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This Volume contains the results of the field
work and analysis under this contract. It

also contains & description of an integrated
management system which we believe provides the
proper conceptual framework for relating output
standards to the irnputs and other internal ES
factors. Our findings have led us to conclude
that only an integrated appreoach should-be used
in further developent of BPF {output) type
measure and perforiance standards (inputs).
Chapter one sets ti.z stage by desrribing and
illustrating the relationship of outputs and
inputs within the conceptual framework. Chapters
two and three pres:znt detailed Yindings of ouxr
project. : )

e . T

—e—— bt b = o e




A,

Chapter I

I TEGRATED MANAGEMENT SYSTEM FOR ES .

Theory of Integrated Management System

AS a result of our: investigations 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 BPP at the
state level,

The results 0of such a methodology would be used in two
ways. First, for funding allocation purposes, a state
composite score would be calculated via a weighted
sumation 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, instea& of a national average. Second, the
methodology would identify poor performing areas withln
a state that need special attention.

A number of diagnostic tools currently under develop-

ment and testing could be utilized to ldentify possible
causes of poor performance in the labor area. The

handbook for location of ES local officés could help

+0 assess the appropriateness of current locations and

the need to close, move or open offices. The Handbook

for Analyzing Local ES Performance, developed under

thls contract, provides tools for analiyzing 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 of 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 1ntegrated into the exlstlng
0l ol “rreres oY vrad Alore with orher evigcting
tools to 1dent1fy potent1a1 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 speciflc labor area,
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At this level of organization, management is often
carried out by a single individual who is required to
baiance the neceds of scveral programs and systems which
ars 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.

iIn the integrated nanagement system we are envisioning
here, these currently separate systems will be organized
into a unified package of toocls focused upon the
problems 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 ithe labor area
in combination with an estimating formula a "potential
for placement” that applies to the local community will
ke established. This potential gets goals for the

labor area and establishes a BPF that can be applied

at that local level. The BPF score that reflecits the
local operatior indicates whether improvements may be
possible upon deeper analysis. The Performance
Standards Survey and the Management Audit "ystem are
management tools that can be brought to bear in analyzing
such lozal ES operaticns with an aim to improving per-
forman:e. [©'or example, the Hardbook for Analyzing Local
B8 Performance describes model operatlons of the place-
ment Sysiem which permit comparlsons with actual opera-
tions. By usiag this comparison local managers can pin-
point “he zomponents of the placemeni process that could
be .aproved or modified.

Agressing Mitout Performance

tn the integrated management system the assessment of
ceutput parformance will be made by comparing actual
perfcrmence against a potential foxr placement developed
through an examination of the extexnal facters in the
local labor area. 1In Volume K (Metpodoloqy cGuide)

Ll W ohiamaty Ta LN lilemtenniidn W a1 im: Iouned, in
coacept, the Labcr arec san  be typed on the basis of

a few significant externsl variables such as the total
erployment, and then its potential for placement
estimrted by a formula which accounts f£or additional
axternal variahles. The formula will be developed in
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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

. Eactors that actually exist in any specific labor
area. Actual placements achieved by the ES in the
Bpecific area can then be compared to this "potential"
to give a local score {(just as the BPF provides a
State score). This local "BPF score" will indicate
wvhether improvements may be possible upon deeper analy~-
sis. If such improvements seem possible, the deeper
analysis will utilize tools such as the Handbook for
Analyzing 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
developed, a number of alternative tools for making the
diagnosis will be available. We view the Handbook for
Analvzing 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 qualitv factors reflecting ihe
conformance between the ¢ctual practices comparsd
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 wvalidity of the
model will be based upon the large survey planned for
the .next step (the establishment of input standards).
High-per forming labor areas are expected, in that sur-
vey, to exiibic sliallar patterns of measures and to
thereby provide the models for the Standards. The
examples in the next section illustrate the concept of
this analysis. Two 9f£fices in our survey are compared
instead of an actual office and a model. (Models cannot
be developed until the large survey has been completed.)

308
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Planning for Improvament

.To i{llustrate the form in which the data can be analyzed
-&and some potential uses of the data, Table 1 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 dir=ctly 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
béetween 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
gources, the manager can compare his actual resource util-
{zation and intermediate outputs with his plan, and can
validate the official figures. He ¢an 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 supervisor,. given-data from
several local offices, can compare input resource util-
ization with intermediate and final outputs to identify
putential areas for correction. In the examples, LO 2
h2s a ruch lower number of ionthly placements per equiv-
alent staff position than does L0 1. LO 1 devotes
ralatively 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
an:erviewing, and a bet*er rating on employer service
gquality factors. A field supervisor could use such
conparative data, even in the absance of validated stan-
dards, to examine the causes of such differences, including .
the effects of nxternal econoniie factors, ete., and to
develop a plan for improving performance 1n the second
local office.

This example illustrates the potential for applying such
methods in the diagnostic process even on an interim
basigs. It also illustrates the potential pitfalls of

--‘C" ‘1..\: e 12 M E et f"‘—‘tv-\v--l‘- 'I"r--u M S% ']Hd;r;'A‘
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can be éevelored in accordance wlth the methodology and
plans which will be a part of the end product of this
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of 2 Local Offices

Example of Data Compilation from On-Site Survey

A.

8% Resource Allocation for Placement Process Component

Activities

AT APPLICATION TAKING

Cs COM.UNITY SERVICE

CO  COUNSELING

‘ES ° EMPLOYER SERVICE

FC FILE SEARCH/CALL~IN

JD JOB DEVELOPMENT

JIS 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

®RT JOB CORPS, FOOD STAMP, UI, ETC.
2RM MEETING, TRAINING

8XS SUPER., MANAGEMENT, ETC.

*Xv VACATION, ANNUAL LEAVE

®XX PERSONAL, COFFEE BREAK, ALL ELSE
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Selected Service Ratios (Percent of-Traffic)

Application Taking
Referral Interviews

44.0%
60.5%

46.9%
51.9%

Selected Quality Factors: ‘
3 Re5pondin§ Employers Answering "YES"

poes an ES representative contact you
regulaxly?

T g T . ”,:,:Jﬂ. -
I\ 20 t 4.._-_..'.- oL LL STl y oy

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

75%

93%

43%

50%

Monthly Placements per Equlvalent
Position _

5 19

45.8%

28.6%




projeet, but such staadards can never be used in a
rote cookbook minner 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 tne individual labor
ar=a.
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Chapter II
FINDINGS FR0OM PESEAPCH THMTO THE RALANCED PLACEMENT FORMULA

AND IMPLICATIONS FOR QUTPUT STANDARDS FOR
THE UNITED STATES EMPLOYMENT SERVICE

=~ A. Introduction - .

, The broad cbjectivés of the Employment Service are: (1) to
_—_—_ . provide service necessary to assigt 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 labﬁ“‘mnqggibinformation

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 objeckives 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

eguitable manner, based on the guantity and guality cf 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
e 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-bhased budgeting is
generally accept~d throughout the ES system, the application
of the BPF in FY 1975 caused concern among the gtates,
‘ particularly those who lest funds, abhout 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 coes
hea the formula contain incentives to improve the guantity and

' quality of performance? Second, can the formula be manipulated -
by individual states to their advantage without 1mprOV1ng the
basic cuwality or quantity of performance? Third, is the
formula ineguitable in the sense of rewarding or penalizing
states whose performance is high or low as a, result of external
ecmmeric frctors that make it easicr to prov1de services in
™ some - states and harder in others, but over which the ES has

- - [T B |

b 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. , 1l
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formula and the relationshin 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 medel was constructed. Because the reszirc
.was dacision-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 Meefiﬁg on Improvement:s in the
Balanced Placement Formula, October 23, 1974. :

2. Presentations to ASPER, November 6 and December 6, 1974.
3. Presentation to the MA Executive Staff Meeting,
Boston, Mass., December 12, 1974.

4. Presentation to MA Executive Steff; January 21, 197s5.
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 Recommendatlons,
November 25, 1974.

3. Memorandum on Representation of Women in the FY¥76 BPF,
December 5, 1974.

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

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

I’ 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 B8, we agreed tg use the data processing fa-
+ilities originally constructed for the analysis of the BPF

+& support actual final calculations and printing of the _
tunding allocations to the states. Although this was expected
+a be'an inexpensive by-product of the research process at the
¢ime the agreement wag made, in actual practice the decision

T e P PR -‘.-. oL.. 1iTa ,-..l: ='l‘! .f..],.,..‘ 4.1.-’-., a“,.'l ‘,n,..ﬁuv-c.r-... ﬂ...:.-.‘ln-‘:- 1~

’the BPF research effort durlng the months of January and February.




Many trial BPF zruns were needed: each included a complete
set of six pages of worksheets for each state, showing per-
formance data for both F¥74 and FY75; the computation of
performance ratios compared to the natiornal averages, anc
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 dollaxs allocated to
each state.

For each state, 78 performance items were combined through
approximately 240 calculations to arrive at the total adjusted
performznce 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 ocur support.

This Chapter presents an overview of the BPF, the significant
findings relating to the internal structure of the BPF, and
research into theé effects of external factors on ES pexrformance.
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 Voiumne, :
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Dumrvie.s A€ the Balanced Placereont Forrmla

The BPF for rY75 and for FY76 consists essentlally of a

corlos of rericrnance ratios that are ceorfiined in a weighted
summation to yiz2ld a summary performance score for each state.
wnrked oat examples for the two years are included as

fppendix A to this Chapter. The FY75 BPF had 27 measures

of performance for each state; the FY76 version has 30 measures.

Lach 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.

Tnae credit indexes are combined to yield a summary score for
the state through a weighted summation process, where the
veights are budget or policy weights whose sum is 100 percent,.
I detailed arithmetic statement of the FY76 BPF is contained
in Appendix B, The Exhibit on the following page compares

she components of the performance measurement part of the
formula and shows the initial budget weights for the two
“iscal years, .

“he result of the calculations is a summary performance score
that is egqual to 100 percent for a state whose overall per-
“ermance was egual to the national average, with better-
yerforming states having higher scores. In actual use, the
%75 formula resulted in scores ranging from 75 percent to
-5 percent and the FY76 formula yielded scores ranging from

-

R percant -t 150 percent.

