SIMPLIFYING
EQUITABLE
DISTRIBUTION
(ED) FOR
GRANTEES




OBJECTIVES

Equitable Distribution Overview

Navigating SCSEPED.ORG

Equitable Distribution Reporting

e Summary of Variance

e Reasons for and significance of variance

e Plan to improve Equitable Distribution

e Factors to consider when improving Equitable Distribution

Equitable Distribution Pilot Project

SCSEP ED TA REVIEW



s et 4 R, Ty

SCSEP ED TA REVIEW




IR OO0 ephoniEboindubRscERcaEtEbdioRoul Mntapsuntustrpbabel \\/ hich of the fo"owing statements is TRUE

B DO RO EEERAIEROR - EREEEEEEEEEEEIEEEeEEEEEEEE o bout authorized pOSitiOl"lS?

ey oReR o[B8l sITa oI M olo}d=TpldE Ml o]} I R IsR- B A\. Defined as the number of enrollment

B o[- el =R R level e lgle R {oR 0 RO S B Opportunities funded by DOL for 6 - month

R o1 3 M € 1§ S s period

U R e | £D and the congressional appropriation

B RO RERRERRE R EERRaaoRseeeeetll (. A Uthorized participant pOSitiOﬂS onIy apply

S datain accordance to 20 CFR § 641.140  ARUMUEUAIIICECIEA IR

| D Authorized participant positions only apply
- D. latestavailable voter registration . KCNCIEIEINEIEERERIS




Statute and annual funding appropriated by Congress
determine how many authorized positions (AP) are available
in each state

Within each state, the distribution of AP to the counties is
W HAT I S determined by each county’s percentage of the SCSEP-
eligible population in the state as determined by the Census.

ED is reset for each national grantee competition
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ED fosters the movement of positions from over-served to
underserved locations and the equitable serving of rural and
urban areas.
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GRANTEE OBLIGATIONS

* Grantees are not expected to serve every county at the precise ED level at all times

* Grantees are expected to monitor ED and to enroll or stop enrolling in counties as
necessary to comply with ED to the greatest extent possible

v Grantees can never terminate participants because of ED

* ED, like the priorities of service, requires that grantees have a recruitment plan and enroll
with intentionality

* You cannot satisfy either statutory responsibility if you just take anyone who walks
through the door

* Consideration of ED is not something you think about only when you do your annual ED
Plan; it should be part of normal daily operations

SCSEP ED TA REVIEW



* Authorized Positions (AP) are defined by statute as the
number of positions the Congressional appropriation is
designed to support

v" Authorized positions are derived by dividing the
total amount of funds appropriated for a program
year by the national average unit cost per
participant for that program year. The average
unit cost is based on the federal minimum wage

A U T H O R | Z E D . A v’ Authorized positions are adjusted each year based
”"-. on the existing ED and the Congressional
VS. MODIFIED

appropriation
* Modified Positions (MP) were created by DOL to
account for differences between local minimum wages
POS |T| O N S ' and the federal minimum, since we are funded based
: on the federal minimum wage, but we are obligated to
pay any higher local minimum wage. MP reflect the
number of positions we can actually support

’ o8 e v AP are reduced by the percentage that the federal
wage is lower than the local wage to produce MP

* ED uses MP because they reflect the level of enrollment
you are funded for
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WHAT IS THE STANDARD FOR ED COMPLIANCE

* There is no simple standard

* The size of the county, its density, the degree of under- or over-service, the trend
over time, and external factors all come into play

* ED is updated in SCSEPED.org quarterly with the posting of the current
enrollment data. The AP remains the same throughout the program year unless
there is an approved swap of positions

* This snapshot in time by itself can only suggest how you are doing at that
momentl; it is never a definitive answer-examining the trends over time is
essentia

v’ At any given moment, grantees can be over- or under-enrolled for good
reasons

v'Performance changes constantly so seemingly good or bad ED performance
can evaporate in a minute
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Having a “Positive Variance” means that the
grantee is :

A. Over-enrolled due to positive satisfaction
survey result

B. Over-enrolled in a county compared to latest [
national employment rate

#l C. Over-enrolled in a county that exceeds the
assigned modified position

D. Under-enrolled due to COVID-19




&

* F
SEr AT T ? T T TR T T

SCSEPED.ORG PURPOSE

Y e terme o Srperteyy dan

Y

.....

