BPF) is a performance-based budgetting approach that
attempts to allocate funds to state ES agencies in an
equitable manner,based on the quantity and quality of their
actual performance with respect to the objectives. First
introduced in a limited way late in FY 1973, the BPF was
expanded and used as the basic method for allocating Title III
ES grants funds to the states in FY 1975 and, with research-
based revisions, it is being used in FY 1976.

Although the concept of performance-based budgeting is
generally accepted throughout the ES system, the application
of the BPF in FY 1975 caused concern among the states,
particularly those who lost funds, about the soundness and
equity of the BPF. The concerns were of three types. First,
do the performance measures in the BPF adequately measure .ES
performance in relation to the broad objectives, and does
the formula contain incentives to improve the quantity and
quality of performance? Second, can the formula be manipulated
by individual states to their advantage without Improving the
basic quality or quantity of performance? Third, is the
formula inequitable in the sense of rewarding or penalizing
states whose perforftiance is high or low as a, result of external
c7rmor-c r?ctors that make it easier to provide services in
some states and harder in others, but over which the ES has

. . _

To help answer these questions and to assist in refining and
improving the BPF for FY 1976, research was undertaken in
the fall of 1974 to examine the internal structure of the

7. Si
.
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formula and the relationship of external economic conditions
to ES performance. A data base was created, multi-variate
analyses of the internal and external factors were performed,
and a sirulation model c: as constructed. Because the ress;4:-c.
.was decision-driven, written and oral reports were prepared
for specific purposes in support of the revisions being made
to the BPF for FY 1976.

Significant oral presentations were conducted as follows:

1. Presentation to the Meeting on Improvement~ in the
Balanced Placement Formula, October 23, 1974.

2. Presentations to ASPER, November 6 and December 6, 1974.
t-.

3. Presentation to the MA Executive Staff Meeting,
Boston, Mass., December 12, 1974.

4. Presentation to MA Executive Staff; January 21, 1975.

Findings were presented in writing as follows:

1. Written Presentation to Meeting on Improvements
in the BPF, October 23, 1974.

2. Interim Report of Findings and Recommendations,
November 25, 1974.

3. Memorandum on Representation of Women in the FY76 BPF,'
December 5, 1974.

4. Memorandum on Contingency Plans for Allocating
Resources, January 6, 1975.

5. Memorandum on the Effects of Unemployment on ES
Placement Performance: Policy Implications,
January 10, 1974

In' addition, very substantial time and effort was devoted
to supporting the finalization of the BPF for FY76 and to
preparing the actual calculations for each state. At the
requast of the ES, we agreed to use the data processing fa-
AliLies originally constructed for the analysis of the BPF
to support actual final calculations and printing of the
funding allocations to the states. Although this was expected
!-.;) be'an inexpensive by-product of the research process at the
time the agreement was made, in actual practiCe the decision

ell t4-s rPI,:urcr7 J.

the BIT research effort during the months of January and February.

13



Many trial BPF runs were needed: each included a complete
set of six pages of worksheets for each state, showing per-
formance data for both FY74 and FY75; the computation of
performance ratios compared to the national averages, ant-
the total summary performance score; plus a seventh page
applying the performance adjustment, the unemployment
adjustment, and the national budget cut to arrive at a new
total of dollars and man-years to be allocated to each state.
In addition, a one-page summary sheet was prepared, showing
FY75 man-years and FY76 man-years and dollars allocated to
each state.

For each state, 78 performance items were combined through
approximately 240 calculations to arrive at the total adjusted
performance score, and 6 budget items were adjusted through
13 calculations to arrive at the final allocation.' Each
complete run required about 13,000 calculations and the
printing of approximately the same number of figures. It is
safe to say that preparation of the BPF in time for the
February 28 distribution date would have been impossible
without our support.

This Chapter presents an overview of the BPF, the significant
findings relating to the internal structure, of the BET, and
research into thi effects of external factors on ES performance.
For the convenience of the reader who is not interested in all
details, many of the tables and charts are included in appendices
to this Volume.



S. slln,ncea Place,-nnt Formlla

The BPF for FY75 and for FY76 consists essentially of a
of :-crfolnancc ratios that are cenbined in a weighted

summation to yield a summary performance score for each state.
Tr)rked olat examples for the two years.are included as
Appendix A to this Chapter. The FY75 BPF had 27 measures
of performance for each state; the FY76 version has 30 Measures.
Each measure for each state is divided by the national average
-for the measure, resulting in a credit index that is equal to
100 for a state whose performance is equal to the average.
rae credit indexes are combined to yield a summary score for
the state through a weighted summation process, where the
eights are b'udget or policy weights whose sum is 100 percent.
h detailed arithmetic statement of the FY76 BPF is contained
in Appendix B. The Exhibit on the following page compres
:he components of the performance measurement part of the
f,)rmula and shows the initial budget weights for the two
ascar years.

Thx3 result of the calculations is a summary performance score
that is equal to 100 percent for a state whose overall per-
'-'crmace was equal to the national average, with better-
lerforming states having higher scores. In actual use, the
,'175 formula resulted in scores ranging frOm 75 percent to
...S percent and the FY76 formula yielded scores ranging from
7 percent,to 150 percent.

-',!:_tro are three technical. reasons for the larger range in
t: FY76 formula. 'Referring to the Exhibit the pie chart
!nr FY75 show; 25 percent weight given to employment'assis-
2.cc servics, This was intended to encourage maintenance

'7uch services. Of these, performance was measured only ,

Jr tc.sting (the t,; lack of data for the others). As a
rksuit, '20 percent of the weight was constant for all states,
1.1mtinr7 7ho ,:ange of scores. (This also had the effect: of
ilving ,soh of the measured items an effective weight that

higher taanthe apparent weight in the ratio 1.00/80 or
A.S) :' the FY76 formula, all items were measured.

second reason for the larger range of scores in the
f)nMt17-3. is that several of the performance measures were

to irrirove the formula. The third reason is that
i:;c1.2o,i for azIlstI.ng for unemployment, the only external

Lt.:)r taken into account in the formula, was changed. Both
cl:n4cs bad-in part. on r-eseezch results
1.4t..1r is this Chapter where they will be discussed

10
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The summary score is used to compute pexformance-adjusted
man-years for the next fiscal year, from a starting point of
the current fiscal year allocation. To limit the overall
effect of the BPF on the state allocations, to plus or minus
10 percent, a range designed to avoid disruption due to too
large an increase or decrease in funds, a compression factor
was applied to the resultant scores, as shown in.the examples
in Appendix A (Table 6 for FY75 and Table III for FY76). The
actual computation steps used in the BPF to determine the
final allocation for each state are rather confusing and
tend to obscure the real effect of the BPF on allocations.
These steps show initial adjusted man-years, adjusted changes,
interim allocations and the final basic allocation. Reduced
to its simplest form, the BPF summary score has an effect only
on relative shard's of ES resources. A state that has 10 percent
of national ES man-year resources this year and has performance
equal to the national average will get 10 percent of eext
year's man-years (adjusted for unemployment). A state starting
with 10 percent that has a performance score of 110 percent
would get 11 percent of next year's resources; if its score
is 90 percent, it will get 9.1 percent. The arithmetic state-
ment of this is in Appendix B.

The published computational steps 'also obscure the effects of
national policy decisions. For FY76, the final published
Table III. C. 8 showed that the amount of funds available for
distribution through the BPF was about 20 percent less than
the amount needed to fund the man-years "needed" by the states.
r the 20 percent, 5 percent was due to the method used to

illjkl for unemployment, 5 percent was due to changes in the
Method for funding labor market information services and
emnigration certifications, and the remaining 10 percent was
due to a reduction in the national ES budget. The BPF per-
fermance adjustment had no effect on these changes, but the
e!esentetion of r;e5alts does net make this clear.

eTelysis_of Internal BPF Performance Measures and Structure

1. Purpose end Method

he aealysis of internal' factors in the BPF was originally
designed to answer four questions relevant to improving
the WIT for FY 1977:

a. Of the performance ratios in the formula, which ones
have the greateete-ffec-t-eirthe--ieekt-ieladj-ueeted--
allocation of man-years?

b. '01th-t. tr dix]4,--44c. cf
1z. 'Lie Wbat are the inter-relations among
the items?
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c. Are there scale effects, such that the absolute or
relative'size of the numerator or the denominator
of the various ratios is closely related to the
initial allocation?

d. How sensitive are the.results to the policy weights
and budget weights employed in the formula?

To answer these questions for the FY75 BPF and to test
alternate versions of the FY76 BPF, a series of statistical
analyses was performed with the state as the unit of
observation:

a. Analysis of the simple correlations of each of the
performance ratios with the initial change in man-Year
allocation, and with each of the other performance
ratios identified duplicative and/or counter-productive
elements in the FY75 BPF and indicated directions for
changes in the BPF for FY76.

b. Step-wise multiple regression analyses, with the
percent change in man-years as the dependent variable
and the performance ratios as the independent or
explanatory variables were used to identify:

(1) Which of the performance ratios. make the greatest
contribution in a step-wise analysis;

(2) Which variables are significantly related to
the dependent variable when all variables are
included.

c. A simulation model was developed which has the
capability to project the effects of manipulation
of performance measure data, the impact of alternate
spe'cifications of performance measures, the effects
of different sets of policy weights, and the conse-
quences of different budget weights. The simulation
model utilizes a series of equations which correspond
to the computational methods embodied in the FY76 BPF.

Based on the results of the prior analysis, a series
of scenarios was formulated in close cooperation with
the Manpower Administrations the actual state (performance

--data-for-FY73-and tor_Fia_mere processed through the
model; and the resultant projected man-year fillbcations
for each scenario have been compared with the actual
for 17.; to azce.rtain of the DPP to
changes in each of the items.

18
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2, Analysis oc the FY75 BPF and use of the results in
the FY76 BPF

a; Analv6is

(1) Relationships between individual measures and
the summary score

The first 'step in the statistical analysis was to
examine the correlations among the factcrs in the
FY75 BPF on a cross - sectional basis among the 52
states (Including D.C. and Puerto Rico). The simple
correlations of each of the 27 performance ratios;
the nnemployment rate, and the number of man-years
paid are presented in Table :I-l.

It was. nxpect.?.d that, since each performance ratio
is arithmetically related to the percent change in
m::n-year.s, all performance correlations would be non-
negative, As can be seen in Table II-1, this expecta-
tion was not fulfilled with respect to the 'group of
ratios .:,.r3er. the heading Percent of Individuals Placed
by Type cf Job. Only 3 ratios (Duration less than
4 days, Skill Level VI, and Wage Rate under $1.60)
',ere eik_inificantly positively correlated, and all 3
had the lowest weight (1) in their group. One
rdtiea (Dliration over 150 days, policy weight 3) was
negativlly correlated.

The Ilnet711)yn,ent rate was not significantly correlated.
Thr o''manyears paid teas negatively correlated
=?itb per ,:n` changa in man-years, which was expected,
1)a5s,d z.::-Irts that the larcast states faced the
!-10 *ttt FY75 TPF allocation process. However,
restilts pre..:cntnd later in .this report lend to dif-
fe!:1,-t inte:*protatir.Ins in relation. to both of these items.