“ionre are three technical reasons for the larger range in
“na FY7€ formula. 'Referring to the Exhibit the pie chart
Fmr FYT75 shows 25 percent weight given to employment assis-
.a¢ce services. This was intended to encourage maintenance
such services. Of these, performance was measured only -

T testing (due te lack of data for the others)., As a
resuit, 20 percent of the weight was constant for all states,
Limitian cthe ronge of scores. (This also had the effect of
riving -ach 0f the measured items an effective weight that
Jzr higher taan the apparent weight in the ratio 100/80 or
w5} *n the FY76 formula, all items were measured,

s second rexson for the larger range of scores in the

A fLarmuia s that several of the performance measures were
_iecd to im rove the formula, The third reason is that
oaschod for adyusting for unemployment, the only external
storxr taken into account in the formula, was changed. Both
Coaner . ohangcs were based inm parton research—results

saseakted later ia this Chapter where they will be discussed

Lo
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EXHIBIT
INTTTAL BULGET WEIGHTS

FY 1975 DPF ‘ .FY 1976 REVISED BFF

QUANTITATIVE FACTC. 0%

D

EFFE JIVE-'/
HNESS 1N/ 123

“a‘

// Y pract
30% / /MJPL CANTS Y,
/ / R .f l.f
- | f‘i /F’FFL{. Lm t.
e | TYPES OF _ <<{
? \  INDIVIDUALS
\  PLACED ‘xPE..)
: S "55“1/0 . 25% g;Lﬁ_gs
| EMPLOYE T / Lo '
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The gsummary score is used to compute performance-adjusted
man-years for the next fiscal year, from a starting point of
the current fiscal year allocation. To linit the overzll
effect of the BPF on the state allocationsg, to plus or minus

i0 percent, a range designed to avoid disruption due to too
largde an increase or decrease in funds, a compression facior
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.
Phase 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 un effect only
on relative shares of ES resources. A state that has 10 percen
of national ES man-year resourxces this Year and has Performance
¢gual to the national average will get 10 percent of rext
vear's man-years (adjusted for unemployment). A state starting
with 10 percent that has a performance score cf 110 percent
would get 11 perxcent 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.

“he published computational steps also obscure the effects of
national policy decisions. For FY76, the Iinal published
oable III. ¢. 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.
¥ tha 20 percent, 5 percent was du2? to the method used to
ax2jus it for unemployment, 5 percent was duz to chahges in the
nethod for funding labor market irformation services and
viigration certifications, and thie remaining 10 percent was
Au€ to a reduction in the national ES budget. The BPF per-—
’crmance adjustment had no effect on these changes, but the
"reaenunhlon of roezalts dozs nct make this clear.

—

1. Purpose ard Method

“he ahalgai? of internal factors in the BPF was originglly

degigned o answer four c_mestz,on'~ relevant <o 1mprOV1ng
the A2Y for FY 1577:

a. Of the performance ratics in the formula, which ones

nave the greatest eifect on theinitialadjusted—
allocation of man-vears?

. ""i‘.if‘“ LI B T "T'h o - ]]'r*u:'ﬂ'-\4-"yh C{-‘ ,-.{-1.-,

iy Lhae 1o rley  Whal are tne inter- relatlox
the items?
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c. Are there scale effects, such that the gbsolute 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 poiicy 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 multlple regress:on analyses, with the
percent change in man-years as the dependent variab le
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;

(Zf Which variables are 51gnificantiy related to
the dependent varlable 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 c¢f alternate
specifications of performance measures, the effects
of different-sets of policy weights, and the conse-
quences of different budget weights. The simulation
model utjilizes a series of equaticns which correspond
to the computational methads 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 Administration; the actual state performance
- data for-FY73-and for FY74 wWere processed through the

model; and the resultant projected man-year allocations
for each scenario have been compared with the actual
Zor 1YTL w0 arcertain tho sonsitivity of the LPF to
changes in each ¢f the items.

) .18
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2. Analvsis of the FY75 BPF and use of the results in
the FY76 BPF

ary Cerrelaticon snalvsis

(1) Relationships between individual measures and
the rsummary score

The first step in the statistical analysis was to
cxamine the correlations among the facters in the
FY75 BFF on a cross-sectional basis among the 52
states (including D.C. and Puerto Rico)}. The simple
corr:lations of each of the 27 performance ratios,
the anemploynent rate, and the number of man-years
paid are pre:z=nted in Table II1-1,

It was ~xpeotad that, since each performance ratio
is arithmetically rslated to the percent change in
man~-years, all performance cerrelations would be non-
negative. As can be seen in Table II-1l, this expecta-
tion was not fuliilled with respect to the group of
ratios "ader the heading Percent of Individuals Placed
by Type of Job. Only 3 ratios (Duration less than
4 days, Skill Level VI, and Wage Rate under $1.60)

2re siygnificantly positively correlated, and all 3
haﬂ the lowest policy waeighi {1) in their group. One
rdtis {Luration over 150 days, policy weighkt 3) was
negatively correlated,

The nner olovrent rate was not Significantly correlated.

The avnbey oo ‘manyears paid was negatively correlated
© with per on' cheagz in man-years, which was expecteaq,
hase.l o sovarts that the larcast states faced the

w0 sk in the FY75 PF allpeation srocess. However,
rezulis prevonted later in-this report lend to dif-

fer -t inte-p;etatlﬁns in relation to both of these items.

{2 o033 of Jobs

abl: IT-" orasents the corrclations among the perx-

rdoens To2i0s for Tywues of Jobs. In the original
g shon for GniL .nalysis .t was expacted that significant
revit Ly cossetations vonld be found between, for
- 2% tged . o ighevage levels and nigh-~skill levels, and
Jeenweln uu”rt— wrakion jobs and low-skill levels., To
T T EeTR T aItImE T this hypobthesis was—<oonfirmed, The
s percent Lndi‘lﬁﬂ ls placed in short-term jobs is
: ATy "1V Tesanl TITT, o i
SoRLvis e rorialar _d with Lk.ll Levels V and VI;
19
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Table II-1 Correlation of 7Y75 BPPF Performance Factors
with Initial Percent Change in Man Years (aMY)

icogrrelatiun coufiicient must excceed L300 tou Lbe

1" at the

OS5 loved.

20 15

- ‘Correlation with Percent
i Performance Factor Change in Man Years*
= Individuals Placed, Percent of Plan (IP/Pln) ' .447
Placenent Transactions, Percent of Plan (P/Pln} 518
| Individuals Placed per Man-Year (IP/MY) - 845
«— Placements Transactions per Man-Year (B/MY} . 843
Percent of Target Groups Placed:
N Veterans (V/VA&R) - T49
Minority “(M/MAER) . 645
Poor {P/PA&R) - 580
llandicapped {H/HA&R) ¢ 557
- UI Cleaimants  (UI/UIAGR) ) 581
Youth " (Y/YA&RY) 483
Older Workers (0O/0A&R) .629
Percent of Individuals Placed by Type of Job:
i
L, Duration: Less than 4 days ~- 2505
4-150 dzys «11%
\ ‘Over 150 days -, 359
,L' Skill Level: I -.274
-. I 1X "-080
| 113 ~-.251
- v <282
v 2198
i VI 470
L : _
Wages: Undex- $1.690 . 336
$1.60~-2,493 071
L_ $2.50 and over -. 184
. Penetration Rate : +831
| Percent of Openings Filled . 946
— Individuals Tested (GATB and NATB) as a
. Percent of Individvals Ccunceled o 522
. Individuals. Tested (Other) &s a
~ " Percent of Openings Received - 293
Unemploviient Rate . 070
____T_Eill_nan Years Paid - -,313 )
|
A [
i
o

statistically significant
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Aruitoxt provided by Eric

and the percent placed ir long-term jobs is negatively

correlated with percent rlaced in the lowest wage jobs.
The other significant corrslavions between duration and
skill, however, present a mixed picture.

Of most interest in Tablz II-2 are the coXrelations
between woasures of the same type. Among the Duration -
measur2s, percent placed ia joks over 150 days is
negatively correlated with the othex two categories,

In particular, the correlation with percent placed in
jobs 4-150 days is ~.873, a negative correlation
inpiying a divect tra o -0ff between the two categories;
similarly, among the 351.40 -~ 2.49 category and the $2.50
and over category. ih2 £kill Level categories have a .

mixture of positive and negative inter-correlations. .

The reason for the observed inter-correlations appear ﬂ
to have more to do with the technical specification -

of the wrieures than with the substance of the per=

f.1 »mee teing measured. As an exanmple, in the

Du: '’ n me.sure, ach category is defined as appli-.
canir nlzced in that rategory as a percent of all
appllﬁnnts placed. Theretore, arithmetically, if the
parcert in o1 citegoiry increases, the percent in one

ox both of 1he othear twe must decrease. Furthermore,
since the policy weijhts give higher rewards for
inrresxsed percantages in the longer duration categories,
fneve i3 an incentivs to manipulate the data by
roooreing o the origunal job crder form, the highest
MiLatior Ioie, &1 similarly for Skill Level and Wage
Paty, Bazause there-was no item in the FY75 BPF to
cosnterbalance :¢ch manipulation, states may well

have wndertabsn it. Recomuendaticns to correct

th'g prohler oo reflostoed in the FY76 BPF analyzed | |
in Szotior TI-B. )

{3V Far-et Troeaos
frzli . 1 omat of (¢ relatlions was Btudied to test
L+ vy nen s that ~Lose states who placed higher
e Lak i rhasis oo sovvice to the disadvantaged and
pe Ghrar spacret tolges groups were penalized by the

§07% 0%, Fuy o hypotnesis can be Jerived from a

2o e tuel fromavort wnich deals with a given labor

ar :», at a gives poxat—an time, with relatively fixed

reonugees,  (This .S eguivalent to treating the ES

S S TR & LY 85 el ’1'm oaeraulnq on a Marshalllan s
. -, + -.- gom e

L.'a-.........._;. . T -»--.’-.--.-... .._|1l..; v X -

see tast 31 ~h o Lypota-gis,; even if true, would not

nreessarily be tegtable using aggregate statewide data
reXlecting 28 adiustments Lo chancing policies,
pricsities sl rasources over time.
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From the correlations presented in Table 1I-1, it

is clear that better service to the target groups -

is potitively correlated with the FY75 BPF allcca-«
tion. Table II-3 disrlays 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 relscicnship
to other items possibly reflectsg the f£zc% th-t plans
are adjusted guarterly via negotiation bhatwaaen the
state and the regional office in rasponge to shanging
conditions in the state, For this rcasni and tecause
the planning process ag a whole has imprecision, it
is recommended that performance in relatiou te plan
be eliminated from the BPF.