[ SR -
oo i i SRR g-.;'!"‘;‘:--:. oo e AT A
e Fo g T fute PR -
vy L, ..._.‘* g

* Provides SCSEP grantees and sub-recipients access to
information about the number of SCSEP authorized and modified
positions, the number of current enrollments at the beginning of
the quarter, and the difference between the two (variance) in
each county in the country

* It provides details at the county level and summaries at the
grantee and state levels
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SCSEPED.org Home Page (snapshot
provided to your right) provides
updates, overview of SCSEPED.org
and access to multiple Tabs.

The two main tabs utilized for ED
reporting is:

» “Modified Position by State
tab,” provides the viewer, the
state grantee ED data as well as
national grantee(s) (there are
states with more than one
national grantee) ED data serving
within the state.

» “Modified Position by Grantee
(national) tab,” provides ED data
on national grantee by state, and
county by quarters.

SCSEPED.ORG

®

Welcome to SCSEPED.org

What's New: 4/28/2021: The modified positions for Q4P¥2021 are incorrect and should not be used. The correct version will be posted in the next few days.

4/14/2021: PY 2020 authorized positions and modified positions, along with enrollments as of 4/1/2021, have been posted for Q4PY20.

1/20/2021: PY 2020 authorized positions and meodified positions, along with enrollments as of 1/1/2021, have been posted for Q3PY20.

MOTE: Five national grantees -- ES, GII, IPDC, NICOA [G], and NOWCC -- received awards in new states effective Q3P¥20. In order to display the authorized and modified positions in Q3, it was necessary to also display in the new states for these five grantees "-1" in the columns for AP
and MP in Q1PY2020.

11/30/2020: Due to the end of life of Adobe Flash Player, "Maps” is no longer available on SCSEPED.org. Users can access the 2010 Census Geographic Areas Reference Maps for each state at https://www.census.qov/geographies/reference-maps/2010/ge0/2010-gecgraph....

10/4/2020: Authorized and modified positions, along with enrollments as of 10/1/2020, have been posted for Q2PY20.
9/1/2020: PY 2020 modified positions and enrollments as of 8/5/2020 have been posted for Q1PY20.
8/17/2020: PY 2020 authorized positions and enrollments as of 8/5/2020 have been posted for Q1PY20.

Overview. SCSEPED.org provides all Senior Community Service Employment Program (SCSEP) grantees and sub-recipients access to information about the number of SCSEP authorized and modified positions, the number of current enrcllments as of the end of the quarter, and the
difference between the two (variance) in each county in the country. For state grantees and national grantees, the authorized positions displayed are those defined by Equitable Distribution (ED) for each program year. For set-aside grantees, the authorized positions are those listed in the
grant award; these set-aside positions are separate from and in addition to any positions authorized by ED. The modified positions are calculated based on the minimum wage in each county. (Mote: Due to rounding, the sum of the modified positions by county for a grantee or sub-grantee
will not always equal the official modified positions displayed in the QPR for that grantee or sub-grantee.) The enrollment data are updated each quarter and reflect the number of enrollments active in SPARQ on the first day of the current quarter. At the end of the fourth quarter, the
enrcliments for that quarter are updated to reflect the enrcliments on the last day of that guarter, which is also the last day of the program year.

Three functions are available to users:

1. Tables by State (both MP and AP in separate tabs).

2. Tables by Grantee (both MP and AP in separate tabs).

3. Download All States Data (both MP and AP in separate tabs).

1. Tables by state. There are separate tables for each state, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. These tables are accessed by dicking on Tables by State in the menu bar at the top of the page. There are separate menu items for MP and AP. Dropdown menus at the top left corner ¢
the screen allow the user to select the state, the program year, and the quarter to display. Only the selected quarter is displayed on this page. The tables list each county in the state, along with its FIPS code (the Census Bureau's identifier for the county), followed by three columns of datz
for each grantee that operates in the state: the number of modified or authorized positions assigned to the grantee in each county, the number of current enrcliments in each county, and the variance in each county between the number of modified or authorized positions and the number
of enrollments. A positive variance number means that the grantee is over-enrolled in that county compared to ED, and a negative variance number means the grantee is under-enrolled.

The first set of columns lists the state grantee; subsequent columns list the national grantees that operate in the state. Set-aside grantees that operate in that state are listed in the columns farthest to the right.