(2) Of Jobs

-abl presents tho corrclations among the per-
r tto.; or TH/es olf Jobs. In the original

fcr .naiysis .Lt exoactpa that significant
co.::elations . :Dada be found between, for
,gh waae levels and highskill levels, and

,%e?:wa.n ancrt-askration jobs and low-skill levels. To

1.,:.rcent 14divido,:ls placed in short-term jobs is
' "7 711 T. -.t17 ITT, 11

r'orlfaltit-A with Ucli Levels V and VI;
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Table II-1 Correlation of FY75 Elpr Performance Factors
with Initial Percent Change in Man 'Years (dMY)

'Correlation with Percent
Performance Factor Change in Man Years*

6" Individuals Placed, Percent of Plan (IP /Pln) .447
Placehle3t Transactions, Percent of Plan (P/Pln) .518

1 Individuals Placed per Man-Year (IP/MY)
L. Placements Transactions per Man -Year (P/MY)

.845
1-

Percent of Target Groups Placed:

L. Veterans
Minority
Poor

L.
Handicapped
UI Claimants
Youth

L.

Older Workers

Percent of Individuals Placed by Type of Job:

L

L

(V/VA &R)
(m/mA&R)
(P/PA&R)
(H/HA&R)
(UI/UIA&R)
(Y/YA&R)
(0/0A&A)

:76::

.580

.557

.581

.483

.629

Duration: Less than 4 days
4-150 days
'over 150 days

Skill Level: I

IV
V
VI

Wages: Under $1.60
$1,60-2.49
$2.50 and over

Penetration Rate
Percent of Openings Filled

" Individuals Tested (GATE and NATB) as a
Percent of Individuals Ccunreled

Individuals Tested (Other) as a
Percent of Openings Received

Dnemplcvment Rate
EX73 Ilan Years Paid

.111
-.3E9

-.274
-.080
-.291
.282
.198
.470

.336

.071
-.184

.831

.846

.522

.293

.070
-.313.

Iftw A COrrOla LieJn cout:iicient must exceed .3GO to be statistically significant
at thc: .05 level,
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and the percent placed in long erm jobs is negatively
correlaecd with percent placed in the lowest wage jobs.
The other significant correlations between duration and
skill, however, present a mixed picture.

Of most interest in Table 11-2 are the correlations
between meezeres of the same type. Among the Duration
measures, percent placed in jobs over 150 days is
negatively correlated with the other t.wo categories.
In particular, the correlation with percent placed in ,

jobs 4-150 days is -.873, a negative correlation
implying a direct tra -off between the two categories;
similarly, among the $1.60 - 2.49 category and the $2.50
and over category. h Skill Level categories have a- --
mixtere of positive and negative inter-correlations.

The reason fox the of -'served inter-correlations appear
to have more to do with the technical specification
of the ree:ures than with the substance of the per-
t) -ece iting measured. As an example, in the
Du; meesure, .:ach category is defined as eppli-4
cantr e7aced in that eategory as a percent of all
applieaets viaced. Therefore, arithmetically, the
percent in ole categoey increases, the percent in one
or both of the other two must decrease. Furthermore,
since the policy eierhts (live higher rewards for
ite:reased pereentagea in the longer duration categories*

i3 ee incentive to manipulate the data by
recelle'ing or the original job order form, the highest
rel,atoe 7on, te similarly for Skill Level and Wage
natl. Beeauae tNrewas no item in the FY75 BPF to
co::etethelance ech manipulation, states may well
h Ave lndertn-pn it. Recommendations to correct
tel's proeaee e:e refeleeted in the 'Y76 BPF analyzed.
In S:e:tior

(ii Tee .at 7.eteaee

i a set of ( relations was studied to test
ueels that 'e,ese states who placed higher
-eehasie OA Vice to the disadvantaged' and

re etr.e seneirl te,Igee groups were penalized by the,
11",71:. Flak: heecteesis can be .t>erived from a

fremeeor enich deals with a given labor
at:e, at a Oiteil, po_L-:t-4-n_t_ime.,__m_ith relatively fixed ,
r e-oureer. :This ,s equivalent to treating the ES 4

le t .7ce.e.eclecP firm operating on a Marshallian

see to i.ypoehsis, even if true, would not
ileceesirily be testable using aggregate statewide data
re.::: ectieg ES adiu.stments to changing policies,

r.-:;ources over time.
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From the correlations presented in Table II-1, it
is clear that better service to the target groups
is positively correlated with the FY75 BPF alloca-
tion. Table 11-3 diselays the correlations among
several of these performance measures. The first
item, Individuals Placed as a Percent of Plan (IP/Pin)
is, significantly correlated only with percent. of
Openings Filled (OF/OR). The lack of a relationship
to other items possibly reflects the :feet thet plans
are adjusted quarterly via negotiation between the
state and the regional office in responce to elienging
conditions in the state. For this rcasna and because
the planning process as a whole has impracfsion, it
is recommended that performance in relation to plan
be eliminated from the BPF.

Of significant interest is that the rat of Place-
ments per man-year (IP/MY) is postively correlated
with the percent of each target group placed aad
with penetration of the job market (OR/Emp and OF/OR) .

In addition, the placement rate for each target group
is positively correlated with the rate foe evety other
group and with renetration of the job market. Theee
findings indicate that the better perrormanee states tend
to do a better job according to most measel)s of performanc

TWo other items in Table II -3 are of ietereet. First,.
the state unemployment rate (U), which vighi: he expected
to be negatively related to ES performance, is in fact
negatively correlated only with the placenent rote for
handicapped applicants. (The relationship of unemploy-
ment and other external factors to ES performance is
Zurther-explored in Section C of this Chapter.)
Second, size of the ,Er agency,,as meaeured by-man-years
(MY), has a significant negative correlerAen with only
performance measeles (IP/MY, P/PA&R, and OR/Emp),

although it tenis,to.be negatively related to all
measures. It does not appear that site alone is a
najor factor in ES performance or in the FY75 BPF
allocation process.

b. MuiLiple Regression Aaalysis

The correlation analysis presented thug does not
permit conclusions about the sensitivity 'of she
BPF allocation process to each of tleefautors when
all factors are taken into account at the same time.
P-r rer-rr,rr4rn 2a1713.4 is an.
appropriate tool. A step-wise analysis selects iirst
the factors hecting the greatest value in expleining
the end result and therefore identifies the factor:;

19
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Table 11-3 Correlations Nnong Selected FY75
LPF Perfozmance M,:!asures*

/1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)

(1) IPP" 1.000 .295 .174 .05'/ .020 .160 .193 .020 .064 .166 .479 -.107

(2) 1003 .730 .5/7 .478 .312 .483 .378 .581 .646 .63' -.121 -.320

(3) V/VA 1.000 .692 .474 .792 .794 .457 .867 .556 .618 -.254 -.108

1.000 .771 .631 .543 .663 .722 .527 .441 -.193

(5) P/7%: 1.000 .520 .453 .549 .485 .592 .355 -.193 -.338

boa. (5) FIF 1.000 .819 .532 .774 .373 .422 -.427 -.220

(7) Cif": fat 1.000 .460 .716 .347 .524 -.273 -.065
ua

(3) YrS"- 1.000 .472 .440 .333 -.10C -.263

(9) 1.000 .521 .487 -.269 -.011
(1G) OR/:'" 1.000 .544 .198 -.344

(11) OF/ '): 1.000 -.052 -.130

(12) U 1.000 -.044

(13) MY 1.000

4:=4.
*See Table -t-1 for explanation of abbreviations



to which the allocation formula is most sensitiee.
Because each factor in the formula is arithreetically
related to the end result of the formula through
policy weights an...". weiehts, one woeld expect
the regression analysis to explain 100 percent of
the variation in end results (and in fact the equa-
tions should become overCetermined).

Appendix C.1 presents the detailed resullt of the
analysis. The dependent varieble wee, p--eone change
in man-years. The independent or explaneto-e veriables
include all 27 FY75 EPP performance rative, plus FY73
total man-years (included to test the partial relation-
ship of this item to the dependent variable). Of all
27 performance ratios, enly le were statistecally
significant in the analysis. This is due primarily
to the inter -- correlations among the ratios, especielly
those relating to Types of Jobs. FY73 re:et-fears aleo
was not significant.

However, the sincle most important factor both as
measured by size r"' coefficient and by percent of
variance explained es the unemployment rata. (This
result is reliable, because the unemployment rte is
uncorrelated with the performance measures.) The
size of the impact is attributable both to the size
of the adjustment in FY75.BPF Table 3 and to tl:e fact
that the adjustment applies uniformly-to 60 percent
of the formula weight. (In fact, the adjustment applies
to 75 percent of the variable portion of the formula.
Deducting the 20 percent fixed weights in Table 5,
leaves 80 percent variable weights. 60/80=.75.)
the unemployment rate by itself bears little relation.1
ship to the indivileal ES performance ratios, it is
clear that the BPF allocation results are unduly
affected by the Py75 method of adjustment.

Additional analyses were performed, using policy-
weighted performance latioSe credit indexes, and
adjusted budget weights as the explanatory variables.
In each case, the results with respect to unemeloy-
oant were similar, alteoegh the analysis using
adjusted budget weights obvicusiy showed all factors
as significant, due to the arithmetic relationship to
the dependent variable.

c. Simulation

To permit testing the effects of various menipulation
scenarios. for the FY75 BPF and to test elternate formu-
lations of the FY74; BPF, a generalized simulation model
was created. The general 1?ormula fer the model is
similar to that in Appendix B.
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The simulation system relies upon a data base of
;;S performance data for each. For th4 FY75 BPF,
this data base was created directly f om performance
dntn ccntzinnd cr the nPF forms. For FY76 testing,
FY74 performance data was extracted from ESARS tapes
containing FY74 reports from each of the 52 states.
All policy weights were external parameters which
would be modified at will. Policy weights (PW) are
integers which can be set at any value. For example,
to exclude any particular performance ratio from a
particular test of the formula, the PW can be set to
zero and similarly for budget weights.

In preparation for the October 23, 1974, BPF Review
Meeting, three simulations were performed, even
though none was planned prior to December 1, according
to our original project schedule. The results of
these simulations are summarized in the first three
tables of Appendix D. In the first simulation, each
of 5]. states (excluding Puerto Rico) was assumed to
have achieved a 10 percent increase in productivity
for placement transactions, with' all other performance
relationships (ratio of transactions to individuals
placed, placement rate of target groups, etc.) held
constant.

Overall, -Vstates, including 4 of the 8 lowest per-
forming, and 3 of the 5 highest, would have experienced
no significant improvements in man-year allocations had
they had 10 percent higher productivity, 4 states
would have improved by an average gain of approximately
10 percent and the remaining 40 states would have
improved by an average of about 5 percent.

Next, it was assumed that each state would manipulate ,

data on Types of Jobs such that 10 percent of place-
ments would be reported in the next higher category
for each-of the items in FY75 BPF Table 2B. Only
2 states would have benefited more than 5 percent
from the manipulation.