Of significant interest is fhat the raite of Place-

ments per man-year (iP/MY) is positively correlated

with the percent of each target oroup placed and

with penetration of the jiob market (OR/Emp and OF/CR).

In addition, the placement rate for each tavrge: group

is positively corr=zlated with the rate for every othex
group and with venetration of the job wmarkel. Thece
findings indicate that the bet*er perrormance states tend
te do a better ‘job acvording to most measvras 0f performanc

Two other items in Table I¥-3 are of iuterent. First,.
the state unemployment rate (U), which right be expected
to be negatively related to ES perfoxmapncc, is in fact
negatively correlated only with the placensnt rite for
handicapped applicants. (The relationship ¢f unemploy-
ment and other external factors toe ES performance is
further e¥plored in Section € of this Chanter.)

Second, size of the EJ agency, acs meagured by man~-years
(MY}, has a significent negative correlavicrn with only
2 performance measuir~2s (IP/MY, P/PA&R, ard OR/Emp),
although it tunds_to. ke negatively related to all
measures. It does not appear that sige alone is a
najor factor in ES pecsformance or in the FY75 BPF
allocation process.

Mauiliple Regression Ai.alysis

The correlation analvesis presented thur does not
permit conclusions aboutr che sensitivity of che

BPF ailocation process to each of the favtors when
all facters are taken intoe account at the sere time.
Bev thie rproese, reltinds reerorcion nwnalvsis is an.
appropriate tool. A step-~wise analysisg sc¢lects rirsc
the factors having the greatest valuz in explzining
the end result and thereforz identifies the factors

LY
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T | 4
1 1

(1) ip/o
(2} ip/ .
(3} v/va

(4 M

5 P/TAC

(3} H/ /v

(%) UI/":

2} Yy
{(5) Ol
(1¢) OR/
(11) G&/3r
(12) U

(13) MY

*Jee Table

g H £ § ¥ § H { { { [ {
Table IT~3 Correlations among-Selected FY75
DPTF Performance Measures® .
Ty (2) (B Tty (e ey (9 (10y (1) (12) (13)

1.0C0 .295 .174 .037 .020 .10 .193 .020 .064 .166 .479 -.127 ~.107

L030 L7300 .5%7 L4780 L5312 L483  .378 .58l .646 .637 -.127 -,320

1.000 .692 .42¢ .792 .794 .457 .867 .556 .61l8 -,254 -.108

1.000 .771 .31 .S43 .663 .722 .527 .441 -.27¢ -.183

1.200 .520 .453 .549 .485 .592 .355 —.19% ~,338

1.060 .319 .532 .774 .373 .422 -.427 =.220

1.000 .460 .716 .347 .524 -.273 ~.065

1.000 .472 .440 .333 -.10C -.253

1.000 .521 .487 -.260 -,01l1

1.000 .544 .192 -.344

‘I-1 for explznation of abbreviations

1.000 -.052 -.130
1.00C ~-.044
1.000




to which the allocation formula is most sensitiwe.
Because each factor in the formula is arichretically
related to the end result of the formula thirough
pclicy weights and hLulsnt weights, one wonld expact
the regression analysis to explain 1006 percent of

the variation in end results (and in fact the egua-
tions should become cvercetermined). ' =

Appendix C.l1 presents the devalled resuli: c¢f the
analysis. The dependent varicble was p..seni chango

in man-years., The independent Or explanczincsy variables
inelude all 27 FY75%5 BEPF perforwance ratics, plus FY73
total man~years (includod to test the pariis al relation-
ship of this item to the dependent warisble). Of all
27 performance ratios, cnly 10 were statistically
significant in the analysis. 'fhis is due primarily

to the inter-~correlatrions among the ratios, «specially
those relating to Types of Sobs. FY7?3 moa- years aiso
was not significant. '

However, the single most important factor both as
measured by sizu - cozfficient and by percent of
variance explained i3 the unemployment rat:z, {This
result is reliable, because the unemployment rate is
uncorrelated with the performances measures.) fThe
gize of the impact is attributable hoth to tAe size
of the adjustment in FY75 BPF Table 3 and {o tle fact
that the adjustment applies uniformly o 6C percent
of the formula weight. (In fact, the adjustment zpplies
to 75 percent of the variable portioh of the formula.
Deducting the 20 percent fixed weights in Table 5,
leaves 80 percent variable weights. 60/80=.75.)

the unemployment rats by itself bears little relation-
ship to +he indiviival S performance relios, it is
clear that the BPF allocation results ares unduly .
affected by the FY75 method of adjustment.

Adiitional analysas were\berformed, using policy~
weighted perforrance racions, c¢redit ipdexes, and
adjusted budget weights as the explanatory variables.
In each case, the resulis with respect to unemploy-
ment were similax, altnoiagh the analysis using
adjusted budget weights obvicusly showed ail factors
as significant, due to the arithmetic relationship to
the dependent variable.

Simulation

To permit testing the ~ffects of various mznipulation
scenarios. for the Y75 BPPF and to test slternate formu-
lations of the F¥7% BPF, & generalized simulation model
was created. The general Jormula for the model is
simiiar to that in Appendix B, :
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" The simulation system relies upon a ddata base of

;S performance data for each. -For the FY75 BPF,
this data base was created directly from performance
dztn contoined on the UPF forms. For FY76 testing,
FY74 perfo*mance data was extracted from ESARS tapes
containing FY¥74 reports from each of the 52 states.
All poliecy weights were external parameters which
would Le modified at will., Policy welghts (PW) are
integers which can be set at any value. Foxr example,
to exclude any particular performance ratioc from &
particular test of the formula, the PW can be set to
zexo and similarly for budget weights.

In preparation for the October 23, 1974, BPF Review
Meeting, three simnlations were performed even

though none was planned prior to December 1, according
to our original project schedule. The results of
thegse simulations are summarized in the first three
tables of Appendix D. In the first simulation, each
of 51 gtates (excluding Puerto Rico) was assumed to
have achieved a 10 percent increase in produvetivity
for placement transactions, with all other Performance
relationships (ratio of transactions to individuals

‘placed, placement rate of target groups, etc.) held
constant.

Overall, 7 -states, including 4 of the 8 lowest per-
forming and 3 of the 5 highest, would have experienced
no significan: improvements in man-year allocations had
Lhny had 10 porecent higher product1v1ty, 4 gtates

would have improved by an average gain of approxlmatelf

10 pexcent and the remaining 40 states would have
improved by an average of ahout 5 percent.

Next, it was assumed that each state would manipulate |
data on Types of Jobs such that 10 pexcent of place-
ments would be reported in the next higher category
for each-of the items in FY75 BPF Table ZB, onl

2 states would have benefited more than 5 percen

from the manipulation.

In the third simulation it was assumed that the un-
employment frate 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-

e FoimTer oAveon themiahnne Rha rarcn F ookl wparsend

c'"“‘“‘;!"" iy ;..,_“.""J'f.'a.:.-ﬁ ’ Lizaloda u&n\g TLHAT Tl une IKI:J-L{JJ [ -h—&ﬁlr

rate adjustmont affected the low-pexforming states and’
the high-performing states egually, although not
necessarily equitably.
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d. Summary &
Siznlations of tha FY75 MPF ware limited €0 ¢he three. -
described hcrein, because ES national, reglonal anc j s
state reaomncncations, and tho resulte of the analvsis B

reported herein all pointed toward sigpificunt Pevis.onus B
, in the BPF for FY7¢ which, while retaining most of it i
= basic concents of the FY75 BP:, would improve the -
formvla, inc-¢.se ipcentives to improve I8 pexformance, )
and reduce {i..c potential for manipulatien. Briefly, . e
: the combined veccamenda‘.ions included elimination of h%ﬁ
p@anned performance, additicon of measures of venetra-— 2@-
ticn of the potential applicant market, revision of ‘ﬁ
the specification of measures of types of 2obs, T
replacemant s£ the courseling and testing items, and Fa
nlimiaation of fixed i:ars, _ i%
i 1 M . e - l'ﬁ?‘.
3. . Analyeis of the BPF foco Y76 i
. . [
a. Intruduction ' Eﬁ
A |
As iadicata’ in e preceding Section, s number of ¥
charger were racomiended fov incorporation into the ‘ﬁ
FY7T5 BYF, bax.ed on research and upon the actual ﬂ%
axporielce Ln usiry the PY7S BPF. To test the o3
effoots of these changes, the gerneral simuiation "
mdel was usen te test sevoerel versipns: & Lt
Replication of tha FYT5 BPF using now (FY74) parfermance
dacz; 213 aitomrmats BEF's wsflacting new specifications ﬁﬁ
E pa1oinLnce kit aou, : v ' )
i
Th. rwrinnipal “ifc-ences hobuw:n the FY75 BPP and ‘ i
“wqe vluarnevie o tasted weooe ¢ follows, with o
wxone L,y e S TR RR TN naeterr (soe Appandix A) L

P L teonote n T onencen thics of the Job Moarkat
e o e L oo rovrricultural employianal,

e
- g

oo whn v oantioas v s is placang indisidvals
ceoowrilraeston and gote nment in approximatsly i
S s pers atay s vl orgloyment in those i
CL ISt Lo k8 OF oot UL8. 2nployment. i : i
Poed o= i, uwal coploymeant was anaeluded, Ly
. Y
ced coq ) wan ada o tooa sure effoctiveness in B
Jeovrace che L of ot posertial, The measure 13
voomrne o amliennty ooaf remewals as a peroent ;3
<. TeksloancstploTeni. : ¥
3t
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{(3) 1ItemIIal.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 placemcnt rate of women is5 lower than
imen, total and in the minority and poor target
groups: that women are under-represented among
the other target groups, especially veterans;
and that women ars more likely to be:placed in
jobs with low wage rates, Co.