A box at the top right corner of the page summarizes at the state level the modified or authorized positions, enrollments, and variance for the state grantes, all national grantees, the state grantes and the national grantees combined (for the total state ED), and all set-aside grantees.
Additional columns list:
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KEY FUNCTIONS WHEN NAVIGATING MP BY GRANTEE PAGE

Awrg. % Und. E (
2

N
Year QTR Grantee El
2019 « | |4th ~ | |OAGB
State Mp E v = Counties = Under % Under
Massachusetts 204 195 -5 4 50% 9.1%
MNew Hampshire 154 136 -18 9 35.6% 30.1%
TOTAL 358 EES] 23 13 53.8% 20.8%
1
List of All Grantee Counties with Enrollment and Variance by Quarter.

Quarters 1st 2nd ard __— ath v
MASSACHUSETTS County MP E v %V MP E v o MP E v %’V/ MP E v o
25009 Essex 44 54 10 22.7% 44 56 12 27.3% 44 51 3 15.9% 44 45 2 4.5%
25017 Middlesex 61 52 -9 -14.8% | 61 56 -5 -8.2% 61 56 -5 -8.2% 61 54 -7 -11.5%
25021 Morfalk 27 30 3 11.1% 27 30 3 11.1% 27 30 3 11.1% 27 26 -1 -3.7%
25025 Suffolk 72 72 o 0% 72 78 6 8.3% 72 84 12 16.7% 72 73 1 1.4%

TOTAL 204 208 4 2% 204 220 16 7.8% 204 221 17 8.3% 204 199 -3 -2.5%
MEW HAMPSHIRE County MP E A BV MP E A % V MP E W % V MP E W eV
33001 Belknap 0 1 1 0% 0 1 1 0% 0 2 2 0% 0 2 2 0%
33003 Carroll 12 17 5 41.7% 12 15 3 25% 12 13 1 8.3% 12 10 -2 -16.7%
33005 Cheshire 15 15 o 0% 15 17 2 13.3% i 19 4 26.7% 15 16 1 6.7%
33007 Coos 10 11 1 10% 10 7 ok -30% 10 7 3 -30% 10 7 =3 -30%
33009 Grafton 15 29 14 93.3% 1) 28 13 86.7% 15 24 9 60% 15 23 a 53.3%
33011 Hillsborough 48 42 -6 -12.5% | 48 44 -4 -8.3% 48 48 i} 0% 48 41 -7 -14.6%
33015 Rockingham 27 7 -20 -74.1% | 27 10 -17 -63% 27 -18 -66.7% | 27 13 -16 -59.3%
33017 Strafford i6 8 -8 -50% 16 9 -7 -43.8% | 16 -7 -43.8% 16 10 -5 -37.5%
33019 Sullivan 11 13 2 18.2% 11 11 0 0% 11 15 4 36.4% 11 16 5 45.5%

TOTAL 154 143 -11 -7.1% 154 142 -12 -7.8% 154 146 -8 -5.2% 154 136 -18 -11.7%
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Export Table Export Summary Export All Grantees Summary

Summary of Grantee Counties Over and under Enrolled by State.

%o Over Awrg, %o Over E =0wer Under Y0ve
Il
100%
£4.4% 9% 9 100%
48.2% 12.1% 13 100%
—

Variance by
County

Total V / MP
5.4%
32.5%
17%

3: Summary Table by state includes MP, Enrollment & Variance

Spark Line Legend
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Click on CSV TAB to Export State Table