In the third simulation it was assumed that the un-
employment rate adjustment was eliminated from the
FY75 BPF. If this were done, 11 states would have
gained at least 5 percent in man-year allocation,
10 states would have lost 5 percept and 30-states
would have stayed the same. The distribution change

S7 4"1" 4.=1!--c---11--A- 4-11a 1-?1* of =c.!-.1-11
tai at tae

rate adjustmant affected the low-performing states and
the high-performing states equally, although not
necessarily equitably.
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d. Summari

Si..w.lations of th.1.1 FY75 nu w,ara limited to the threes_
described herein, because ES national, regional and
state recorioctrf,ations, and tha results of the analysi.s
reported herein all pointed toward significant
in the BIT for ry76 which, while retaining most of the
basic conce?ts of the rY75 B11, would improve the
formula, inc.-v,se ipcentives to improve ES performance',
and reduce t:-,, potential for manipulation; Briefly,
tho rombined rcommendw.ions included e:imination of
planned performance, addition of measures of penetra
tion of the potential anplicant market', revision.of
the specification of me3sures of types of.jobs,
replacement if the cour.scling and testing items, and
elimination of fixLd

3. .Analysis of the BPF for rY76

a. Intrc.duction

As indicatz:: in the preceding Section, a number of
changer t..ere racommended for incorporation into the
FY7f5 ba,ed on research and upon the actual

usirl the FY75 EAT. To teat the
effoots of thee:e c.hanges, the general simulation
imAel was use to Lest srverc.1 versions:
R,Iplicati!on co! tha FT:5 BPF new (F774) perf6rmance
.ULa; lqd alt.1.;rnalo BFF's iefI:acting new specification4

l:Ilt-3n the FY75 BP7 and
oltaxnuti: a 4::Zted fol3ows, With

-o :1:ow;,err (s.le AppentUx A) :

:;0-1 rf the Job Mrlt.:kt
n : ,a emplojAe

,=;, 1' ' is placing inii-viftals
nzont in aprroximat4ly

pet.: ,*;flOyMent in those
ot ;t1:1 u.S. smployment.

tx,ployment waL analu0e.

1 tc. J.e:sure effectivener,s in
. t porti.72.1. The measure .

t% = .1=, 7c--:e-!als as a percen!t
t'rA.

"6
e
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(3) ItemIIAL Placement Rate Of Target Groups has been
expanded to include women and migrants as target
groups.

Women were 'included because national data show
that the placement rate of women is lower than
men, total and in the minority and poor target
groups; that women are under-represented among
the other target groups, especially veterans;
and that women are more likely to be,p1aced in
jobs with low wage rates.

Migrants were included in response to recent
court decisions and MA policy responses,: although
data were available only for the period 7/1/74 to
12/31/74.

(4) Item IIIB. measures openings filled in each category
as a percent of openings received in that category,
and replaces percent of applicants placed.

(5) Item IIA2. measures effectiveness in placing counseled
applicants and replaces the testing items.

(6) No hold harmless provisions or adjustments for
external factors were included, pending further
budget information and completion research into
external factors.

b. Comparison of results from FY76 alternates with
FY75 replication

Appendix Table D.4 presents detailed state-by-state
results of the simulations. For comparison, actual:
results from the FY75 BPr are also presented. Appendix
Tables D.5 through D.9 summarize the results obtained
by comparing the percent change in man-years for FY75
with the percent change that would result from each of
the four simulations for FY76.

In general, states that did well under the ry7s BPF
would also do well under each of the tested alternate
versions, and vice versa, although the dispersion-of
change was greater for the 3 alternate formulas. An
initial examination was conducted which focused on
states experiencing extreme changes from FY75 as
compared with the simulation.

2R

23



In the first case, one state (Washingt04) which had
less than 5 percent gain in FY75 had an iniicated
increase of over 25 percent in the FY75 Replication,
and had even greater gains in each of the alternatives
because the state reported much higher performance in
11774 than it had in FY73. It increased the .total.
number of individuals placed (as opposed to a general
decrease), placements per marveyear, its placement rate
for eae"' target group, and its penetration rate. At
the SaNla time, the ratio of placement transactions to
individuals placed dropped from 2.36 to 1.44. These
gains were all greater than.the national average, and
cause the high results on all simulations.

In the second case, a state (Michigan) which had a
slight loss in FY75 (-3.68 percent) would experience
a loss of more than 28 percent according to each of
the alternate formulas and an 11 percent loss on the
Replication. Michigan increased its productivity,
both absolutely and relative to the national average,
but its combined placement rate for target groups fell
absolutely (and from 69 percent to 56.8 percent
relative to the national average, which increased.)

Petetration of the puiployment market also dropped
slightly. The larger loss for Michigan under the
three alternates as compared with the FY75 Replica-
tion derives from 3 additional factors:

(1) Michigan's penetration of the applicant.potential
(defined as new applicants and renewals as a
percent-of unemployment) was 58.6 percent of the
national average, and percent placed was 92.5
percent of the ,average.. This may be due in part
to factors in the auto industry, because 47.36
percent of applicants were Us claimants (the'
group with the lowest national placement rate),.
compared with 32.83 percent nationally.

(2) Michigan received a 2 permnt increase in man-
years as a result of the unemployment adjustment
in the: ry75 Replication, omitted from the
altev.ates.

(S) Michigan did better than the national average on
Types of Jobs under the FY75 Replication, .but did
wetrse,under the alternates. The comparison data
preser:ted in Appendix TableD.10 is illustrative of

ci respecifying this item. For
trative purposes, data is also presented for
Oklahoma. (In both cases, the data for alternative
A exclude agricultural jobs.)

24
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Under the FY75 Replication, Michigan exceeded
the national weighted average percent distribu-
tion of individuals placed by type of job for all
three components of the formula, whereas Oklahoma
was lower than the national average. Comparing
the two states, Michigan had 9.8 percent of
applicants placed in jobs of less than 4 days "'-

duration, compared with 18.5 percent for Oklahoma)
it had 58.0 percent placed in jobs paying more
than $2.50, compared with 28.9 percent for
Oklahoma.

Under the FY76 Alternate A, Michigan was lower
than the national average weighted percenr75r-
openings filled by duration and skill level,
but was higher for openings filled by wage rate.
Oklahoma-filled a higher percent of jobs than
the national average in every category, and shows-
a substantial gain as a result.

The two different specifications of these measures
are both intended to provide an incentive to
states to place applicants in the highest quality
job consistent with their skills, abilities, etc.
FY75 BPF Table 2B provides this incentive, but
it may penalize those states haying relatively
fewer long-term, higher-paying jobs. The FY76
BPF provides an incentive to states-to fill all
openings received, and the policy weights proVide
an incentive to fill higher-quality jobs. It
will be noted that the national averages for
percent of jobs filled for Duration under 4 days
and for Skill Level II (Clerical, Sales and
Service) are nearly 100 percent, indicating that
perhaps there should be no weight given in the
formula.

c. Sensitivity Analysis of the FY76 BPF

To test the sensitivity of the three FY76 Alternates,
the correlation and regression analysis techniques
applied to the FY75 BPF were repeated. The correlation
analysis results can be summarized very concisely. All
performance ratios except individuals counseled as a
percent of new applicants and renewals were positively
correlated with the percent change in man-years in all
alternates, even when budget weights for the items

Th:ls rnnult C=17-4 no performance
ratios were negatively inter-correlated,-and most wcf.::
positively inter-correlated. The tables of correlations

JV
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between FY74 and FY75 performance measures and the
percent change in man-years is shown in the follow-
ing table6 Similarly, the regression analysis
results can be quickly summarized. Because the
variation in percent change in man-years was a direct
arithmetic function of the performance ratios, with
no independent variation introduced by external factors
such as the unemploymeht rate, the equation became over-
determined when the last variable is included and there
was no residual variation. The coefficients of all
ratios are positive and statistically significant.
In the actual FY76 BPF, there was some residual varia-
tion, due to the unemployment adjustment, as shown
in Appendix C.1 and C.3.

26 31.
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Correlation of FY74 and PX75-Performance Data with
PY76 DPP Percent Change in Man-Years (da)

Performance Factor
Correlation with Percent
Change in Man Years*

Individuals Placed per Man Year (IP/MY)
Placement,Transactions per Man Year (PAU)
Applicants Served (A&R/UNEMP)
Placement Rate .(IP/A&B)
Non-Agricultural Penetration (OR/Non-Ag EMP)
Non-Agricultural Fill Rate (OP/OR Non-Ag)
Agricultural Fill Rate (OF/OR Ag)
Percent of Target Groups Placed:

PY74 rn
.898
.851
.517
.800
.769
.678

-.007

:837
.866
.533
.816
.732
.769
.401

Veterans (V/VA&R) .766 .803
Minority (M/MA&R) .594 .731
Poor (P/PA&R) .680 .558
UI Claimants (UX/UIA&R) .653 .478
Migrants (MG/MGA&R) NA .193
Women (W/WA&R) .759 .721
Randicapped (H/NA&R) .734 .796
Older Workers (P/OA&R) .817 .779
Youth (Y/YA&R) .606 .622

Individuals Counseled (IC/A&R) -.055 .146
Individuals Placed After

Counseling (IPC /IC) .519 .445
Percent of Individuals Placed by Type of Job:'

Duration: Less than 4 days .274 .186
4-150 days .643 .427
Over 150 days .760 .617

Wages: Under $2.50 .616 .453
$2.50-$3.49 .590
$3.50 and Over .4 .672

Skill Level: I .350 .383
Ia .624

III .747 .516
IV .677 .649
V .536 .261

VI .435 .295

L. *Correlation coefficient must exceed .300 to be statistically
significant at the .05 level

L
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4. Remaining problems in the internal structure of the BPF

In the process of developing the Balanced Placement
Formula and revising it for use in FY76, considerable
time and attention was paid to including all quantita-
tive and qualitative measures of ES performance,,to
reflecting the many legal and judicial mandates for
services to special groups, and to providing incentives
for state'agencies to improve both the quality and
quantity of service. The incentives are reflected in
the policy weights and budget weights assigned to each
of the performance ratios. Although the BPF weights
give a surface indication of incentives, they do not take
into account some very important aspects of the problem
of weighting the parts of a summary measure.

First, the effective weight of a part of a summary measure
has two components: its explicit weight in the formula,
and its effective weight deriving from its variability.
To illustrate the problem, consider Table 11-4 on the
following page. Column (2). shows the actual budget weights
assigned in the BPF for the quantitative performance
measures, and column (3) shows the ratio of each to the
weight for individuals placed per man-year (IP/MY). This
column shows that it was intended to give half as much
weight to placement transactions (P/MY), 40 percent as
much weight to the placement rate (IP/AA), etc.

The effective relative,weights shown in column (6),
however, are quite different for most items, because
the standard reviations of most of the ratios are quite
iifferent from that of the first ratio, as shown in
columrs (4) and (5). The placement transactions per
man-year has an effective relative weight equal to 77 percent
that of individuals placed per man-year, while the effective
weight of the placement rate is only 7 percent as much,
ir.stead of the intended 40 percent. Similar calculations
could be natio with respect to the qualitative BPF measures.
To correct for this problem, it is necessary to compute
correctica factors for each measure, dividing the desired
budget weight by the standeid deviation of the measure.

elch actual performance ratio for each state
L the i'lproprio.i.e correction factor will result in adjusted
p..1.1.:Zormance ratios that enter into the formula with the
desired efft,ctive weight.