Migrants were included in respons@ 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 categoiy

as a percent nf openings received in that category,
and replaces percent of applicants placed.

{5) Ttem 1IA2. measures effectiveness in plécing 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.,

Comparison of results from FY76 alternmates with
FY75 replication . \

Appendix Table D.4 presents detailed state-by-state
results of the simulations. For comparison, ‘actual
results fron the FY75 BPF are also presented. Appendix
Tables D.5 through D.9 summarize the results obtained
by comparing the percent change in man-years for ¥Y735
with the percent change that would result frpw each of
the four simulations for Fy¥76. - - '

In general, states that did well under the Y75 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. A&n
initial examination was conducted which focused on
states experiencing extreme changes from FY75 as
compared with the simulation. .
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In the first case, one state (Washington} which had
less than 5 percent gain 4in F¥75 had an Iniicated
increase of over 25 percent in tha FY7% Replicatiom,
and had even greater gains in each of the alternatives
because the state reported much higher performance in
PY74 than it had in FY?73. It increazed the total
number of individuals placed (as opposed to a general
decrease), placemants per man-year, its placement rate
for ea~" target group, and its penetration rate. &t
the san. 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 gstate (Michigan) which had a

- 8light loss in FY75 (-3.68 percent) would experience

a loss of more than 28 percent according to each of
the alternate formulas and an 1)l 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 63 percent to 56.8 percent
relative to the national average, which increased.)

Penietration of the loyment market algo dropped
slightly. The larfer loss for Michigan under the
three a ternates as compared with the FY75 Replica-
t.ion derives from 3 addltional factors:

(1) Michigan's penetration of the applicant potential
{defined as new applicants and renewals as a. ‘
percent of unemployment) was 58.86 percent of the
national average, and percent placed was 92.5
parcent of the average. _ This may be due in part
tn factors in the auto industry, because 47.36
pcrcent of applicants were UI claimants (the’
group with the lowest national placement rate}, .
somparad with 32.83 percent nationally.

(2Y Michigan received a 2 perarnt increase in man-
years a3 a result of the unemployment adjustwment
in the FY7%5 Replication, omitted fzom the
alterrates, .

(3} Mich:gan did better than the national awverage on
Types of Jobs under the ¥Y75 Replication, .but did
wrrge under the aiternates. The comparison data
preserted in Appendix TableD.10 is illustrative of
i lr;cct cL resgecl. ylng +his item. For iilus-
trative purposes, data is also presented for

Oklakomz. (In both cases, the data for alternative

A exclude agricultural jobs.)

L
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Under the FY75 Replication, Michigan exceeded
the national welghted average percent dlstribu~
tion of individuals placed by type of job for all
three components of the formula, whareas Oklahoma
was lower than the national average. Comparing
the two gtates, 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 plternate A, Michigan was lower
tHan the national average weighted percent o
openings f£illed 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 poth 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 having 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-guality jobs. It
will be noted that the national averages for

. percent of jobs filled for Duration under 4 days
L ' and for Skill Level II (Clerical, Sales and
Service) are nearly 100 percent, indicating that
perhaps there should be no weight given in the

!

k - — formula.
c. Sensitivity Analysis of the FY76 BPF
3 To test the sensitivity of the three FY76 Alternates,

the correlation and regression analysig 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-yvears in all

alternates, even when budget weights for the items
Thig result oetruar=s hoonise no rerformance

Wil.o STl

r;tios were negatively inter~correlated, -and most wers
~ poeitively inter-correlated. The tables of correlations
- ol
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between FY74 and FY75 performance measures and the
percent change in man-years is shown in the follow=~

ing table, Similarly, the regreszion analysis

results can be gquickly summarized. Becauss 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 unemployment rate, the equation became over-
determined when the last variable is included and there
was no residual variation, The coefficients of all
ratios are positivz 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 anéd C.3.
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Correlation of FY74 and FY75 Performance Data with
PY76 BPF Percent Change in Man-Yaars (dMY)

. Correlation with Percent

Performance Factor " Change in Man Years®
FY74 FY75
Individuals Placed per Man Year {(IP/MY) .837 . 898
Placement, Transactions per Man Year (P/MY) -B66 : .851
Applicants Served (A&R/UNEMP) .533 .517
Placement Rate .{IP/A&R) +816 . 800
Non~RAgricultural Penetration (OR/Non-Ag EMP) " 732 769
Non~-Agricultural Fill Rate (OF/OR Non-Ag) .769 .678
Agricultural Fill Rate (OF/OR RAg) .401 ~-.007
Percent of Target Groupe Placed:
Veterans - (V/VAS&R) _ .766 .803
Minority (M/MASR) .594 .731
PoOr (P/PA&R) .680 .558
UI Claimants (UI/UIA&R} .653 .478
Migrants (MG/MGA&R) NA . .193
Women {(W/WA&R) -759 . .721
Randicapped (H/HA&R) »734 . 796
Older Workers (P/OA&R) .817 779
Youth (Y/YA&R) 608 .622
Individuals Counseled (IC/A&R) -.055 .146
Individuals Placed After
Counseling (IPC/IC) ‘ .519 .445
Percent of Individuals Placed by Type of Job:’ X
Duration: Less than 4 days .274 .186
: 4-150 days .543 427
Over 150 days 2760 .617
Wages: Under $2.50 .616 «453
$2.50-83.49 . .74 .590
$3.50 and Over ; JALY T 672
Skill Leve:'.: I .3%""" .383
IIX « 747 .516
Iv 677 .649
v .536 .261
VI ' . 435 . 295

*Correlation coefficient must exceed .300 to be statistically
significant at the .05 level .
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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 gqualitative measures of ES performance, .to
reflecting the many legal and judicial mandates for ®.
services to 5pecia1 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 foxrmula,

- and its effective weight deriving from its variability.
"To illustrate the precblem, consider Table 1I-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/AR), etc.

The effective relative.weights shown in column {(6).

however, are quite different for most 1tems, because

the standard deviations of most of the ratios are quite
Aifferent 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 individnals piaced per man-vear, while the effective
weight of the placement rate is only 7 percent as much,
irnst2ad of the intended 40 percent. Similar calculations
vould be made with respect to the qualitative BPF measures.
T correct for this preblem, it is necessary to compute
correcticn factors for each measure, dividing the desired
ludget weight by -the standerd deviation of the measure.
%nitltxyln a2ich actual performance ratio for each state

Ly the auproupriate correction factor will result in adjusted
parivrmance ratios that enter into the formula with the
desired effoctive weight.
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Table II~4 vVariation and the True Effective Budget Welghts of selected
Performance Indicators Used in the FY 1976 BPF

. - . correcticn
Componentg of Effective Weight Effective Pactor for
. Relative Desired
PY74 FY¥76 Budget Weight variation Weight = Weighting
Indicator Average Actual % Ratio to IP/MY Standard bDeviation Ratio to IP/MY [(3)X(5)]1 [(2)+{4)]
_ . (1) (2) (3) (4} T {5) {6) {7)
Individuals P!aced per
Man-Year Work.d (Ip/MY)} 139.2 «20 1 ) 41.4 1l b § .. 0048
Placement Tra' sactiong -
Ma.n"YE&r Work: d (P/MY) 284.3 110 050 64.0 1055 o?? 00015
New Applicants and
Renewals as a Percent
of the Number : X
Unemployed (a.7/U) 80.1 .07 .35 41.2 1.00 «35 20017
o Individuals Placed as a
Y  percent of New Applicants
and Renewals (IP/AR) 26.6 .08 .40 7.0 «17 07 0114
¢o Nonagricultural Openings
we. Received as a percent
of Employment (OR/E) 10.0 .05 25 5.2 +13 .03 H0%6

Nonagricultursl Openings
Filled as a Prrecent of .
Openings Received (OF/OR) 62.3 .06 .30 . 12.5 .30 | .09 ' .0048

Agricultural Openings
Filled as a ®crcent of
Openings Received 96.2 .04 .20 16.9 R 08 . .0024




e

The second problem is even more complex. A8 shown in

the correlation Table on the following page, there is
substantial inter=correlation among the several guanti-
tative BPF pexrformance ratios, with one exception, :
There is similar inter-correlation among the qualitative
fa¢tors, and in particular between the total placement
rate (IP/AR) and the placement rates for the imdividual
target groups. BAs stated previously, the inter-correlation
indicates that better performance states tend to do better
on all measures of performance.

The problem for the BPF is that the inter-correlation
leads to double counting. Consider two arbitrary .
perfoimance ratios that are perfectly correlated with.
each other, such that when one incréases by one point,
the other increases by the same amount. Then both must
be measuring the same thing, and either could do as well
&s the other. When both ara included in a composite
formula such as the BPF, the effect iz to double count
the measure. There is a complex method that can be used
to correct for the problem, but a simplexr 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
counterbalanecing 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 renewala
régistered with the ES is in part under the control of the
£S5, there is a 30 to 7, or 4 to 1, incentive against
registering individuals who have not been placed. There
i8 a gimilar incentive against reporting job openings that
rave not been filled.

