TAB 13:  Discussion, Consideration and Possible Action Regarding Negotiating Program Year 2015 SCSEP Performance Measure Targets with the U.S. Department of Labor

[bookmark: _GoBack]Introduction
Each year, TWC typically negotiates targets with the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) on four sets of measures:
· 6 for Senior Community Service Employment Program (SCSEP);
· 9 for Workforce Investment Act (WIA);
· 3 for Wagner Peyser (WP); and
· 6 for Veterans and Disabled Veterans receiving Wagner Peyser services
On May 12th, the Commission approved staff’s recommendation to request DOL carry forward PY 2014 targets as PY 2015 targets for the 9 WIA measures and 3 WP measures.  The measures pertaining to Veterans will be negotiated sometime in June 2015.  This item discusses the 2015 performance measure targets for SCSEP.  
SCSEP Targets
Negotiation of SCSEP Targets is different than for other programs in that DOL creates a methodology and proposes targets to states who then are permitted to request alternate targets.  DOL has used this methodology for the past 11 years in constructing performance measure targets.  Included below is DOL’s published guidance regarding this methodology and how it is calculated.  However, DOL limits the grounds upon which states can justify their requests primarily to two factors:
1. Limited Economies of Scale; or 
1. Downturns in the economy not already considered (e.g. plant closings, oil spills, major weather events). 
DOL proposed targets for each state according to a set of conditional statements using recent performance and setting floors / ceilings (similar to how TWC sets some Board targets):  
	Measure
	PY14 Targets
	3 Qtrs PY14 Perf
	Proposed PY15 Targets

	Entered Employment
	53.9%
	56.5%
	57.0%

	Employment Retention
	76%
	81.8%
	78.0%

	Average Earnings
	$8,312
	$7,110
	$7,265

	Service Level 
(Total Participants / Slots)
	167.1%
	146.4%
Projected EOY: 162.6%
	162.6%

	Community Service 
(% of Possible Community Service Hours Provided)
	78.8%
	82.1%
	82.1%

	Most in Need 
(Total Barriers to Employment / Total Participants)
	2.83
	2.70
	2.71


TWC staff analyzed the proposed targets and sees them as reasonable and achievable, as does TWC’s contractor Experience Works. Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission accept the proposed DOL performance measure targets for SCSEP.
Commission Request
Staff requests that the Commission approve staff’s recommendation and accept the DOL’s proposed targets for the SCSEP program.




























DOL-ETA: Development of Proposed Goals for PY 2015 
Overview
The proposed goals start with the analysis of each grantee’s baseline performance.  Grantees’ baseline performance is obtained from data through Q3 of PY 2014. The baseline is then adjusted for three of the five statutory adjustment factors:
· Unemployment, poverty, and welfare
· Barriers to employment 
· State minimum wage 
The proposed goals also take into account SCSEP’s nationwide performance and the nationwide Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) goals for SCSEP.  The goals aim for continuous improvement. For those grantees below the nationwide average, the proposed goals are set at 75% of the distance between their own baseline and the nationwide average. For those above the national average, a small CI increment is added to some of the goals.  Proposed goals have floors and caps. 
How Baselines Are Determined
· Common Measures (entered employment, retention, average earnings), community service, and  most-in-need
· These five measures use performance through Q3 as the baseline
· All have floors and caps
· Average earnings have an adjustment for average state wages that are below the nationwide average. For national grantees, this average is weighted for the states in which they operate.
· For grantees with fewer than 20 participants in the denominator, the nationwide average performance is used for the 3 Common Measures rather than the grantees’ own baseline.
· Baseline for Service Level is projected to the end of the year because the numerator is cumulative. 

Continuous Improvement
· All measures:  For those grantees whose baseline performance is below the nationwide average, the proposed goals are set at 75% of the distance between the grantee’s own baseline and the nationwide average.
· Continuous improvement increments are added to the baseline performance for grantees whose baseline performance is above the nationwide average:
· Entered employment:  1 point
· Retention: 2 points
· Average Earnings: no continuous improvement increment
· Service Level: no continuous improvement increment
· Community Service: no continuous improvement increment 
· Most-in-Need: no continuous improvement increment

Caps and Floors
For PY 15, these caps and floors have been applied:
· Entered employment:  cap increased 1 point to 57%; floor increased 1 point to 29%
· Retention: cap increased 2 points 78%; floor increased 1 point to 60%
· Average Earnings: cap remains at $8755; floor increased $200 to $6500
· Service Level: cap remains at 175%; floor remains at 150%
· Community Service: cap remains at 90%; floor remains at 75%
· Most-in-Need: cap remains at 2.90; floor remains at 2.30

Consequences of Bad Data
Grantees with poor data quality receive the nationwide average instead of their own baseline.  The threshold for good data is a rejection rate of 2.0% or less.  The actual YTD nationwide rejection rate for Q3 PY 2014 is 0.54%
Statutory Adjustments
The Older Americans Act contains five adjustment factors.  Three of these are factored into the proposed goals at the state level:
· The first factor is based on the latest published federal rates for unemployment, poverty, and welfare.  Any grantee with a rate one standard deviation[footnoteRef:1] or more above the nationwide average in any of these three areas receives a one-point reduction in the three Common Measures.  The maximum total adjustment is 3 points. [1:  Standard deviation is a statistical measurement that shows how much variation from the average there is in a data set.  If a state’s unemployment rate is one standard deviation above average, for example, it indicates that the rate is different enough from the national average that it cannot be explained by measurement error.] 

· A second factor is barriers to employment, which consists of the most-in-need measure plus the percentage of participants without a high school diploma. 2.5 points are deducted from the three Common Measures for any grantee above one standard deviation on the most-in-need measure; 0.5 points are deducted for any grantee above one standard deviation for high school diplomas.  The maximum deduction for this factor is 3 points.
· The total combined adjustment for the three Common Measures using these first two factors is 5 points. 
· A third factor, state minimum wage, is factored in through the use of modified positions in the calculation of service level and the community service measure.

Grantees may offer data on the two other statutory adjustment factors during the negotiations:
· Downturns in the economy not already considered in the first factor, e.g., the result of recent plant closings, oil spills, or major weather events
· Limited economies of scale

Weighted county data have been used for the unemployment rates in the first adjustment factor, thus reflecting the unemployment rates where each grantee has its authorized positions rather than the rate throughout the entire state.  For poverty and welfare, statewide rates have been used; these are weighted for the national grantees to reflect the rates in the states in which each national grantee operates.   
Grantees can offer sub-state data on any of the factors where only statewide data have been used.  For example, the statewide poverty rate may not be high enough to qualify for adjustment, but a grantee may have a significant number of its positions in counties where the poverty rate does qualify for adjustment.  Grantees must use the spreadsheet provided and official data sources to make the case for an adjustment due to sub-state data.
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