3 :3
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Table II-4 Variation and the True Effective Budget Weights of Selected
Performance Indicators Used in the FY 1976 BPF

FY74 FY76 Budget

Components of Effective Weight Effective
Relative
Weight

correction
Factor for
Desired
WeightingWeight Vatiation

Indicator Avers Actual % Ratio to IP/MY Standard Deviation Ratio to IP/MY [(3)1(5)1 [(2)4.(4))

(1) (2 (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Individuals Placed per
Man-Year Work...d (/P/MY) 139.2 .20 1 41.4 1 a 1.0048

Placement Tra,sactions

Man-Year Work. d (P/MY) 284.3 .10 .50 64.0 1.55 077 .0015

New Applicants and
Renewals as a Percent
of the Number
Unemployed (Ae/U) 80.1 .07 .35 41.2 1.00 .35 .0017

Individuals Placed as a
44, Percent of New Applicants

and Renewals (IP/AR) 26.6 .08 .40 7.0 .17 .07 .0114

Nonagricultural Openings
Received as a Percent
of Employment (OR/E) 10.0 .05 .25 5.2 .13 .03 .0096

Nonagricultur0. Openings
Pilled as a Percent of
Openings Received (OF/OR) 62.3 .06 .30 12.5 .30 .09 .0048

Agricultural Openings
Filled as a Thlroent of
Openings Received 96.2 .04 .20 16.9 .41 ..0024 .



The second problem is even more complex. As shown in
the correlation Table on the following page, there is'
substantial inter-correlation among the several quanti-
tative BPP performance ratios, with one exception.
There is stmilfir inter-correlation among the qualitative
factors, and in particular between the total placement
rate (IP/AR) and the placement rates for the individual
target groups. As stated previously, the inter-Correlation
indicates that better performance states tend to do better
on all measures of performance.

The problem for the BPP is that the inter-correlation
1eads to double counting. Consider two arbitrary
perfokmance ratios that are perfectly correlated with
each other, such that when one indr-dases by one point,
the other increases by the same amount. Then both must
be measuring the same thing, and either could do as well
as the other. When both are included in a composite
formula such as the BPF, the effect is to double count
the measure. There is a complex method that can be used
to correct for the problem, but a simpler approach is to
limit the number formula to statistically independent
measures. It had been planned to perform a factor
analysis to identify such independent measures, but this
was not completed. However, analysis being conducted by
the USES National Office staff is proceeding along those
lines.

Finally, although improvements were made by including
counterbalancing items in the FY76 BPF, a number of the
performance measures can be manipulated to the _advantage
of the states. In particular, there are 11 performance
ratios whose total budget weights, add up to 30 points that
have a number of new applicants and renewals as the
denominator, while only one counterbalancing measure with
a budget weight of 7 percent has that number in the
numerator. Since the number of new applicants and renewals
registered with the ES is in part under the control of the
LS, there is a 30 to 7, or 4 to 1, incentive against
registering individuals who have not been placed. There
is a Gimilar incentive against reporting job openings that
lave not been filled.

AI do not recommene that there should be incentives for
marely registering applicants or listing job openings.
However, the work application and the job order are
b%sic documents necessary for serving applicants and
.--,mployers at the operating level. With the increased

r-
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Table 11-5 Correlations Among Performance Ratios for
PY74 Performance Data Us -d in the 11176 BPP

(1) (2) (3) (4) 45) ;- 6) (7)

(1) IP/Y 1.000 ;

(2) P/MY .853 1.000
$3) A&R/Unemp. .450 .542 '1.000 is.

4) IP/A&R .671 .709 .224 1.000
(51 OR/Non-Ag Emp .521 .709 .659 .600 1.000

Igo OP/OR: Nori-llig .648 .746 .378 .536 .512 1.000.
up) OP/OR Ag .316 .419 .013 .235 .017 .425 1.000

.V/VA&R .588 .697 .478 .874 .601 .. .571 .255
M/MA&R .569 .442 .094 .646 .497 .288 .061
P/PA&R .458 .558 .420 .734 .50 .448 .199
LII/UlAsR .499 .57e .412 .784- .557 .408 .090
W/WA&R .639 .640 .418 .956 .604 .451 .144
H/HAsR .587 .681 .569 .810 .558 .506 .167
O /OA &R .688 .755 .424 .872 .636 .571 .284
Y/YA&R .447 .449 .273 .832 .483 .348 .112

18) IC/A&R -.190 -.116 .014 .008 .021. -.108 .070
19) IPC/IC .477 .433 .447 .466 .436 .498 .039

Duration:
Under 4 days .331 .165 -.200 .165 .245 .206 -.010
4-150 days .631 .562 .129 .373 .307 .688 .526
Over 150 .689 .710 .413 .505 .462 .949 .383

Wages:
Under $2.50 .583 .670 .323 .458 .379 .912 .529
$2.50 - 3.39 .588 '.688 .314 .471 .494 .936 .360
$3.40 & over .521 .527 -.147 .274 .226 .650 .360

Skill Level;
X .267 .327 .074 .176 .233 .522 .197.
Ix .704 .659 .301 .526 .503 .909 .289

IXX .744 .742 .397 .494 .484 .881 .432
XV
1

.562,

.458
.681
.570'

.348

.211
.489
.343

.441

.172
.945
.740.

.323

.754
VI .241 .456 .245 .230 .358 .595- .436
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use ofautomated aids to the placement process, it is
imperative that accurate files be maintained to permit,
the greatest amount of service to the eon_ unity.
Therefore, we recommend that measures of ES performance
be developed and used in future funding allocation formulas
that neither encouragenordiScourage applicant registra-
tion and job listings. Measures of this type are described
in the Methodology Guide, Volume 3 of this report.,

D. Analysis of the Effects of External Factors on ES Performance

1. Purpose and Method

The analysis of the relationship of external factors to
ES*Performance was initiated to research several issues.
related to the BPF funding allocation process. First,
it is intuitively obvious that such factors as labor
market size and complexity, composition of employment,
characteristics of the labor force, and unemployment
have an effect on ES performance, and it was assumed
that State ES agencies should not be penalized for poor
performance due to factors beyond their control. Second,
the unemployment rate per se was found to be an inadequate
reflection of the influence of the external factors. Third,
it seemed desirable to set output performance standards
based upon.the'performance of similar states, rather than
national average performance. Finally, it would be
preferable to set realistic performance goals based on
the potential market and need for public ES services and
to measure performance against potential, rather than
against national average performance.

%

- The following factors were hypothesized to be related
to ES ,performance:

e. Stable external factors

(1) industry composition

It was hypothesized that the higher the percentage
of em2loyment in construction, manufacturing and
goN,ernment, the 'lower ES performance would be, because
each of these industries has distinct hiring channels.
Direct measures of concentration, dispersion, and the
number of alternate hiring channels have not been
developed.
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(2) Labor. force composition

Results of analyses by the Center for Applied Man-
power Research showed the percentage of labor force,
in low-wager low-skill occupations to be pcsitively
related to ES performance at the state leveli but
percent in minority groups was not related.

.

(3) Size of area

The hypothesis was that ES performance will be lower
in larger areas due to the existence of competing
institutions and agencies.

b. Wilatile external factors.

(1) -Unemployment

It is often assumed that ES performance will be lower
where the unemployment rate is high. Analysis of the
internal factors in the FY75 BPF resulted in the con-
clusion that the unemployment rate 221 se did not
have a consistently significant relifioighip to per-
formance, and other measures were tested.

(2) Growth

The hypothesis was that ES performance will be
higher where there is a higher rate of growth in
employment.

(3) Policy and law factors

It was hypothesized that policies and laws such as
those that require the ES to perform enforcement
activities,.provide work tests, and list openings
from federal contractors will result in lower ES
performance.

The analysis was conducted in two major phases:-'/n the
first phase, analysis focused on the effects of external
factors on ES performance at the state level, in part
because it was hoped that some of the results could be
utilized in the FY76 funding allocation process, in part
because USES wanted to explore the feasibility of setting
ES output standards based on groupings of states, and in
part because state-level data on ES performance was readily
available. In this phase, several different combinations
of ::actorz the results of some of thze
tests are described below.

38

3.3
41



;

The second major phase focused on the effects Of external
factors on ES performance at the labor area level. The
hypotheses listed above ate derived from a conceptual
framework that relates to individual labor'areas. By
definition, -the labor area is an integrated social economic-
system. It constitutes the environment within which Eg
services are actually provided through approximately
2500 ES local' offices, eaqb of which is a lodally-managed
entity. in a distinct labor market, with specific 'objectives,
approathes and performance results that are dependent in
part on local conditions. 'Although the state is the key
level for funding allocations and for policy definition,
state-level data on performance and on external factors
are at best aggregations of data from individual, labor areas.

The primary method used in the analysis of the effects of
external factors on'ES performance was multiple regression
analysis. The regression technique proceeds by calculating
the statistical relationship between, each of the external
factors and productivity when all factors are taken into
account at the same time. The results from this step
show how much performance increases or decreases in
response to an increase or decrease in each factor and
shows how much of the variation in performance is
accounted for by the variations in the external factors
when tall factors are included. The final step in the
regressicn analysis is to predict performance for each
state and to comoute the deviation from actual performance.
For the prediction equation, a regression coefficient is
calculated for each external facil.or. The regression co-
efficieet for each factor indicatles the-amount by which
productivity is expected to increase (or decrease) as a
result of a one-point increase in that factor, holding
all otner factors constant. A constant term is also
computed. (Sec Appendix 2. for detailed-results.) As
used in the aneleses reported below, the results show
the factors that are significantly associated with high
ce low EZ p:t7totmz.n:le, ::mat one cann6EZigiTErthey caused
the observe l .fiPtfcrtalcei. Rather, the significant
factors are -e 1:atevc of coestraints that show the
effect on diffeeences from average performance.

2. Analysis Re.ults At the Seete'Level

a The rosplts of the first: stage of multiple regression
analyses are presented in Appendix Tables E-1 to E-4,
where extrnal factors were included in the equations
with the dependent variables being ES performance

f:: --;"" Althct:uh
results are not entirely consistent, several, findings
emerge.
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First, the percent of low wage, low-skill workers
in the labor force is an important. factor in
explaining variation among the states in individuals
placed per man-year. (as was noted by the Center for
Applied Manpower Research}., placementr per man-year
percent of openings filled, and percent of ,applicants
placed. This may be interpreted to indicate that tills-
ES does a better job serving low-wage workers, or that
low-wage workers and low-paying employers represent
the primary market for ES services.' AS a classifica-
tion principle for grouping states, the item has the
severe limitation that it is available only for 1970.

The penetration rate is related primakily to two
factors, the rate of growth in total employment and
the rate of new hires in manufacturing. The rate
of growth in employment tends also to be significantly
related to-placement productivity, while the rate of
new hires in manufacturing' is related only to penetra-
tion rate and to percent of openings filled. Percent
of employment in each industry group tends to be,
related to ES performance, but in different ways
depending on which measure ip used and for which year.

Among the factors expected to have so$ consistent
relationship to ES performance were the unemployment
rate, the rate of change in the unemployment rate,
and percent of U.S. employment, especially in a
multi-variate analysis. The results obtained from
the first-stage analysis did not confirm this
expectation.

in response to the growing national concern with
rising unemployment and its-consequences for the
operation and effectiveness of the Employment
Service, research into the influence of external
factors on the ES system was gradually changed from
attempting to develop a typology or method of
grouping states to analyzing the relationship
between ES performance and unemployment. The
immediate, specific goal was to develop recommenda-
tions for the best and fairest method of reflecting
unemployment in the funding allocation process.
Beyond that, the analysis leads to some broader con-
clusions which may be important inputs to the policy-
making process.



In this stage, 10 factors were used as explanatory.
varialAes in a multi-variate analysis to explain
variations among the states in individge placed

,1 .,z.peX. man-year in FY74, a key measure:of ES Isfficiency.
ApponAix Tables. P-5 and E-0.) This; s, analysis

"inoluded 3 meSSUres relating to unemploYMent. The-
.,

,correlations of the FY73 unemployment site and the -I,.

percent change in unemplornent with individuals
placed per manyear were not statistically significant.
The third variable, claimants as a percent of new
applicants and renewals, had a -.702 correlation (the
highest of all variables), indicating that ES
productivity was lower in the states having higher
percentages of claimants registering with the ES.
(Productivity was positively correlated with growth
in employment, percent employed in contract construc-
tion and in government, and with percent lowwage
workers.)