We do not recommeéna that there should be incentives for
marely registering applicants or listing job openings.
However, the work application and the job order are
v:~sic documents necessary for serving applicants and
«muloyers at the operating level. With the increased

30

1 e ety .y, W+

B T T e

i yr— == rpra, A

T e LTI, A T = i i ==
v . . 4 S

2,




Table II~5 Correlations Anong Performance Ratios for
. F¥74 performance Data Usad in ¢the PY76 BPP

(1) (2} {3) {4} {8} .- (6) {7)

-~y

IP/NY . 1,000
P/MY : .853 1.000 . o
A&R/Unemp . 850  .542 1.000 _ : -,
IP/AER _ .671  .709  .224 1.000 .
OR/Non-Ag Emp .521  ,709 ,659 .600 1,000 :
OF/OR: Non-Ag 648 .746 .378 .536 - .512 1.000
OF/OR Aq -316 .419 .013 ,235 ,017 .425 1.000
‘V/VA&R . .588 .697 .478 - .874 .601 . .871 255
M/MASR ) 569 ' .442 ,094 .646 .497  .288 ,061
P/PASR .458  .558 .420 .734 .503 .448 .199
UI/UIA&R -499 .57¢ 312 .784- ,887 .408 .090
W/WASR .539 .640 .418 .956  .604 -.451 ,144
H/HASR .587 ,681  .569 . .810 .558 ,.506 .167
"~ 0/OA&R .688 .755  ,424 ,.872 .636 - .571 .284
Y/YA&R . 847  .44% 273  .832 .483  .348  .112
IC/A&R -,1%0 ~-.116 .014 .008 .02]1 =-.108 .070
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
L Wages: :
Onder $2.50 .583 .670 .323 ,458 .379 .912 ,529
$2.50 - 3.39 .588 - .688 .314  .471  .4%4 .935  .360
$3.40 & over L5231 .527 -.147 .274  ,226 .650 .360
8kill 1evel: v,
I .267 - .327 .074 .176 «233 ,522 .197
I . 704 .659 .301 <526 .503 ,909 ,.289
11X .744 .742  .397 .494 _ .484  ,.881  ,.432
CIv .562. .681 ,348 .489 .441  ,945 .323
v .458  .570° .211  .343 ,172 .740. .754
v o241 .456 .245  .230 .358 .595 ,436
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uge of automated alds to the placement process, 1t is
imperative that accurate files be maintainad to permit
the greatest amount of serviece €o the community.
Therefore, we recommend that measures of ES performance

be daveloped and used in future funding allocation formulas;f"

that neither encourage nor dlscourage applicant registra-
tion and job 1istings. Measures of this type are describsd
in the Methodology Guide, Volume 3 of this report.,

D. Analysis of the Effects of External Pactors 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 allecation 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 BS performance, and it was assumed

that State ES agencies should not hbe penalized for poor
performance due to factors heyond their- control. Second,
the unemployment rate psr se was found to be an inadeguate

raflection of the influence of the external factors. Third,

it seemed desirable to set output performance standards
based upon .the’ performance of gimilar states, rather than
national average performance. Flnally, it would be
preferable to set realistic performance goals based on
the potential market and need for public ES services and
to measure parformance against potential, rather than
agalﬂst national avarage performance. .
The £ollowing factors were hypotheslzed to be related
to ES periormance:

&. table external factors
{1) Industry composition

Tt was hypothesized tunat the higher the percentage

of emlioyment in construction, manufacturing and
qgovernrant, the jower ES performance would be, because
each of these industries has distinct hiring channels,
Direct measures of concentration, digpersion, and the
nurber of alternate hiring channels have not heen
deveioped.
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{2) ZLabor- force composition

Results of analyses by the Center for Applied Man-
power Research showed the percentage of labor force:
in low-wage, low-skill occupations to be positively
related to BS performance at the state level; but
percent in minority groups was not related. .

T [ il

(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.

l_q—'

b. Volatile external factors.

{1} .Unemployment

|

It is often agsumed that ES performance will be lower
where the unemployment rate is high. Analysis of the
intemal factors in the FY75 BPF resulted in the con~-
clusion that the unemployment rate per se did not
have a congistently significant relationship to per-
formance, and nther measures were tested.

 gos

(2) Growth

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

.5 b

{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.™'In 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
0f £aCtOors weld tel bew, wild the results of scrne of these
tests are described below.
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The second major phose focused on the effects of eyternal
factors on ES performance at the labor area level, The
hypotheses listed above are derived from a conceptual
framework that relates to indiviiual labor areas, By
definition, the labor area is an integrated social economic:
system, It constitutes the enviromnment within which ES

'serviceg are actually provided through approximately

2500 ES local offices, each of which is a locally-managed
entity in a distinct labor market, with specific objectives,
approathes and performance results that are dependent 4n
part on local conditions., 'Although the state is the key
level for funding allocations and for policy definition,
state-level data ©n 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 technigue proceeds by calculating
the statistical relationship between each of the external
factors and productivity when all factors arxe taken into
account at the saine time. The results from this step

show how much performince increases or decreases in-
response t6 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 .all factors are included. The final step in the
regressicn analysis is to predict performance for each
state and tc comoute the deviation from actual performance.
For the prediction equation, a regression coefficient is
calculated for each external factor. The regression co-
efficient for each factor indicatles the -amount by which
productivity is expected to increase (or decredse) as a
result of a ong-point increase in that factor, holding

21l otner factors cornstant. A constant term is also
computed. {Sec Apgendix I, for detailed-results.) As
ased in the anxlvsss reported below, the results show

the factors trat are qlcnaf;cantly assoc3ated with high

¢ low E3 p:~formence, 2ut one cannot assume they caused
tha observed 2ifizrunces. Rather, the significant

- factors arn» .n tiu: natuve of constraints that show the

ceffect on diffevences from average performance.

Anaivsis Re.ults .t the Siate Level

a The rosvlis of the first stage of multiple regression
analrses aré presented in Appendix Tables E~1 to E~4,
where exiernal factors ware included in the equations
with the depenﬁnnt varlablea heing BS performance
ot ieg Fo0 T co TVWTY, vaonookivvoly,  Although
results are not ertxre¢" consistent, several finaings
emexge.
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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 mer man~year (as was noted by the Center for
Applied Manpower Research), placements per man-~yaar
percent of openings filled, and Percent of applicants
placed. This may be interpreted to indicate that tie.
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. A8 a c¢lassifica-
tion principle for grouping states, the item has the
severe limitation that it is available only for 1970.

The penetration rate is related primarily to two
facters., the rate of growth in total emplo nt 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 tendg to be,
related to ES performance, but in different ways
depending on which measure ig used and for which year.

Among the factors expected to have sople 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 d1d 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
factrnrs 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.

)
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'In this stage, 10 factors were used as explanatory
variables in a multi-variate analysis te explain

B variations among the states in individudls placed

. Per. man~yeer in FY74, a key measure of EB efficiency.

‘&(bae Appendix Tables. E-5 and E-6.) ' This analysia
..included 3 measures relating to unemployment. The
correlations of the FY73 unemployment rate and the ~.
percent change in unemployrent with individuals
placed per man-year 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 low.vage
workers.)

The results of the multiple regression analysis
yielded significant factors when all ten factors
waere entered into a stepwise regression analysis.

Of these factors, Ul claimantsg 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 hlghest) } It was also the first
variahle selected in the[ana1y81s and, by. itself,
explained 49 percent of the variance among the statea in
productivity. The regression coefficient (b} shows
that a one-point increase in the claimant percentage
i3 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
preductivity as measuresd in the FY7?76 BPF. Five factors
were incliuded: i

a. pPer~ert of new applicants and renewnls who were
Clsimants., The results indicate that those states
with high percentages oI claimants have lower-than-
average perforrance.

h. Iate ¢f growth >f employment. A higher rate of
growth is associated with higher productivity,
alacugh the relationship was not significeat with
FY74 produclivity.
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c. Percent of_workers in the state who are low-wage
and low-skill, B2 higher percentage was-a&ssociated
with higher productivity. .

d. Employment in the staté as a percent of national

employment. A higher percentage was marginally
assoclated 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 where.more people are unemployed,
the average quality (skills, experience, education,
etc.} of the unemployed individual is higher.

Analysis of Factors at the Labor-Area Level

Performance data were available for the first half of

Y75 for 80 of the 150 major labor areas and for all
gtates. Data was used in the analysis for the 80 labor
areas and for 48 balance-cf-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 factoxs.

for Puerto Rico; the District of Columbia has no
balance-of~state; and no data were availableggor 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 (OE/E),
both of which are compeosites of two BPF measures and
indicate performance against potential. Productivity
{individuvals placed per man-year) 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.

E. frec o oulnvitint 03 oa pedocne € naticnel erplormoont,
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 CF/F. This ig also in part
a measure of size; however, one can speculate-that
the larger the pool of unamployed individuals, the
higher the average skills, experience, eflucation,
etc,, of the unemployed individual, especially
during a period of rising unemployment. .

4. 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, indicatin~ the need for further '
examination. :

e. Industry composition (percent of area employment in
construction, manufacturing and govermment}. 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 manufactuying
was negatively related to IP/AR and OF/OR; and e
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
hypothesis relating them to ES performance. It is
quite possible that further analysis ghould 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 of
unemployment. :

R

g. Size class. Four specific slize classes were included
in the analysis: $MSA's over 3 million population,
of which there are three; SMSA's 1 to 3 million, of
which there are 9; SMSA's under 1 million, of which
there werc 68 in the analysis; and 48 balance-of-
state areas. These were included in addition to
the other size variables to test whether or not
grouping ¢f areas by size was better than using the
continuous size variable. Because the sizes of
classes are correlated with the other measures of
,£ire  onf hecauge the stamiticse regression program
was permited to select any three of the four, the
actual numeric results are not useful. '

43

38 | -

g o v

B T S

=

B s

]
]




What is important and merits further analysis is

that the size clascses tended to be statisticalily
gignificant, even when all other variables were
included.. This has implications for the grouping

of labor areas for the purpose of setting output
standards that should be axplored ‘further 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 includeG &8s data points

in the analyszs, 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 0f those omitted. Data can be
cbtained 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. It 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 lahor force composition were included in the
analysis, a conceptually significant omission.

In 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 S
meaningful and comprehensible groups of states for purposes
of setting performance goals and standards.