1

KEY FUNCTIONS WHEN NAVIGATING MP BY STATE PAGE

Q Equitable Distribution/Authorized Positions

HOME MODIFIED POSITIONS BY STATE MODIFIED POSITIONS BY GRANTEE DOWNLOAD MODIFIED POSITIONS

DEFINITIONS CONTACT US

AUTHORIZED POSITIONS BY STATE

AUTHORIZED POSITIONS BY GRANTEE

DOWNLOAD AUTHORIZED POSITIONS

Y%
Statewide # # o Avrg.% # %o Avrg.% #O0ver Over Total
State PY Year Quarter v MP E V  Counties Under Under Un:l'r! E Over Over Owver E Under Under V/MP Viz
‘ Utah | Ath | State Grantee 55 58 3 1 % 3 1 100%  5.5% 1 100%  5.5%
National Grantees 213 211 -2 24 15 B66.7% 45.1% 7 29.2% 53.4% 23 95.8% 37.6%
Total ED Grantees 268 269 1 24 15 B66.7% 26% 7 29.2% 53.4% 23 95.8% 28.7%
Spark Line Legend Set-aside Grantees o o o o o, o
FIPS County
45001 Beaver SG MP SGE SG ¥ E5 MP ESE £S5V
49003 Box Elder 3 o -5
49005 Cache 7 7 o
49007 Carbon 4 7 3
43009 Daggett 0 1 1
45011 Davis 20 20 o
49013 Cuchesne 3 2 -1
49015 Emery (1] 2 2
45017 Garfield
45019 Grand 3 1 -2
45021 Iron ] 7 1
49023 Juab
45025 Kane 1 o -1
45027 Millard 2 o -2
429029 Morgan 1 o -1
49031 Piute 2 o -2
49033 Rich 1 o -1
49035 Salt Lake 55 58 3 49 38 -11
45037 San Juan 3 ] 3
49039 Sanpete 3 2 =il
49041 Sevier 3 1 -4
42043 Summit 3 o -3
45045 Tooele 5 3 -2
45047 Uintah 4 3 =il
45045 Utah 31 37 13
49051 Wasatch 2 o -2
49053 Washington 22 22 o
49055 Wayne 2 1] -2
45057 Weber 27 50 23
55 58 3 213 211 -2

SCSEP ED TA REVIEW

2: National Grantee serving in the state
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EQUITABE DISTRIBUTION REPORTING REVIEW QUESTIONS

QUESTION #1:

Which of the following factors should be considered when
evaluating ED performance?

QUESTION #2:

Which of the following is an appropriate potential action to improve
Equitable Distribution?

A. Whether the variances are substantial and meaningful || A. Consolidation of positions, including swaps with national grantees
B The cause(s) of any variance B Having fewer sub-recipients
C. Both A and B C. Providing a larger geographic service area to sub-grantees
D How many years a grantee has had a SCSEP Grant D All the above
QUESTION #3: QUESTION #4:
If a grant recipient wants to change/swap positions in one National grant recipients are required to submit an individual report
geographic area to another, the grant recipient must describing ?
' A. The demographic characteristics of their participants over age 65

A. Coordinate any proposed changes with the local AJC B. Equitable distribution variances only for the state where their
B. Coordinate any proposed changes in position headquarters is located

distribution with the other grant recipients in the State C Reflect any approved swap in their state plan
c Contact their FPO or NOL for an approval letter D. Equitable distribution variances for each state they operate in
D. All the above

SCSEP ED TA REVIEW
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SUMMARY OF VARIANCE



“AIMISTR..

ANALYZING ED
PERFORMANCE

* Factors to consider in evaluating performance:

v Any counties in which the variance is
substantial and meaningful

= Explain how you reached that
determination

= Explain the causes of the variance

v Any counties in which the variance is
substantial but not meaningful

= Explain how you reached that
determination

= Explain the causes of the variance
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BASIC ANALYSIS APPROACH

List of All Grantee Counties with Enrollment and Variance by Quarter. / [ variance ]
Quarters 1st 2nd 3rd 4ath L
EOQORGIA County MP E v % VW MP E vV % V MP E Vv % W MP E \; % V
13259 0 2 2 0% 0 4 4 0% 0 4 4 0% 0 4 4 0%
13187 5 2 -3 -60% 5 1 -4 -80% 5 1 -4 -80% 5 1 -4 | -80%
KENTUC County MP E v % V MP E Vv % W MP E v %o W MP E v Yo
21117 Kenton| 18 49 31 172.2% |18 52 34 188.9% |18 46 28  155.6% | 18 51| 33 |183.3%
PENNSYLVANIAREeILIY MP E v % V MP E Vv % W MP E v % W MP E v Yo W
42017 Bucks 50 20 -30 -60% 50 18 -32  -64% 50 21 -29 -58% 50 19 -31 | -62%

» Counties with NO modified positions (i.e., Georgia’s, Stewart County) — if there are active participants enrolled, grantees must provide a detail explanation and any

strategies or action steps taken to address the enrollment.

» Variances in small counties, with 1-5 modified positions (i.e., Georgia's, Lumpkin County), have to be examined with care. Remember, a change of enrollment of just 1
person can substantially change the degree of variation. It is critical to look at the trend for the county in these instances, to determine whether the variance you see is
real or just anomalous.

» Medium sized counties, of 6-19 modified positions (i.e., Kentucky’s, Kenton County), can suffer from the same problem, to lesser degree. Again, looking at the trend for

the county over time is critical.

» Larger counties, with 20 or more positions (i.e., Pennsylvania's, Bucks County) are less likely to have the extreme “swings” in variance that smaller counties do.
However, in a large county, a relatively small percentage variance may still signal a problem. Again, look to the trend.