The results of the multiple regression analysis
yielded significant factors when all ten factors
were entered into a stepwise regression analysis.
Of these factors, UI claimants as a percent of new
applicants and renewals was clearly the most
important, as indicated by the fact that it had
the largest Beta coefficient (21 percent larger
than the next highest). It was alsb the first
variable selected in the' analysis and, by- itself,
explained 49 percent of the variance among the states in
productivity. The regreSsion coefficient (b) shows
that a one-point increase in, the claimant percentage
is associated with a .958-point decrease in pro-
ductivity, or a drop of nearly one individual placed
per man-year.

Finally, analyses were' conducted on the effects on
productivity as measured in the FY76 BPF. Five factors
were included:

a. PerleLt of new applicants and renewals who were
..1.s.tmants. The results indicate that those states
with high percentages oZ claimants have lower-than-
average. performance.

b. Pate of growth employment. A higher rate of
growth is associated with higher productivity,

a

altacugh the relationship was not significant with
.6/ PY74 produc1.iyity.
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c. Percent of workers in the state who are low-wage
and low-skill. A higher percentage wasassociated
with higher productivity.

d. Employment in the state as .a percent of national
employment. A higher percentage was Marginally
associated with lower productivity.

e. Unemployment in the state as a percent of total
national unemployment. A higher percentage was
marginally associated with higher productivity,
possibly because uhere.more people are unemployed,
the average quality (skills, experience, education,
etc.) of the unemployed individual is higher.

3, Analysis of Factors at the Labor-Area Level

Performance data were available for the first half of
FY75 for 80 of the 150 major labor areas and for all
states. Data was used in the analysis for the 80 labor
areas and for 48 balance-of-.state areas, which included
all cities and towns outside the 80 SMSA's (Alaska was
eliminated from the analysis due to extreme economic
conditions; no data was available on external factors.
for Puerto Rico; the District of Columbia has no
balance-of-state; and no data were available for the
small portion of Rhode Island outside the Providence
SMSA.) Four performance measures were used in the
analysis: individuals placed as a percent of new
applicants and renewals (IP/AR), and openings filled as
a percent of openings received (OF/OR), both of which are
BPF performance measures; also, individuals placed as
a percent of the estimated number unemployed, and openings
filled as a percent of nonagricultural employment (OF/E),
both of which are composites of two BPF measures and
indicate performance against potential. Productivity
(individuals placed per man-yeak) could not be measured
because man-year data were not available for the labor areas.

The external factors included in the analysis, and the
results for each were as follows (the regression results
are shown in detail in Tables E -8 to E-11).

a. Rate of growth of employment. Although this factor
was significant at the state level, it was not
significant at the labor-area level, perhaps due to
correlation with industry variables.

h. ;:rr( I er-.21cr:.::11:..

This measure of size was significantly negatively
related to all performance measures, indicating that
larger areas have lower performance.
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c. Area unemployment as a percent of the national
number of unemployed individuals. This factor.
was positively related to three of the measures,
the exception being cr/r. This is also in part
aimeasure of sine; however, one can speculate-that
the larger the pool of unemployed individuals, the
higher the average skills, experience, education,
etc., of the unemployed individual, especially
during a period of rising unemployment. .

d. Unemployment rate. -In contrast to findings at the
state level, the unemployment rate was significantly
negatively related to two BPF measures of performance.
IP/AR and OF /OR,' indicatink: the need, for further
examination.

e. Industry composition (percent of area employment in
construction, manufacturing and government). The
results were quite mixed. Of the significant results,
percent of employment in contract construction was
negatively related to OF/OR, but positively related
to OF/E; the percent of employment in manufact ing
was negatively related to IP/AR and OF/OR; andtjthe
percent of employment in government was positively
related to OF/E. The remaining industry groups were
omitted from the aralysis because there was no structural
hypOthesiis relating them to Es performance. It is
quite possible that further analysis should also take
into account the composition of growth in employment
by industry.

f. UI claimants as a percent of new applicants and.
renewals. This factor was negatively related to
all four performance measures, even though the
analysis also took into account two measures bf
'unemployment.

g. Size class. Four specific size classes were included
in the analysis: SMSA's over 3 million population.
of which there are three; SMSA's 1 to 3 million, of
which there are 9; SMSA's under,l million, of which
there were 68 in the analysis; and 40 balance-of-
state areas. These were included in addition to
the other size variables to test whether or not
grouping of areas by size was better than using the
continuous size variable. Because the sizes of
classes are correlated with the other measures of
,E1745 nnP the vtrw,ice regression program
was 16ermited to select any three of the four, the
actual numeric results are not useful.
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What is important and merits further analysis is
that the size classes tended to be statistically .

significant, even when all other variables were
included., This has implications for the grouping
of labor areas for the.puxpose of setting output
standards that Should be explored lurther.in a
future development program.

Overall, the external factors appear to have explained
less of the variance in ES performance at the labor..
area level than in the analyses at the state level.
One technical reason for this is that only 80 of the
150 major labor areas were included as data points
in the analysis, while the remaining 70 were lumped
into their respective balance of-state totals, due to
lack of data. Some of the 80 areas included are
smaller than some of those omitted. Data can be
obtained directly from the states for areas that do
not submit reports via ESARS to the national level.
Tests using that data should explain more of the
variation. Xt is also possible'that a larger component
of the variation at the labor area level is due to
variation in local ES management, which could not be
explained by external factors. Finally, no measures
of labor force composition were included in the
analysis, a conceptually significant omission.

Xn summary, the multiple regression results tend to be
somewhat confusing and unstable, due'primarily to inter-
correlations among the various external factors. Further
analysis is needed to examine the patterns of inter-
correlation, to select items for retention, and to
perform additional analyses. Given the results to date,
it is not certain that a sufficiently small number of
significant factors appear which explain variations in ES
performance measures so as to permit development of
meaningful and comprehensible groups of states for purposes
of setting performance goals and standards.

4. Comparison of regression results with BPF results at
the state level

Although the regression analysis has.not yet pinpointed
specific factors for the purposes intended, the overall
results can be used in analysis of -the impact of external
factors on individual state performance. Using the
results of the regression analysis of the relationship
between individuals"placed per man-year and the external

;.een gt7ouped in t;) four cazcgol:i,2s
according to the amount of the residual difference

4i
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between placements per man-year.predicte by the formula
and actual placements per man-year. The states having
actual performance much higher than predi ed (approxi-
mately one standard error higher) have be classified in
the "High" productivity group, states betw n ttie expected

Itand one standard error above in the "Above verage" grbup,
those below expected in the "Below Average* roup, and '*,

those more than one standard error below in ate "Low"xgroup.

Similarly, those states having an FY76 BPF score of
29 percent or more (approximately one standard deviation)
above the mean have been clacsified in the "High" BPF
group, those with a loss of 13 percent or more in the
"Low group, and the remainder divided into above, and
below average.

The basic philosophy underlying the BPF and the related
performance standards development project is that states
should be rewarded for overall performance which is
better than expected, and vice versa. The tabulated
results in Table II-6 with respect to placement produc-
tivity show that the majority of the states received a
"fair" result, comparing actual BPF grouping with the
adjusted productivity grouping. However, the results
show 7 states havincva below-average BPF 'score had
high actual productivity when compared With predicted,
and 11 other states had the converse situation.

Interpretation and Recommendations

1. Registration of claimants

The statistical analysis results presented above clearly
indicate that the percentage of new applicants and
renewals who are claimants is a major factor in explaining
differences in ES performance among the states, although
additional research is needed to-obtain more complete and
precise results. This finding has major policy implica-
tions because the claimant percentage ie a function both
of the rate of unemployment in a state and of state law
and policy relating to applicatibn of the work test to
new claimants.

Claimants who are on temporary layoff and expecting
recall have.little incentive to actively seek a new
job. If state law or policy requires the ES to take
work applications for such claimants, this might be
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Table IX -6. ES Productivity by State

Actual Productivity
(BPF Score)

High

Above Average

Below Average

LOW

Actual Compared with
Predicted Productivit

High Above Average Below Average Low

VA,MS, AZ
IA,WA

MO

NH

WV, GA, KY,
NB, ND, UT,
CA, ID, OR

MA, VT, MD.

CT, RI, NJ

AL,
AR,
OK.;
MT,

ME,
IN,
KS,

XL

FL,
LA,
TX,
WY

DE,
MN,
HI

SC,
NM,
CO,

NC,
WI,

PA, TN,
SD, NV

NY, MI,
OH

,
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described as a workload item from which no end-product
will result. Even if such claimants later learn that
the layoff is permanent, and therefore begin to actively
seek El net, job through the ES, it is likely that the
original work application would require thorough review
and revision.

To illustrate the importance, take the case of New Jersey,
which had 'an unemployment rate of 6.8 percent during
1973, approximately the same as in 1972, and which required
virtually all claimants to register. 61.34 percent of
New Jersey's new applicants and renewals were claimants
of whom only 5.59 percent were placed.' Data prepared by
the state indicate that 44 percent of claimants were on
temporary layoff. If these claimants had not been
required to register, claimants new applications and
renewals would have dropped by 169,000, and if the
number of claimants placed did not change, then the
placement rate for claimants would have increased to
9.98 percent. Estimating other effects on the state is
difficult. If one uses the conservative figure of
15 minutes per new application or renewal and assumes
an equal time expended on unproductive claimant referrals,
then about 46 additional ES man-years would have been
available for productive purposes and perhaps as many as
3600 additional individuals could have been placed,
ignoring any related nonplacement or overhead time. Of
course such estimates,are based on many questionable
assumptions.

When all external factors including the claimant percentage
are included in a predictive equation, the actual per-
formance of such low-performing states as Connecticut,
Rhode Island and New Jersey is in fact better than pre-
dicted. On this basis, the performance of those three
states is no worse than the performance of Arizona.
Similazly, a large group of states whose actual per-
formance is above average are performing at less than
expected rates. The difference among the states in
claimant percentage accounts for many of the differences
cibserved (One test of a similar measure of the effects
cf welfare and food stamp applicants showed non-
significant results.)

At a time when unemployment is rising rapidly, ES
administrators often bemoan the diversion of staff
from ES to UI at the local level and the probable

fr'-- s to VT from the nntionz-.1
level all the way aown. The analysis shows that, even
in FY74 when average annual employment grew nationally,
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substantial ES resources were diverted from serving
r active job seekers to taking unproductive applications

for claimants as a result of state laws and policies.
If similar laws and policies remain ih effect under
current econonlic conditions, the true diversion of
resources is substantially larger than it was last year
and higher than one would expect based 'on the simple
diversion of ES positions.

If MA were to adopt a radical policy on the issue, it
should refuse to fund any application-taking or other
service activity for claimants who do not voluntarily
present themselves to the ES, since the goal is to
Minimize registration of job-attached claimants.
A less radical and more feasible policy would
be to insist that registration requirements be liberalized
in those states in.which the state ESC administrator has
discretion, and to encourage other states to change laws
that require registration' of all claimants. The true
policy objective of these changes is not to withhold
services from claimants and not to encourage fraud, but
to conserve relatively scarce ES resources for the purpose
of better serving those active job seekers who apply to
the ES for job search assistance.