Comparison of regression results with BPF results at
the state level

Although the regression analysis has.not yet pinpoihted
specific factors for the purposes intended, the overall

results can be used in analysis of-the impact of external

factors on individual gtate perfbrmance. Using the
results of the regression analysis of the relationship
between individuals’ placed per man-year and the external
£3¢4 _5, 1 ewein ALT2 Leen grovped inty four catogolics
according to the amount of the residual difference
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betwaen placements per man-year. predicted by the formula
and actual placements per man-year., These states having
actual performance much higher than predicted (approxi-
mately one standard error higher)} have been classified in
the "High” productivity group, states between the expected
and one standard error above in the "Above Average”™ group,
those below expected in the "Beliow RAverage" group, and ™.
those more tﬁgn one standard error below in the "Low"
group. .

Similarly, those states having an FY76 BPF score of

29 percent or more (approximately one standard eviation)
above the mean have been clagsified in the "High" BPF
group, those with a loss of 13 percent or more in the
*Iow® 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 having a below-average BPF score had

high actual productlvity when compared with predicted,
and 11 other states had the converse situation. \

E. Interpretation and Recommendations

1.

Registration of claiménts

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. Thieg finding-has major policy implica-

- tiong because the claimant percentage is a function both

of the rate of unemployment in a state and of state law
and policy relating to application of the work test to
new claimants. .

Claimants who are on temporary laycff and expecting
recall fave. little incentive to actively Seek a new

job. If state law or policy requires the ES to take
work aoplications for such cliaimants, this might be
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Table II-~6. FS Productivity by State

Actual Compared with
Predicted Productivity

Actual Productivity High Above Average | Below Average Low
(BPF Score)
o VA,MS, AZ
High IA,VA
Above Average MO Wv, GA, KY, AL, FL, ScC,
NB, ND; UT: AR# LAJ NM!
CA' ID' OR OK"" Tx' CO,
' MT, WY
Below Average NH MA, VT, MD ME, DE, NC, PA, TN,
’ IN, MN, WI, '} 8D, NV
KS, HI
Lo CT, RI, NJ 1L Ny, MI,
OH
S
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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 ¢ nev job throuch the ES, it is likely that the
original work appliecation would require thorough review
and vevision.

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 thesé 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 pe€rhaps 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 guestionable
assumptions. -

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

Bt a time when unemployment is rising rapidly, ES
administrateors often bemroan the diversion of staff

- from ES to UI at the local level and the probable

@iverrine ~f rarAanyeoe frem T o UT from the nationnl

level all the way aown. The analysis shows that, even

in FY74 when average annual employment grew nationally,
AN
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 substantial ES resources were diverted from serving

active job seekers to takirg unproductive applications
for claimants as a result of state laws and policies.
If similar laws and policies remain in effect under
current eccriomic conditions, the true diversion of
resources is substantially larger than it was last year
and higher than one would expect based on the aimple
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
présent 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 gs for job search assistance.

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 v¢r:ations in volatile economic conditions
on the quarterly pzrformance of the ES. Approaches to
addressing this and other limitations are presented in
the Methodology Guide, Volume 3 of this report.

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

It was implied in preceding sections that, following the
philosophy applied in the BPF 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
tobsl arount of roroesren availolle for allpers tion
through the performance-based budgeting Process }
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It 48 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 egual to
their standard. For example, Yor FY74 at the state
level, expected productivity.estimates ranged from 89 to
206, with 4 states having’ estirates under 100 and’4

, states hav1ng estimates over 190, nearly twice as "high.

" At the“labor-area level, expected values for IP/U range
from léss than 10 to over 1501! 1If 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
regsource 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 rnct being judged, only actual performance
relztive to a reasonable standard. This approach is
advantaqgeous, particularly wvhen in the past it has been
the arge northern and eastern states who have suffered
most thrcugh BPF. If the standards: are lower £or -such
states, it is less likely that they will suffer cuts

iy the Ifuturea.

™ theé other hani, the ES exlsts to serve job seekers
#:3 employars wno request its services. Irrespective

«i the quality of managemenc or the stability of the
Sarvice org.nization, it seems reasonable to allocate
the resources to srtates where the greatest number of
clients cun be served. It is often argued that resource
reallcealions tiirough the BPF have in some sense penalized
the people living in the states losing resources. The
converse of this argument is that leaving resources in
states vheres acte2l ow erproted rroduciivity is low
A{rrrespective of cuality of manaqement) penalizes the
residents of slates where productivity is high.

The policy-maker must address this dilemma, taking into
acgount betn the political and the prognam implications
ol dlfferent sclutions,

4
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Theory of Performance Standards for the ES

Chapter 11X

PINDINGS RELATIVE TO THE DEVELOPMENT
OF INPUT STANDARDS

PR P 5'1
Petgormance ‘stafdards ara‘mpdels of the pIaeement proctas whicp

cag: help diagnose the cause of poor performance when ac¢tuRl.
placement operations are compared to them. Their p se 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 guch as. "Is the Employment
Service serving employers or Berving applicants?”® or, "Does

the Employment Service aim to maximize placements or to reduce
the unemployment rate?® When thig 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 thé agency faces this challenge it must
opeérate 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 Forxrmula with diagnostic and prescriptive
analysis {(i.e., Performance Standdrds) 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 act1v1tiea and the relationships
between them.
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an overview of our model' iz shown in Fig. 1 beldw.  Resources
allocated to each functienal -activity-produce inputs to the
placenent process. The inputs are assessed by comparing the

actual performance levels with standard levels to be determined
through methods descriBédiin .this'réport: - The efficiendy of -7 =
each, . functional agtivity is assessed by comparing the resources
required for.the meaguréd’performance level *against ‘tBe stafidard
model resources,  In thig projett.we have pro 1828 the following:

-r

e S@leétiép of,the'ﬁeésufég;offpg;fgfmhnbe= NRARE
e Development of a metHod to mehsuxé the levels of performance
for each functiohal actlvity. * . . ]

® ﬁevelbpment of a,méthod'to'dete:minefthé resburce-reqﬁirgments

. to meet those performance levels whenh the functional activities

operate efficiently. -. =~ - s

Y.

13
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Cur 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 the methods we tried them oui in
2evsral locations to dermonctrate thoir practicality and capa-
bility to develop the standards. In these pilot trials we
developed a self-application procedure for conducting the suxrveys
that will significantly improve the scope of the next step by
z:ducing .the need for a member of the study team at every site
on every day of the survey. A Handbook for Analvzing local ES
Performance has been developed for collecting time-.utilization
data at the local level; for computing efficiency measures,
sarvice 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
Wware observed in even this small sample of 'locations; these are
Jdescribed 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 chservations of our survey
confirm existing knowledge; we present cour observations as
support 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
and advice of a steering committee consiting of state and national
~ifice personnel. From time to time this committee has met to
7igw the work of our team. On occasion they have recommended

winating or adding components to our model of the placement
T oress. '

¥
pat "]!
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»» wzlieve that the remaining placement process components are
~arez5aly to any ES operation and therefore should be measured

ir. :he next step: a large survey to establish the actual
ztindards. However, statistical analysis of the data collected
Lr chat gurveY may indicate differently, and further changes in
ur s rodel will be needed. In fact, after performance standards -
= re heen established, such changes are still possible when
cewaiidation of the standards takes place.




Signlficant Survey Findlnqs

1. File search is an effective means for making
referrals arnd it is often oiven orecater-than-
average emphasis .among cffices that achieve
high placement productivity. .

ar daca Incicale thae iile seurch 1s a costveffectlue
referral method. We were able to compare the placements
made through file search referrals against those made
through referral interviews in one office where the staff
was divided between those serving walk-in traffic and
those doing cnly file search -(normally. placements cannot
be distinguished in this way since ESARS 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 pecople dig, file search, 16 did referral
interviewing. On this basis file .search was slightly more
cost effective than referral 1nterv1ew1ng {(5.73 plcocmt/pos
vs. 5.3 plcmt/pos). : RN

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 t9 yield statistically significant
findings from an analysis of variance-we could determine
the signlflcance 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 llkely that 1t c0ntr1butes to an efficient
ES operaticn. . s 4
2. Use of the self-application mode for cpﬁpleting

registrations is a cost savings approach which

many cffices have successfully employed

We observed a local office that dld not use the self-
awplication techrlque and had ‘sérious problems keeping up -
with the incoming traffic. :One day dur;nq our survey week
thoy ran behind incoming ‘truffic by over'two hours. Yet
thas office did not use the sélf—application method to
reduze the time needed -for each,applxcant. " They bélieve .
that applicants will make So many errors that the time saved
w0 completing applications will be lost later in correcting
applications.

e

Ar a measure of the quality of the appllcation ~taking com-

S

e b nemme Ll '.. ‘.1 . ovinE b \.1-... e elie OL LXYOXsS «LL;IL.\ .1.11
arpllcatlons. 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
59
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reported more than 90% of such applications had no errors.
These facts have led ug to. conclude that where ad'“tional

: staff time is needed for serving applicants {i.e., walk-in
traf€fic is heavy and wait times long) the self-application
mode can help. :

. -~
3. " Job development can be.over-used as well as
under-used. Use of the activity is not tightly
.linked to placement, performance when measured
by the proporticn of referrals nade “through
this means. . -
We  found no consi. t:nt pattern of use of job development
among the interviewers in the offices we surveyed; some
~-did ‘no job development- while others placed a heavy emphasis
upon it. (We found one interviewer who<relied 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 communlt? " However, if it-is overused and
employers receive an excessive number of job development
calls, instead of generating support guite the opposite may
dccur. S - : :

An exclusive use of jobrdevelopment may.be symptomati€ of

an account interviewer style of operation which can be
disruptive in a Job Bank. When this occurs we have an
account interviewar style where it is not supposed to occur
and ]Ob development is' only the name @iven to referrals that
ara in fact actual job 0pen1ngs held exclusively by only one
interviewer. ; “ _ _

We observed such a éituation in an office what was operating
as part of a Job Bank. The account interviewer style was
not the official pelicy 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-
virsrer. In this case there was an interviewer who did not
like the Job Bank listing but preferred callirng employers
because, 2s he said, he knew what they were looking for.

Tn fact, certain employers only hired applicants who were
raferred by this particular interviewer.