SCSEP ED TA REVIEW
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CONSIDERATIONS

v" You should be on the lookout for consistent over-enrollment in some counties with an associated
under-enrollment in others. If your ability to financially over-serve in some counties comes from
targeted or deliberate under-service in others, that is problematic.

v There is a certain amount of “process noise” that can be expected from quarter to quarter. A trend

analysis should tell you whether substantial variation you are seeing in a county is random noise or
something more systematic.

v"If you find persistent, troubling variation, you should be doing a problem diagnosis: Why is this
happening? |s the sub-grantee over-extended? Are the counties in question very rural? Is
recruitment a problem? What are the barriers to recruitment? Only after the problem is diagnosed

should you think about solutions, e.g., reconfiguring sub-grantee territories, swaps, or enhanced
outreach efforts.
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POSSIBLE SCENARIOS

SCENARIO A: In this scenario, it is easy to see that changes of 1 or 2
enrollments radically changes the variance.

SCENARIO B: In this scenario, you can see that similar small changes in
enrollment levels doesn’t have quite the same effect as the first
scenario.

SCENARIO C: In this scenario, there is a relationship between over-
service in County Y and under-service in County X.

SCSEP ED TA REVIEW

Scenario B Scenario A

Scenario C

Quarter 4

Modified Slots |Enrollments |Variance Percent Variance
County X 5 3 2 40.0%
Change of 1 enrollment 5 4 1 20.0%
Trend Ql Q2 Q3 Q4
Enrollment 5 4 5 3
Percent Variance 0.0% -20.0% 0.0% -40.0%

Quarterd

Modified Slots  [Enrollments Variance  |Percent Variance
County X 30 25 5 -16.7%
Changein 1 enroliment 30 26 4 -13.3%
Trend Ql Q2 03 v
Enrollment 20 22 19 25
Percent Variance 33.3% -26.7% 36.7% -16.7%

Quarter 4
Modified Slots  |Enrollments Variance Percent Variance

CountyX 15 10 5 -33.3%
CountyY 30 35 5 16.7%
Trend ol Q2 03 o
CountyX Enrollment 10 12 8 10
County X Percent Variance -33.3% -20.0% -80.0% -33.3%
CountyY Enrol Iment 35 33 34 35
CountyY Percent Variance 16.7% 10.0% 13.3% 16.7%




Sheet1

												Revised PY 2020 and PY 2021 Grantee Targets and Goals

												November 13, 2020

		Grantee Code		SPARQ Code		Region		COG Grantee Order Code		Grantee		6/10/2020    PY 2020-2021 Q2 Employment  Target		Revised        PY 2020-2021 Q2 Employment  Target		6/10/2020   PY 2020-2021 Q4 Employment  Target		Revised       PY 2020-2021 Q4 Employment  Target		6/10/2020  PY2020-2021 Median Earnings  Target		Revised PY2020-2021 Median Earnings Target		6/10/2020 PY2020-2021 Service Level  Goal		Revised PY2020-2021 Service Level Goal		6/10/2020 PY2020-2021 Community Service  Goal		Revised PY2020-2021 Community Service  Goal		6/10/2020 PY2020-2021 Most in Need  Goal (Unchanged)		6/10/2020 PY2020-2021 Customer Satisfaction--Participant Goal (Unchanged Except as Noted*)		6/10/2020 PY2020-2021 Customer Satisfaction--Host Agency  Goal (Unchanged)		6/10/2020 PY2020-2021 Customer Satisfaction--Employer Goal (Unchanged)

		143		102		2		1		AARP Foundation		52.6%		50.5%		43.0%		40.5%		$3,330		$3,350		175.0%		N/A		79.0%		N/A		2.90		82.3		82.0		85.8

		144		106		6		2		ANPPM		36.5%		34.0%		30.7%		28.2%		$3,902		$3,902		150.3%		N/A		76.0%		N/A		2.90		88.5		84.7		85.8

		159		93		1		3		ATD		46.5%		41.9%		34.1%		31.6%		$3,332		$3,386		153.4%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.90		81.9		81.5		85.8

		145		107		5		4		Easter Seals		45.4%		42.9%		38.1%		34.8%		$3,900		$3,900		164.5%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.90		85.1		83.1		85.8

		146		103		3		5		Experience Works		31.5%		29.0%		26.6%		23.3%		$3,366		$3,406		150.9%		N/A		76.0%		N/A		2.90		81.1		81.1		85.8