2. Additional research needed

At several points in the discussion of the effects of
external factors on ES performance, mention was made
of the limitations of the data and the research methods
used. An important limitation not previously addressed
is that the analytic model presented is a static model,
in the sense that it does not-attempt to account for
intertemporal vCrLations in volatile economic conditions
on the quarterly performance of the ES. Approaches to
addressing this and other limitations are presented in
the Methodology Guide, Volume 3 of this report.

3. Using external economic factors to set ES output
standards: a dilemma

It was implied in preceding sections that, following the
philosophy applied in the BIT for previous years, a
state whose overall performance was equal to the standard
for the state should receive the same share of national
ES resources in the next year as it had in the previous
year (this ignores, of course, "productivity increases",
definitional changes, and other factors that affect the
tot:I cf fc= allocttion
through the performance-based budgeting process.)
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It is clear from examining the research results that,
when all external economic and social, policy and law
factors are taken into account, there would be quite
substantial variations in expected performance among
the states, even if all states had performance equal to
their standard. For example, 17or FY74 at the state
level, expected productivityAestimates ranged from 89 to
206i With 4 states having"edtirates under_ 100 and ''4
state's:having estimates over 190, nearly tWice:a4.high.
At.:ihe4labor.area level., expected valueS.foi IP /U range
from lesd than 10 to over 15011 If actual'output'standards
are established for 'use in the funding allocation process,
similar results can be expected, although the specific
methods used will have a bearing on the resultant rangeS
of performance standards.

In. theory, the purpose of reflecting the external factors
in setting output standards which will, be.used in the
resource allocation process is to adjust for factors
beyond the control of. ES management and to come, up with
standards against which ES management can be judged.
States whose performance exceeds the standard are assumed
to have good management and are to be rewarded accordingly,
while states whose performance falls below the standard
are assumed to have poor management.

The interpretation of the research results is that certain
states having average management capability can reasonably
be expected to have performance levels at least twice as
high as certain.other states also having average management
capability. This leaves the policy-maker with something
of a dilemma. On the one hand, it is desirable to reward
good management, implying that the absolute level of
performance is not being judged, only actual performance
relative to a reasonable standard. This approach is
advantageous, particularly when in the past it has been
the Idrge no-Ahern and eastern states who have suffered
gtust through BPF. if the standards are lower for .such
otates, it is less likely that they will suffer cuts
in the futurra.

On the other hand, the ES exists to serve job seekers
a4r1 empiners who request its services. Irrespective

the quality of management or the stability of the
saz..r;cc org,nization, it seems reasonable to allocate
the resources to states where the, greatest number of
clients can be served. It is often argued that resource
reallocaLions through the BPF have in some sense penalized
the peoplt living in tho states losing resources. The
converse of this argument is that leaving resources in
states or r-s.:.c"-c,d producti*.vity is low
(irrespective of quality of management) penalizes the
residents of states where productivity is high.

The policy-maker must address this dilemma, taking into
account both the political and the program implications
of different solutions.
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Chapter III

FILINGS RELATIVE TO THE DEVELOPMENT
OF INPUT STANDARDS

A. 112:LontanceStandardefor.the ES

PertOrmanCe.standirds are*delS of.the pIacementloreoeSS-WhiCh
east:help diagnose the cause ag. poor ,perforilance when atticial.
placement operations are compared to them. Their .pgrpoie is
to help improve the Employment Service; particularly in local
placement operations. The development of these standards is
not a simple matter and we recognized the difficulties of the
task from the beginning of the project. In fact, doubts have
been expressed that standards could be established without
first answering long-range questions such as, Is the Employment
Service serving employers or serving applicants?" or, "Does
the Employment Service aim to maximize placements or to reduce
the unemployment rate?" When this study was started these
questions already had a long history; perhaps they will have as
long a future. It was clear to us, then, that we could
not wait for them to be answered; the practical needs for an
effective tool to carry out the purpose of improving the place-
ment process was too urgent.

The ES faces a severe test in the current economic crisis. The
stark days of the Wagner Peyser Act itself are recalled when
the levels of unemployment are considered - even more sobering
are the projections for high unemployment as far ahead as the
end of the decade., While the agency faces this challenge it must
operate in a fiscal environment of extremely scare resources -
there is little margin for inefficiency and waste.

An effective response to the coming (if not already current)
demands for an effective and efficient Employment Service requires
that adequate management tools be,:put into the hands of state
and local managers as rapidly as possible.

In our view an Integrated Management System that combines the
Balanced Placement Formula with diagnostic and prescriptive
analysis (i.e., Performance Standards) can be developed without
waiting for the answers to long-range questions. Studies of the
Cost effectiveness of the placement process may take years;
meanwhile there is an urgent need to make the current placement
process-as efficient as possible, at least until something better
is developed, tested, and implemented. We therefore began our
study by proposing a model for the placement process that
depicted the current functional activities and the relationships
between them.
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4ad.

O= project was designed to set the stage for a larger survey
that would establish the actual performance standards. Our
objective was to develop methods which would be used in that
survey. After developing-ER-inahods we tried them out in
seeral locations to dem:qv:trate thair practicality and cape-
"allity to develop the standards. In these pilot trials we

. developed a self-application procedure for conducting the surveys
that will significantly improve the scope of the next step by
r:ducing the need for a member of the study team at every site
on every day of the survey. A Handbook for Analyzing, Local ES
111.rformance has been developed for collecting time-utilization
thta at the local level; for computing efficiency measures,
.c:,,rvice percentages, and key quality factor measures. In
addition to serving as the method for collecting the data needed
to establish and validate input standards, the Handbook can be
used immediately for local office analysis.

In the small survey we have conducted so far we have been able
to prove the feasibility of collecting the data needed for
establishing performance standards. Some trends and indications
were observed in even this small sample of locations; these are
described in the next section of our report. These trends
lead to recommendations for ES policy that are stated briefly
before each discussion.. In many cases the ES is tending in the
recommended direction anyway and the observations of our survey
confirm existing knowledge; we present our observations as
sport for such policies and as illustrations of the insights
the performance standards methodology can provide.

have been helped in designing this study by the consideration
7;Tid advice of a steering committee consiting of state and national
-dfice personnel. From time to time this committee has met to
"f--;iew the work of our team. On occasion they have recommended
1.111inating or adding components to our model of the placement

I-Jelieve that the remaining placement process components are
-.,!"-edsary to any ES operation and therefore should be measured

she next step: a large survey to establish the actual
zz,- lards. However, statistical analysis of the data collected

en at survey may indicate differently', and further changes in
model will be needed. In fact, after performance standards

re been established,such changes are still possible when
f&t%=11idation of the standards takes place.
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B. Significant Survey Findings

1. File search is an effective means for making
referrals and it is oftmn given greater.than-
average emphasisamong offices that-achieve
high placement productivity.

Clr daLa indicaLe that file search is a cost-effective
referral method. We were able to compare the placements
made through file search referrals against those made
through referral interviews -in one-officemhere the staff
was divided between, those serving valk-in traffic and .

those doing only file search- (normally placements cannot
be distinguished in this way since gSARS does not record
the source of the referral). For this office we found that
the number of placements from both activities was as follows:
85 due to referral interviews,, 35 placements due to file
search call-ins. Six people did,file search, 16 did referral
interviewing. On this basis file .search was slightly more
cost effective than referral interviewing (5.73 plcmt/pos
vs. 5.3 plcmt/pos).

; .

Our data shows that high-performing offices.in this small
survey generally (see Table following) devote a significant
proportion of their resources to file search. If the
sample was large enough to yield statistically significant
findings from an analysis of variancewe could determine
the significance of file search in creating' output perform-
ance. Until the next step in establishing standards has.
baen taken we cannot.say.that file search is.always valuable,
but it appears likely that it contributes to an efficient
ES operaticn.

L
2. Use of the self application mode for completing

registrations is a cost savings approach which`
many offices have successfully employed.

We observed a local offide that 'did' not use the selg-.
atgalication technique andhad'seribueproblems keeping up
with the incoming traffic. 0ne day during our survey week_
they. ran behind in6omingltiaffic by a0erotwo hours. Yet
this office did not use the self'-applicatmethod to
reduce the time needed.foreach:apPli6ari 'They' bkiev'e..:.
that applicants will make "so many'error thit the time saved
7.n completing applications will be lost later in correcting
applications.

As a measure of the quality of the application-taking com-
on crrorz wund

aiAplications. No great problems in error-correcting were
reported nor were errors on applications taken by the self-
application method estimated to be very high. Most offices
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reported more than 90% of such applications had no errors..
These facts have-10' us to .conclude that where ad:''.tional
"toff time is needed'for'serVing. applicants (i.e., walk-in
treffic is heavy and wait times long) the self-application
maiikpan help.

,

3. Job development can be,over-uged as 1 11 as
under-used. Use of the activity is not tightly
linked to placement,perfOrmance when measured
by the proportion'of referrals made-through
this means.

We-found no consi.t4nt pattern of use of job development
among the interviewers in the offices we surveyed; some

-did.no job development,- "while others paced a heavy emphasis
upon it. (We found one. interviewer whqorelied almost exclu-
sively upon this means for finding referrals.). When used
appropriately, job development is an effective method fOr
placing applicants and., it generates support for the ES in
the employer communit2.' However, if it-is overused and
employer:, receive an excessive number of job development
calls, instead of generating support quite, the opposite may
occur.

An exclusive use of jobo development may.be symptomatid of
an account interviewer style of operation which can be
disruptive in a Job Bank. When this occurs we have an
account interviewer style where it isnot supposed to occur
and job development is.only the name Given to referrals that
are in fact actual job openings held exclusively by -only one
interviewer.

.

We observed such a situation in an office what was operating
as part of a Job Bank: The account interviewer style was
not the official policy and there was no division of inter-
viewers by occupations code or by any other breakdown;
applicants were taken in turn by the next available inter-
viover. In this case there was an interviewer who did not
like the Job Bank listing but preferred calling emplayirs
because, as he said, he knew what they were looking for.
Tn fact, certain-employers only hired applicants who Were
referred by this particular interviewer.

Is this use of job development good for that office or bad?
There is no simple answer to that question because there
is no clear pattern or standard to tell us how much or how
little of this component activity is effective. Job devel-

-opment- is a highly indivi011al process, each interviewer
tLiv: 44ctivitly cd.I.Lerently based upon theiriskills

in relating to employers, their knowledge of the local labor
market and the type of applicants they normally see. Perform- .

ance standards aim at a level of assessment which might
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diagnose underuse or overuse of the activity; the individual
performance of job development. can only be judged in the
context of the entire office operation.

In the Table below we have summarized some of the data
collected in this survey pertaining to job development. It
seems clear that job development receives quite different
emphasis among these offices. Although we did not perform

. correlation analysis on this table we can observe that high
performance (in terms of placements per equivalent position
of direct placement effort) is'not tightly associated -with
emphasis upon job development. Four offices show job devel-
opment placement exceeding 20% of total placements; these
all also achieve placement prodUctivity (column 4) above
the average for the group in the survey. However, several
offices in the group achieve relatively high performance
without much use of job development. Perhaps those offices
with low performance and very low utilization of job devel-
opment (underlined in this Table might consider increasing
their emphasis upon this activity.