Is this use of job development good for that office or bad?
There is no simple answer to that qQuestion because there

is no clear pattern or standard to tell us how much or how

" litrle of this component activity is effective. Job devel-
~opment is a hiahlv individual process, each interviewer
FCiclmawn Lhic activiiy uililerently based upon their skills

in relating to employ=zrs, 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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11,6 . 1.6 - . - 37,5 S 449
13.6 7.9 T 22,2 .+ 4300
21.3 ‘ 1407 . : 34.0 R 55‘02

7.7 4.2 - 47.4 ' . 35.6
15.7 14.5 . 46.9 " 28.6
16.6 13.9 26.7 ' ‘ 6.7
11.5 8.2 44.0° ~ 45.8
13.2 ' 7.3 41.1 35.6
15.3 11.2 15.3 ‘ 20,2
19.3 11.4 28,1 18.1
i1.8 9.5 33.3 . 221.1
18.3 10.0 30.7

10.8 11.9 28.0 55.1
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11,4 4.4 61.6 352
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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 duite 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% Qf total placements; these
all also achieve placement productivity {ecolumn 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 pPaperwork may occur when two separate counts
of referrals, job orders, or placements are main-
tained.

One obijective of our project is to develop efficient and
effective mpdels 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 personnelmaintaining the 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 reconcilement process is often employed. The effort needed
to compile two lists of the same thing is itself often redun- .
dant. The work required to reconcile the two lists results
in additional burdens.

€00 pee Of Lhids Uy e o recundant poper work was observedl
by our team in one 1mp1ementat10n of the Job Bank. The
referrals to job openings were recorded on the back of the
Job Orders directly from the referral forms (S508's) and
later these job orders were used to verify the referrals.

5
- 52




£ ( [ SR { (Tt N L S f ’ ¢t & T

S okt oL eGpaent. Usilizations
in LO's Surveyed

1 2 3 4 o
Placements/Equiv,
' Job sz;‘isiggggg Job Dev.Plcmnt Pos. of Direct
% lesources . #_____._-__.-——- Plant Activity B
Dn:voted o Total Traffic Total Plcmnts (Time Ladders Minutes/Job
Job Dev. () (%) Data) Dev, Attempts
1.4 3.8 5.2 44.9 SRR ¥ T4
1.4 11,4 6.9 55.2 : ... 6.3
1.6 6.0 3.3 43.0 7 30,0
009 6a0 5-5 35.6 :'.’ '-:‘7.‘.7' )
Ui T e e
, 0.8 5.1 16.6 6.7 o 10,5
w 2.5 . 37.3 35.2 35.9 T B0
1.2 9.9 28.4 35.6 10,7
2.7 29.8 28.2 - 45.8 T 5.9
0.4 1.8 7.7 24.8 t i 30,0
2.1 5.8 6.5 21.4 ’-.-9.‘1),‘.
0.7 2.3 6.2 20.1 . 14.0°
1.2 5.7 10.4 - 23.9 - L 19,9
0.9 2.1 2.1 55.1 5 30.2
0.2 0.08 2.4 15.8 ~ 7.5
0.8 6.3 11.8 28.1 N
2.7 19,7 26.8 35.2 - 5 ¥.20,5
ok \-f\;}f: o




The Job Bank system produced a computer listing of these
same job orders and the referrals made to the openings on
them., This computer 1list was then compared to-the manually
compiled list on the baek of-eaéh .order and a retoncilement
made between the two. Discrepancies were tracéd. and resgolved.
Thus, two separately compiled iists were maintained. - The
reconcilement effort required a skilled and resourceful clerk
who spent approximately three-quarters {3/4) of her time on
his task. The computer-generated list served only to check
the manually compiled list; it had no other bperational
function in this office. The same information was. contained

on both lists. Discrepancies when finally resolved were
minor. T , _— S

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 allovwed
to accumulate in the file and the task of reconciling *dupli-

cate”" S8SN's is behind schedule. Dupllcate SSN's are found when

an individual is referred to a job opening. The Job Bank
computef list 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 ©f the job orders and use of those order -

forms for verification would be unnecessary. The convenient
turn-around documents 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
S8N'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 sclection of looEtions for our study was
that offices surveyed would be willing 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 in-
gtruments in threc local officos and tvwo ceantral ordar tohiine
Cialwcde  Tue aaia 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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The Bay Area is interlaced with freeways and good roads
resulting in long commuting distances from home to work.
The highly urbanized. SMEBA extends from Marin County At

. the nortrorn ord of the Bay to San Mateo at the southern

end. Bordering San Mateo, on the south is the San Jose
SMSA, an area so similar that one does not notice any "
change while driving through the region. Por workers who ™
owh an autciwlkile, a job opportunity almost anywhere in
the pay Area is within commuting distance.

To serve this large area the California Department of

Human -Resources ha¢ 25 local offices located throughout

the san Francisco-0Oakland 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 o¥ders; 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 appiicants 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
vefarrals in a manner similar to the Job Bank; however, there
is this diZference: the COT relies entirely upon manual
techniques. The number of LO's that can be handled mancally
ig iimited because a manual tally of referrals is maintained.
on conies gf the job orders.

Yia belleve that the number of people needed in a Job Bank
will be approxlmately the same as the present COT require-
wents. The COT in Oakland, which serves 10 LO's required
28 people and the other COT we surveyed, San Francisco,
usas 26 people and serves 7 LO's. While the requirements
£or an areawide Job Bank cannot be closely estimated by
cur team, we can get a rough idea of the personnel require-
wants from the experience of other Job Banks, for example,
che DElias Job Bank serves 16 LO's and requires 50 people
znd the San Jose Job Bank has 33 people and serves ¢ LO's.

althoagh we believe there will be a small savings in
t,rqonnel throuah Job Bank, we think a more important advan-
i . Nowoil b tie conwelcod s2rvice 0 the Lo
agpllca w5 Ln the Bay Area. The extended range of openings
in all local offices will more nearly meet the needs of the
khichly mobile population in those communities. For those
Yocul 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 San“*Mateo office would also
benefit from the ancillary services: such as Employer. . .-
Services associated with a central ‘Order=taking operation
such as Job Benk, since) urder.tRe.pressure of increased- s
applitant ic#d and ‘atafE duts)>that: office is. not presently ‘
making ES visith to the employsrsz ’1:: the area.--. SRS ‘::_ :
6. A detailed Study of the ‘time dlstrlbutlon system i .

is needed to assess it$ accuracy as & management

tool, particularly as a support for d1agnostic

and prescriptive analysis designed to 1mprove looal

office performance. . v

We surveyed ‘local offices to test ‘a methodology that would e
answér such questions as: How much work does it take to '
perform the placement process?  Why do some ES operatlons
accomplish more than other placeg although the staff
resources are almost equal in both?

It is essentlal to know the actual inputs to the placement
process before any steps can be taken to improve productilvity.
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. e
For example, measurements we took in one office showed 14.3

equivalent positions devoted to the:placement process; low- ,
ever, the monthly time distribution reports on the same com- -
ponent activities showed 19.2 equivalent positions. This :
difference 'causes the placement process to appear less

nroductive in the time distribution system than we found

through cur. time ladder methodology. The examples below, i
taken from two offices in the survey, show typlcal discre-
pancies between the reports to- the two measures of work.

The contrast between time reported in our survey (time
l2dders) and cost accountlng is illustrated in the following
*ab.e ¢f Monthly Placement Productivity {(placement trans-
zctions per. equivalent position). , Productivity is computed
by dividing the ESARS total of monthly placement transactions
for each office by the number of equivalént positions .
{pocitions are derived from timeé ladders and from cost’
accotniing ac described in each column ‘heading). ' If both
recorded time sgually, column-l--and 2 :would be identical.*

In nost cases, cost actounting shows lower productivity o
than the time ladder figures. We would expect this since -
we found that non-placement time is frequently reported under
Jost accounting as a 500 functlon code - direct placement
activity.

*There 1s 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 bhetween time ladder and cost accounte "
ing followed the differences exhibited by this Table; we conclude that the |

table tannot be explained by the error of measurement.
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Table of - e
Monthly Placement Productivity .

{Placemants/Equiv. Positions) h?iﬁ“’“
) . ' .n'v‘-”“a}g;», e
@ . @ ® |
e v m
L . Plennts/ Plcmnta/ Plumnts/ ‘?1cunlﬂ!
0 equiv.pos.  eQuiv.pos. equiv. poa eqnlﬁapbm. .
' time ladders ost acctng hazedﬂhn :
~irect plcmnt —500 code LOBt use& 1n h*?i
LO§ time only- only-** \acctng* :
1 . . 44.9 ..25.8 24,8’
18 ‘43,0 r28.3 2.4 )
' ' - 22.2
1 . 55.2 a0 23.8
1 35.6 ’ 22.0 22.9
2a 35.8 21.4 192.2
. 14.1
2B 6.7 5.10 4.4
3a 45.8 45.4 36.3
38 25,6 28.1 28.0 2?
44 15.2 16.0 11.4-
ap 13.1 18.9 13.5 K
. 24.8 i
40 21.1 21.3 12.1 : 3
Al 24.8 2Z2.0 22.3 .
Sh 55.1 6h.91 -44.5.
‘ , 22.6
2k 5.8 16.3 13,8,
‘6a 35,2 19.7 17.3 A
. 16.5 ;
A 28.1 20.2 17.4 e

*Ipncludes all 205 time plus central Job Bank or COT time
allocated to the local office on the basis of its fraction
of total equiv. pesitions in the entire area served by
the centralized cperation.

**pdjusted for holiday time. 63
| 58
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¥e believe that managers need some tonl that accurately
reasures the werk done in each component activity.. Time
distribution appears to conflict with our findinge of .
work done. We believe that the time ladder nethedology
is more accurate Lecause it is tied to & measurable .
quantity for each activity period; this tends. o make the
staff member think about the activity time being TepoOrted.
We also believe that time distribution misses some Of the
important management issues hecause the 531 time is not
broken down into finer categories. The 531 code accounts
for approximately 50% of the resources directly deveted to
placement and 6 of the 13 component activities comprising
the placement process,

5A. In assessing local offices that operate in a Job
Bank environment certailn functlons otherwise
performed in the office are done at the Job Bank
Central and should be accounted for through an
allocation process. '

Job Ranks 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 Standarxds 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 cehtral 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 za:h local office, assign a code to each staff
membeyr, by Primary function: managerial, professional,
¢lerical, 'and support.

L. Within each relevant geographic area allocate Job
Bank (and other significant functions) staff to each local
vifice based on LO ghare of professional staff in total area.
{Could he allocated on professional, support, and managerial
if detailed data is available..sed)

In the metropciitan areas where Job Banks have been installed,
the allocation scheme will include order taking and verifi-
<ation, but outside those areas these activities are generally
not centralized even when there is a Job Bank. Most non-

m2tro local oifices in a Job Bank svstem take their own orders

{for example, Hattiesburg, Mississippi), do their own veri-
ficaticn and all their own referral control. The only shared
“cbxvltx rarmLLd out in the Job Bank Central for those cases

oo SISl Ly .
nupport a8 UCLPral flllng; 1t is an overhead functlcn {code
$:0 in Zuc .1t Accounting System).

6 4 ,
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Columns 3 and 4 of the Table of Monthly Placerent Producti-
vity compare the placement transactions productivity as:
used-in~the BPF for . the staté with the squivalent: imbhsyre = -
corputed: for edeh’ looal officé . in our purvey. . The sfebs - -
Reasures were taken‘from’the EPF-calculation émd thtwlneal

‘office meastires weré taken:from the time distribution .
‘report 03 in the CA, system: 'Column 3 uses all BS Grants
equivalent positions for the local office plus a share'of

- the Job Bank or COT (Central Order. Taking office)- where s
the office is served by such-a.centralized facility.: Ehe '
allotation we used wasbasedr upon ‘the fraction of total:
"equivalent positions located in that office compared o, the
entire area served (all positions were-included to nompmte
the ailocation: ES and non-ES)., Other suggeatidnb have
been- advanced for-making this.allocationy i.e., fraction
of total referrals made by each office, or fractiom ‘of total
placenents made. Both suggestions allocate ths central
facility more closely to workload but they are much less
gtable than allocating total staff. -We.believe more consid-
eration is needed before deciding that some allocation
method must be used if comparisons of local offic¢es- are. to
have any meaning. An office which is-supported by aotivities
in a centralized facility such as Job- Bank. i8 obviously not
comparible to one that receives no: Bupporg,unlenb some
account of resource utillzatlon is made. - RS
i

- However, this problem only exlsta whére- the E° has a’number
of offices in an urban area. - For.those situations perhaps
the best approach is to study the labor area as:a whols:,
This suggestion was made at the start of our study by one
of 'the participating agencies in their responsge to &he
Steering Committee meeting held last June.. As our.work
pooceeded the validicy of that suggestion waauclearly demon~
gtrated. We propcse that the actual survey for eatabliahlng
Periorman-ce Standards follow: that method. v

-

R

TN R S e P L W T ST T

B e AT SR T X D
* ' .

. Cwe
The wm:thodclogy would require data from each office’ to
pLovsde the eguivalent ES‘positionB devoted to- placemdnts

in tho entire area. These would' include all @istrict ®upport
positions, all Job Bank or other centralized positions, and
the E£S ewuivalent positions in the- local officews. : Timel:
ladder date reflecting the direct’and indirect platemeht
activity wouid be collectedn- the labor: area. wuuldebe treated
a8 a unit. . at

TR Y AT AT e

— i et
T

1€ desgired, local offices within the labor area aisc can be
anailyzed. Comparisons between local offices:in the same area
would pot Yeouire allocaticon of the centralized functions
since they boul. receive egual support froam the central oper-
ation., The allocation dquestion arises when one of these local
offices i3 compared to some office in another area or is
compared to a performance standard.

ey 1wt
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lLocal offices that are not in the same labory aréu can be

" compared (we show such offices in the Table of Monthly

Placement Productivity); however we strongly suggest that.
i3 not how Rerformance Standards should he established.*
Local offices in urban centers should be!treated as.part of

-& labor area and the entire labor arss. Ehculd bo ntuﬂied

Yo
6B. Local office product‘v1ty can be exprssed as
Monthly Placement Transaction for Eqpivalent

Position worked if the data used has: been adjusted.
for hOliday time..

*3

Our methodology measures local office performance during

a one-~week survey but expresses productivity as Monthly
Placements per Equivalent Position**, Twg basic asaumptions
are made in preasenting productivity in this forms

1 - Monthly ESARS placement‘trans-
‘actions reflect the sameé process
as that observed during the survey
week. y

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.

[N
I

The survey week must be representative of normal local office

operations to satisfy these assumptions. If unusual condi-
sions occur, that are expected to change the performance of
che office the survey should be rescheduled, An unusual
condition of this type occurred in OneflocatiOn because our .
study took place during election week. :The Employment ;
Szrvice was oPen all day but the state -gave each employee
¢ne half day off. We had expected that all time off would
hbe taken on Election Day; however, some individuals toock
+he one-half holiday on other~“days of the:week. Thus,
durirg tre week of our surveyY one-half day was a holiday
~ithough the exact time taken varied. We would have pre-
farred to simply count the survey data on days when no state
holiday applied. Unfortunately we could not do this, there-

fore we decided to adjust our weekly survey data by reducing, -

the standard hours for the week from 40 hours to 36 hours.

- gy

s EgERTTTTTET T
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L

Sanm aTmR ol 9e8 we dzd not compute service percentages for such local offices i

. d - . . Wl il P LI ;t.q& uj_‘, Lku—_ J.Uuul Oﬁfli.es in toe
g v Y qurveyﬂﬂ.

Hefands slent Pos'cions - Actual hours worked/available working hours for the
n@yd s,
66 '
\‘l‘ . 61 T




Every .full time individual had 36 hours.available, fox work
ol any actavity in tihal week: theruiore,-we adjusted fox
-the 4 houxs of. holiday by diwiding- all time by 36.. hours: -

to cet ecduivalent nositions: fin-‘a "normal" week-we would uvce
40 hours) . - Jihis- adjustment ;followe frxom.the definition;of
equivalent positions; .i.6.; the.nambey .of..people who.could
do the reported work if they each put full time 1nto the
f..—n..d.\;...-...ic . : . ot .
The Cost Aﬂcountlng System should also be adjusted{fOr
holidays if comparable productivity is desired, Weimade
this adjustment to compute the fiqures in column 2 of the
Monthly Placements Brodugtivity Tables.. Holidaw-hours-are
deducted from standard- . hours:and the result is used.as the
available hours for computing.equivalent positions.- - This
adjustment removes .the effects. of hplidays to satisfy. .
assumption 2 above; equivalent positions devoted to each
activity are based on .the-working 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-paig fox each activity but that it
understates the eguivalent positions worked. For example,
November had 168 weekday haurs incluyding 12 holiday hours
(Thanksgiving and Election Days). A full-time person could
not possibly put more than 156 hours -into any activity
witholt going into overtine hours. The two numbers {equi-
valent positions paid and e€quivalent positions worked)} :are
close but thev are not equal;rfor November the difference
is 12/168 = 7.15%, Therefore, -the productivity figure' is,
7.15% higher because-no adjustment- for -holidays has heen
made to convert equivalent .positions paid- into eguivalent
positions worked. This artifact of the computatien method
should be eliminated befoxe offlce or state comparlsons

are made. - . 5o . '
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RAfareone~n Chﬁv*q O0f Comnilal Survey Datd

The charts and tables that follow are based on data
celleston in cur study-wook suevey of 19 local offlces
in 6 states, and in some cases, on ESARS data. o
Following our visits to the first 13 offices, we
manually tallizd the time ladders and questionnaires,
After the second 6 offices were surveyed, on a self~
application basis, we manually tallied the guestion~
naires, but processed the time ladders via a computer
program. Thé¢cefore, the data in the following tables
is displayed in similar formats, with differences
ascribed to typing vs. computer printout.

Tables are grouped as ﬁpllows:
1. Summaries of data for 10's visited:

a. Study-Week Time Ladder Data Summary
Placement/von-Placement Data

b. Placements/Equivalent Positions

2. LO Summary, for each Lo(lQ) visited:

-

i, LO Summary, Report 1

Rreakdown of LO activities, each represerted in
terms of total minutes spent (in the study week)},
total quantity processed, unit cost calculated,
percent of total office time resource, and
servica percent. '

B,  LO Analysis of Non-Placement Time, Report 2
hrooeakdown of LO Non-Placement (X) time, each

categor; represented in terms of total minutes
ceent. and percent of total time.

Note: Tabla of Service Percent Formulas for Local
Jt..ices and for Labor areas.

68
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3. Activity Summary, for e¥ch ES(13) activity reviewed: .

a{- Activity Summary: -

Anaiysis-of activity-ﬁrém LO . to 1O in terms .of
unit cost calculated, percent of resource, sexvice
percent and placements/equivaient pcsition. ’

4

b. Activity Quality Analysis:

Analysis of quallty'factor from L.0. to L.O.
Question responses from staff, applicant, employer,
L.0. Manager are dlsplayed

1




1. Summaries of data for LO's visited:

70
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1

2

TAHBLE - DIACEMENTS /EQUIVALENT POSITIONS

~-USING TIME LADDER DIRECT PLACEMENT TIME ONLY-

ESARS
DATA

10/74
10/74
10/74
12/74

10/74
12/74

10/74
12/74

11/74
11/74
11/74
12/74

10/74
12/74

10/74
12/74

PLACEMENTS :

1 EQUIVALENT2

PLACEMENTS POSITIONS~
485 10,9
610 14.2
918 16.7
253 7.1
332 11.6
36 5.4
995 2.8
313 8.8
582 28.8
274 15,1
173 8,2
196 7.9
329 6.0
41 2,6
1671 47,6
304 10.8

ESARS TABLE 90, LINE 90090

FOR MONTH OF STUDY WEEK

EQUIVALENT POSITIONS:
TIME LADDER PLACEMENT MINUTES/MINUTES FOR 1 EQUIVALEN: POSIT.(0YN

SEE TABLE -

12
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PLACE .t
EQUIV

4.
4d5.U
8h. ¢

315.6