4. Extra paperwork may occur when two separate counts
of referrals, job orders, or placements are main-
tained.

One objective of our project is to develop efficient and
effective models of the employment placement process. These
models will offer alternative approaches to the placement
process in many offices - alternatives that are more efficient.
These alternatives will achieve improved efficiency because
they will eliminate redundant and unnecessary tasks.

In our survey we attempted to identify such tasks, particu-
larly in connection with computer-generated lists. These
lists are often suspect, particularly in cases where a
manual system has been replaced by a computer system; one
often finds personnelmaintainingthe old manual system until
they are convinced that the computer-generated lists contain
the same information. While this practice is defensible
during the implementation stage, it is not an efficient
practice on a continual basis when two lists are separately
compiled and cover identical transactions. They should be
identical; however, to make sure that they are identical
a reconc.ilement process is often employed. The effort needed
to compile two lists of the same thing is itself often redun-
dant. The work'reguired to reconcile the two lists results
in additional burdens.

cif o rew.:;44,nt paper work was observt:.
by our team in one implementation of the Job Bank. The
referrals to job openings were recorded on the back of the
Job Orders directly from the referral forms (508's) and
Iatcr these job orders were used to verify the referrals.

57
52

1



F

1

vo Resources
Dvoteel
Job Dev.

1.4
1.4
1.6
0.9

0.8
4.

1.2
2.7

2

'> 0. utilizations
LO'. Surveyed

3 4

Job

Total Traffic
(%)

3.8
11.4
6.0
6.0

5.1

Placements/Equiv.
ts Job DeV.Plcmnt Pos. of Direct

Plant Activity
Total Plcmnts (Time Ladders

(%) Data)

5.2 44.9
6.9 55.2
3.3 43.0
5.5 35.6

16.6 6.7
7. 35.2 35-8

9.9*
29.8

28.4
28.2

35.6
45.8

1.8 7.7 24.8
5.8 6.5 21.4
2.3 6.2 20.1
5.7 10.4 23.9

2.1 2.1 55.1 :.

0.08 2.4 15.8

6.3 11.8 28.1
19.7 26.8 35.2

,

Minutes/Job
Dev. Attempts

;:.

14.5
6.3

3.04 0

- 44AS

.10,7

X0.0
:9.

't 40:2
.4-"-; 7i 5

It 0
1



The Job Bank system produced a computer listing of these
sane job orders and the.referralA made to the openings on
them. .This computer list was then compared tothe manually
compile&list on the baek Of.4w164,order and ,a reconcilement
made between'the two. Discrepancies were traced: and resolved.
Thus, two separately compiled lifts were maintained. The
reconcilement effoVt required a Skilled and resourceful clerk
who spent approximately three-quarters (3/4) of her time on
this task. The computer-generated list served only to check
the manually compiled list; it had no other Operational
function in this office: The same information was contained
on both lists. Discrepancies when finally resolved were
mino5.

This office uses the MODS system which automatically checks
the registration of applicants being referred. Occasionally
two individuals are assigned the same SSN through error,
and the ESARS system rejects one of the registrations.
Correcting such rejections might pay off in keeping an up-to-
date ESARS file, but in this office, errors have been allowed'
to accumulate in the file and the task of reconciling "dupli-
cate" SSN's is behind schedule. Duplicate SSN's are found when
an individual is referred to a job opening. The Job Bank
computef-Iist is considered 'to be suspect and is not used
for verification.

We recommend that reconcilement occur when the duplicate SSN
is first detected in the MODS system (at the time of regis-
tration) instead of waiting until a referral to a job opening
occurs. By following that practice manual recording of
referrals on the back of the job orders'and use of those order
forms for-verification would be unnecessary. The convenient
turn-around documbnts.available in the Job Bank System could
then be used for verification. The skillful clerk who now
traces discrepancies could be used to keep all duplicate
SSN's cut of the ESARS files instead of only those detected
upon referral to a job opening. She would be doing' less
redundant work.

5. A non-Job Bank urban area can be measured with
our instruments.

The criteria for selection of looations
-

for our study was
that offices surveyed wouldbe willihg to cooperate and
would represent a variety of types of ES operations. San
Francisco, the largest non-Job Bank area in the ES system,
provided a test of our methodology in a city that did not
use a Job Bank. We were able to administer our survey-M
struments in throe loc91 office and t'.c) crmtral onler t:1;in7
u,L.1.--L. 'rue cA,%ila was comparable to other locations but we
observed some shortcomings of the COT (Central Order Taking)
system compared to Job Bank.
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L.
The Bay Area is interlaced with freeways and good roads
resulting in long commuting distances 'from home to work.

IA.
The highly Urbanized.SMSA,extends from Marin County at
tbe.nortl...ern end of the Bey to San Mateo at the'iouthern
end. Bordering San Mateo, on the South is thia Sat} .Jose
SMSA, an area so similar that one does not notice any

41; change while driving through the region. For workers who l'
own an autoi4obile, a job opportunity almost anywhere in

. the Bay Area is within commuting distance.

To serve this large area the California Department of
Human Resources hat 25 local offices located throughout
the San Francisco-Oakland SMSA. The SMSA has no automated
Job Bank but the manual methods used are similar to those
Used in automated Job Banks. Central Order Taking offices
(COT) receive employer orders; teletypes, which are
installed in every local office, are used to disseminate
the job orders) they are transmitted on a ...broadcast" basis
to all the LO's in the COT's area as soon as the order is
taken. At the receiving local office the orders are mounted
on a board at the front of the office where applicants can
scan them (address and employer name are not included in the,
copy supplied for applicant review). Referrals are 'controlled
by calling the COT when an applicant is ready to be referred.

In the Bay Area a number of Central Order Taking (COT)
offices serve a segment of the LO's so that almost all the
offices are covered (there are some offices such as San Mateo
not served by any COT). The COT controls job orders and
referrals in a manner similar to the Job Bank; however, there

kaim

is this d- iference: the COT relies entirely upon manual
techniques. The number of LO's that can be handled manually
is limited because a manual tally of referrals is maintained.
on copies of the job orders.

We believe that the number of people needed in a Job Bank
will be approximately the game as the present COT require-
mantz. The COT in Oakland, which serves 10 LO's required
28 people and the other COT we surveyed, San Francisco,
uses 26 people and serves 7 LO's. While the requirements

tLY
for an areawide Job Bank cannot be closely estimated by
cur team, we can get a rough idea of the personnel require-
vte.nts from the experience of other Job Banks; for example,
tLt Dc:Ilas Job Bank serves 16 LO's and requires 50 people
and tte San Jose Job Bank has 33 people and serves 9 LO's.

Although we believe there will be a small savings in
pnrsornel throuah Job Bank, we think a more imoOrtant atvan-

-% s:frcice to the Lo
applicap-.6 in the Day Area. The extended range of openings
in all local offices will more nearly meet the needs of the
high 7 mobile population in those communities. For those
lace]. offices such as San Mateo, presently excluded from the
(COT) system, the change will result in a dramatic extension.
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of the list of openings. The-Shn-'Mateo officewould,also
benefit from the ancillary servicesauch As Employer, .

Services associated with a centrar'brderotaking operation
such:as.qob tenk, urder,:itepressure of increased,-
applioant laid and:atafftutWthatOffice is.not.prefiently
making .8S vibitk

r

6. A detailed study Of the time distribution system
is needed to assess itSabauracy as a management'
tool, particularly as a support for diagnostic
and prescriptive. analysis. designed to improve. local
office performance.

We surveyed 'local offices :to test's. methodology that would
answer such questions as: How Much work does it take to
perform the placement process? Why do some ES operations
accomplish more than other placegoalthough the staff .

resources are almost equal in both?

It is essential to know the actual inputs to the placement
process before any steps can be taken to improve prbductivity.
The time distribution system might be used if it really told
us what is going into the placement process; but more study
is needed .before we can confidently rely Upon this.data'sOurce.
For example, measurements we took in one office showed 14.3
equivalent positions devoted to the placement process; how-
ever, the monthly time distribution reports on the same com-
ponent activities showed 19.2 equivalent positions. This
differencecauses the placement process to appear less
prodtictive in the time 'diitribution system than we found
through our.time ladder methodology. The examples below,
taken from two offices in the survey, show typical discre-
,.)ancies between the reports to-the two measures of work.

The contrast between time reported in our survey (time
ladders) and cost accounting-is 'illustrated in .the following
bin c! Monthly Placement Productivity (placement trans-

actions per.equivalent pbsition)"., ProductiVity'is computed
by dividing the ESARS total of monthly placement transactions
for each office by the number of 'equivalent positions ;7
(positions aLe derived from time ladders and from cost-
accoutting ac described in each'column.'heading). If both
recorded tims eaually,-column'-1-and 2 would be identical.*
In most cases, cost accounting' shows lOwer'productiVity
than the time ladder figUres. We would expect this since
we found that non-placement time is frequently reported under
.ost accounting as a 500. function code - direct placement
activity.

*There is some error of measurement caused by the difference in measurement
period used (time ladders is a weekly,sample, cost accounting is monthly).
We checked some offices for this error where we had time distribution sheets
for the period of our visit. Differences between .time ladder and cost account
ing followed the differences exhibited by this Table= we conclude that the

tible cannot be explained by the error of measurement.
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Li

-e.

1,0

Job Title
Time

Distribution*
Cpunselor 5 - .512

3 - 531

Env Intvw 2 - 511
1 - 514 (WIN)
1 - 531 (WIN)
2 - 511
2 - 531

Unit Supv 4. - 511

Counselor

Supv

Ver

Mancowsr
Aide Intv

order
Taker

Time
Ladders *

2 - non-placement
4 as 511.
21/2 - 512
3 - 531
4 WIN
1/2 non-placement
2 511
11/2 531

21/2 ESARS revisions
4 -531 3. - 513.

4 - 512
4 531

2 - 512
5 553
1/2 554
1/2 561

2 - 511
3 - 531
1 - .561
1 - 554
1 - 610

1 - 511
7 - 531

8 - 531

,-(rr_pce.:: hours - time code)
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31/2 - 531
1 - personal

511
11/2 - 512
6 - 531

1/2 - 554
4 - 610

- non-placement
3 -- 553

61/2 - 531
1 554
1/2 -511

3 - 511
21/2 - 531
1/2 - paperwork
2 - personal
5 - 531
2 - paperwork
1 - personal (lunch)



Table of
Monthly Placement Productivity
(Plaoements/Equiv. Positions)

(I) 0 (i)
,Plemnts/

: equiv.pos.

. . . stavii. 409.-n t,
`!-'Pl*ntst Plosinta" liaospitak a 7

eqUiV:0Os. equiv.000. 0.40044#4

bet irgi,410iikdime ladders oat acctug it4e

(
-direct plcmnt -500 code If cost used its. OM
time only- 5Fly-** occtng:) -.'..9f
.

44.9 ..

1B '43.0.

IC 55.2

1D 35.6

2A 35.8

2B 6.7

3A 45.8

313 15.6

4A 19.2

4B 18.1

21.1

41) 24.8

5h

r.13

d6Pi

55.1

35.2

6n 28.1

.

-25.8 24.8.

28.3

31.0

21.4

23.4

22.0 22.9.

21.4

5.10

19.2

4.4

45.4 36.3

28.1 28.0

16.0

18.9

21.3

22.0

44.6.91

16..3.

11.4

13.5

12.1

22.3

,44.5.

13.8.

19.7 17.3

20.2 17.4

22.2

14.1

27

24.8

22.6

16.5

*Includes all 205 time plus central Job Bank or COT time
allocated to the local office on the basis of its fraction
of totalequiv. positions in the entire area served by
the centralized operation.

**Adjusted for holiday time.
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believe that managers need some tool that accurately
measures the work done in each component activity.. Time
distribution appears to conflict with our findilaso3f,.
work done. We believe that the time ladder MetbOdoloW
is more accurate because it is tied to a measurable
quantity for each activity period; this tent:11W make the
staff member think about the'activity time being 7eported.
We also belic.ve,that time distribution misses some of the
important management issues because the 531 time is not
broken down into finer categories. The 531 code accounts
for approximately 50% of the resources directly deVoted to
placement and 6' of the 13 component activities comprising
the placement process.

6A. In assessing local offices that operate in a Job
Bank environment certain functions otherwise
performed in the office are done at the Job Bank
Central and should be accounted for through an
allocation process.

Job Banks normally centralize some of the local office ES
functions such as order taking and verification. The
placement process component activities which we measure
for Performance Standards occur, in the case of Job Banks,
in two locations: the local office and the central office.
An allocation scheme is required to account for each office's
share of the central office activities that are otherwise
part of the placement process in the local office. The
following is an approach we consider usable for this problem:

a. In ea'..th local office, assign a code to each staff
member, by primary function: managerial, professional,
clerical, and support.

b. Within each relevant geographic area allocate Job
Bank (and other significant functions) staff to each local
cffice based on LO share of Rrofessional staff in total area.
fCould he allocated on professional, support, and managerial
if detailed data is available

In the metropclitan areas where Job Banks have been installed,
the allocation scheme will include order taking and verifi-
cation, but ousidc those areas these activities are generally
tot centraliziz.d even when there is a Job Bank. Most non-
mAro local offices in a Job Bank system take their own orders
for example, Hattiesburg, Mississippi), do their own veri-
ficat.ion and all their own referral control. The only shared
activity cart Led out in the Job Bank Central for those cases

Rapport as geLaral filing; it is an overhead function (code:.
ii .0 In t:Itr. C.. -t Accounting System).

6 4
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Columns 3 and 4 of the Table of Monthly. Placeoent.PrOdueti-
VIty compare the placement.transactiOns produCtiVity-ae;:. .

I,

used in rthe . APF for the ettste' with, the.. mgoivolgit, ibange . .

Ccrphtedi for eatl!' ioCal .offi64',iii our .ssrvey. Abeitilift.
Measures were taken'froiw the APF:ealculation'isid timpiloal .."..,::.
:office ineasUres'weit-takiii 4 /VOW this *tbilr .distribakiisHiA.
report 03 in the Meystoft: .C61Umu..3 usita-aWlat &elite
equivalent positions for.the'local office pia* a ShAreef
the Job Bank or CO? (Central Order. Taking office)Where. 3

the office is served by such,a.centralized facility. he
allocation we used watribasedrupon-the-fraction.of total,'
'equivalent positions located in that office compared.to,the
entire area served (all positions were -included. tOeComPute
the allocation: ES and nOn-ES). Other suggestidnit have
been advanced for-making this.allocation, i.le.,:fractiCh
of total referrals made by each office, or fracticteof total.
placements made. Both 'suggestions allocate the central
facility more closely to workload but they are much less
stable than allocating total staff. -We-believe more consid-
eration is needed before deciding that some allocation . k!

t

method must be used if comparisons of local offiCesvare.to i

have any meaning. An office which is: supported by,aotivities t

in a centralized facility such as Jobr-Bank.is obviously not
comparible to one that receives notupportrunleab some
account of resource utilization is made. . .-; ,

However, this problem only exists where- the ES-has-a number
of offices in an urban area.- For.thosesituations perhaps t

the best approach is to study the labor area a*.a whole:
This suggestion was made at the start of out study by one
of the participating agencies in their response to. the
Steering Committee meeting held last June.. As auk...work
pcoceeded the validity of that suggestion wamiclearlrdemon- ..
Strated. We propose that the actual survey for 'est*blishing t

IPeriormaxv_le Standards follow.that method.

r i

. .

The inctthodologY would require data from each office'ta:
provide the equivalent ES.positions devoted' to-plicemdts
it t;%0 entire area. These woUld*include all distridt:tUpport
positi.lts, all Job Bank or other'centralized positions, and 1

1

the ES ernAvalent positions in the-local Offices; ,.VimIN- r

1adder liatzu reflecting the direct'and indirect-piticesteht
activty would be collectedthe laboi-areafictUldv.ber.-treated V

as a unit.

,0

1

I.

Ir desired, local offices within the labor area also can be
analyzed. Comparisons between local offices in the same area
roula ruir(= pilocati.en of tl.le .certtralized functions
since. tiley Loa. Jecolve iqual support from the central oper-
ation. The allocation question arises when one of these local
offices is compared to some office in another area or Le
compared to a performance standard.
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Local offices that are not in the eaae labor area can be
.compared (we show such offices in the Table of Monthly
Placement ProductivitY); however we strongly suggest that.
ie not how* rtrformance Standards shouldtbe establlShed4*
Locir Offices in urban centers should. .14 i,Vxelitedr as .part of
-a labor area and the entire labor area . 'AWN id bs. studied.

6B. Local office productivity can be expkessed as
Monthly Placement Transaction for Eqpftalent
Position Worked if the data used hasIbeen-adjusted.
for holiday time..

Our methodology measures local office performance during
a .one.avieek survey but.expresses productivity as Monthly
Placements per Equivalent Position**. TwQ basic assumptions
are made in presenting, productivity in this forms

-;

1 - Monthly ESARS placement.trans-
'actions reflect the same process
as that observed during.the survey
week.

2 - The equivalent positions devoted
to each activity have not changed
during the month; i.e., the
survey was substantially repre-
sentative of the entire month.

The survey week must be representative of normal local office
operations to satisfy these assumptions. If unusual condi-
:ions occur, that are expected to change the performance'of
chc office the survey should be rescheduled, An unusual
condition of this type occurred in one!locatiOn because our
study took place during election week. The Employment
Sarvicc was open all day but the state:gave each employee
ne half day off. We had expected that all time off would
be taken on Election Day; however, some individuals took
the orie.half holiday on other'days'of the ;week. Thus,
during tp.e week of our survey one-half day was a holiday
Ilthough the exact time taken varied. We.would have pre-
ferred to simply count the survey data on days when no state
holiday arplied. Unfortunately we could not do this, there-
lore we decided to adjust our weekly survey data by reducing:
the standard hours for the week from 40 hours to 36 hours. :

:m some ages we dad not compute service percentages for such local offices
unit_t,s cIl Lhe jocal offices in LE,%1

rre- surveynd.

Poe.tions - Actual hours worked/available working hours for the
cerf,t.

. .

6
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Every.full time individual had 36 hours.available,for work
on 4ny z.ct.J.vty in th4t week,/ thexuLorer-we adjuste0..fQx
the 4-hours of.holiday..by.dilading-all time by WhcoUrs-
to get eduivalont ositionsccin'a "normal" week-eve: mmuld use
40-hours):-.Tnis.adustmentAtiAlows from ,the definition of
equivalent positions; A.:e.o r the :number bofpeople who.: could
do the reported work if they each -put full time into the

-

The Cost Accounting Systemshould alsobe adjusted for
holidays if comparable productivity is desired. We'lade
this adjustment to compute the figures in column 2 of tLe
Monthly Placements Productivity Table.:.,Holiday-.houcs-nre
deducted from standard..hoursand the result. is, used..as the
available hours for computingequivalent positions. -This
adjustment removes .the effects- of holidays to,satisfy.
assumption 2 above; equivalent positions devoted to each
activity are based on .the. woricing .days in the month - no
holidays. After this adjustment the survey week and the
monthly' equivalent positions.have a common base.

We believe that the Cost Accounting System correctly states
the equivalent positions-paid for each activity but that it
'understates the equivalent positions worked. For example,
November had 168 weekday. hours-including 12 holiday hours
(Thanksgiving and Election Days).. A full-time person could
not possibly put more than 156 hours .into any activity
withoUt going into overtite.hours. The two numbers (equi-
valent positionspaid and equivalent positions worked):are
close but they are .not equal;rfor November the.driffernce
is 12/168 = 7.15%. Therefore, ;the productivity figure,is.
7.15% higher because -no adjustment-for.holidays has been
made to convert equivalent-positions paid - into equivalent
positions worked. This artifact of the computation,method
should be eliminated before office or state comparisons
are made. . 1.

6 "r
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C. clrts of Conllile2 Survey Data

The charts and tables that follow are based on data
cclIcctc.c, la (..t:z 3tu4y-w.l.ak survey of 19 local offices
in 6 states, and in some cases, on ESARS data.
Following our visits to the first 13 officeS, we
manually tallied the time ladders and questionnaires.
After the second 6 offices were surveyed, on a self-
application basis, we manually tallied the question-
naires, but processed the time ladders via a compUter
program. Therefore, the data in the following tables
is displayed in similar formats, with differences
ascribed to typing vs. computer printout.

Tables are grouped as follows:

1. Summaries of data for LO's. visited:

a. Study-Week Time Ladder Data Summary
Placement M on- Placement Data

b. Placements/Equivalent Positions

2. LO Summary, for each LO(19) visited:

a. LO Sum cry, Report 1

3reakdowa of LO activities, each represented in
terms of total minutesspent (in the study week),
total quantity processed, unit cost calculated,
percent of total office time resource, and
serv:tco percent.

b. LO AT Alysis of Non-Placement Time, Report 2

)%reakdowli of LO Non-Placement (X) time, each
category represented in terms of total minutes
aTent. and percent of total time.

Note: Ta5le of Service Percent Formulas for Local
04-.:ces and for Labor areas.

6 8
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!

3. Activity Summary, for ech ES(13) activity reviewed:

Activity Summary:

Analysis of activity.from Lo,t6,10 in terms .of
unit cost calculated, percent of resource, service
percent and. placements/equivalent position.

b. Activity Quality Analysis:
. .

Analysis of quality factor from L.O. to L.O.
Question responses from 'staff, applicant, employer,
L.O. Manager are displayed.,

t.)
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1. Summaries of data for LO's visited:
.
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TABLE - "LACEM2NTS/EQUIVALENT POSITIONS

-USING TIME. LADDER DIRECT PLACEMENT TIME ONLY-

ESARS
DATA 1PLACEMENTS

EQUIVALENT2

POSITIONS-
PLACE
EQUIV

.A 10/74 485 10.9 4.
..:-. 10/74 610 14.2 4...,.0

1C 10/74 918 16.7 55.2
2D 12/74 253 7.1 35.6

2A 10/74 332 11.6 28.6
%3 12/74 36 5.4 6.7

2A 10/74 995 21.8 45.8
)-)
44, 12/74 313 8.8 35.6

4k 11/74 582 28.8 ,:0.2
43 11/74 274 15.1 18.1
4C 11/74 173 8.2 21.1
JO 12/74 196 7.9 24.8

10/74 329 6.0 55.1
12/74 41 2.6 15.8

10/74 1671 47.6 35.2
12/74 304 10.8 28.1

'YE 1: PLACEMENTS: ESARS TABLE 90; LINE 90090
FOR MONTH OF STUDY WEEK

:2E 2: EQUIVALENT POSITIONS: SEE TABLE -
TIME LADDER PLACEMENT MINUTES/MINUTES FOR 1 EQUIVALEN, POSI1oN
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