		147		89		2		6		Goodwill Industries		45.3%		42.8%		36.0%		33.5%		$3,305		$3,305		168.9%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.90		84.9		83.6		85.8

		162						7		IIDS[S]		39.7%		37.2%		37.4%		36.4%		$3,431		$3,431		150.0%		N/A		76.0%		N/A		2.74		90.0		90.0		85.8

										IPDC				41.4%				32.5%				$3,368				N/A				N/A		2.90		83.8		83.2		85.8

		150		96		1		8		National Able Network		31.5%		29.5%		24.5%		23.5%		$3,338		$3,378		153.0%		N/A		78.6%		N/A		2.86		81.6*		81.0		85.8

		151		105		6		9		NAPCA[S]		44.6%		40.1%		33.8%		31.3%		$3,898		$3,840		168.0%		N/A		78.0%		N/A		2.86		85.3*		84.3		85.8

		161		104		6		10		NAPCA[G]		34.5%		32.0%		29.6%		27.1%		$4,118		$4,118		155.5%		N/A		78.1%		N/A		2.83		81.6		82.7		85.8

		152		98		2		11		NCBA		53.0%		50.5%		43.0%		40.5%		$3,343		$3,343		168.7%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.90		82.2		82.4		85.8

		153		97		2		12		NCOA		38.8%		36.3%		30.2%		27.7%		$3,021		$3,021		175.0%		N/A		77.6%		N/A		2.90		82.7		82.1		85.8

		154		105		4		13		NICOA[S]		33.0%		30.5%		26.0%		23.5%		$2,820		$2,848		153.9%		N/A		78.5%		N/A		2.90		87.6		84.1		85.8

										NICOA[G]				41.4%				32.5%				$3,362				N/A				N/A		2.90		83.8		83.2		85.8

		163						14		NOWCC		40.2%		36.7%		33.4%		29.4%		$3,453		$3,401		170.9%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.90		81.0		81.5		85.8

		155		91		1		15		National Urban League		49.5%		47.4%		39.6%		37.1%		$3,441		$3,462		164.0%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.90		83.7		81.6		85.8

		164						16		OAGB		33.9%		31.9%		26.0%		24.3%		$3,395		$3,412		155.7%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.90		83.7		84.4		85.8

		157		100		4		17		SER Jobs for Progress		36.5%		33.5%		29.6%		27.9%		$3,400		$3,400		154.9%		N/A		78.1%		N/A		2.90		82.3		81.9		85.8

		158		101		2		18		Senior Service America		37.6%		35.1%		30.3%		29.3%		$3,278		$3,278		156.7%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.90		84.9		82.8		85.8

		165						19		TWP		35.6%		31.6%		29.1%		28.1%		$3,730		$3,730		156.9%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.90		83.3		83.7		85.8

		149		99		5		20		VANTAGE		30.5%		29.5%		27.2%		24.7%		$3,282		$3,344		152.5%		N/A		77.7%		N/A		2.90		82.4		84.5		85.8

		380		7		3		21		Alabama		39.6%		37.1%		33.7%		29.7%		$2,950		$2,950		157.7%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.88		86.1		89.8		85.8

		390		7		6		22		Alaska		51.9%		48.0%		40.0%		40.5%		$4,023		$4,095		167.6%		N/A		78.6%		N/A		2.76		84.6		82.5		85.8

		400		69		6		23		Arizona		30.4%		25.9%		28.6%		25.4%		$3,397		$3,414		156.2%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.90		88.9		87.2		85.8

		410		24		4		24		Arkansas		32.3%		30.7%		27.4%		24.9%		$2,997		$3,005		153.1%		N/A		77.0%		N/A		2.90		82.4		85.0		85.8

		420		8		6		25		California		30.4%		28.4%		24.5%		23.5%		$4,118		$4,118		151.9%		N/A		78.5%		N/A		2.79		86.9		85.9		85.8

		430		31		4		26		Colorado		28.9%		26.9%		26.4%		24.7%		$2,809		$2,862		172.9%		N/A		78.3%		N/A		2.90		82.9		80.8		85.8

		440		40		1		27		Connecticut		35.2%		30.2%		37.0%		34.5%		$3,483		$3,448		171.8%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.67		86.0		84.9		85.8

		450		9		2		28		Delaware		45.1%		43.7%		35.3%		32.8%		$3,258		$3,267		166.8%		N/A		79.4%		N/A		2.82		84.4		81.9		85.8

		460		41		2		29		Washington D.C.		37.9%		35.5%		40.0%		39.0%		$3,353		$3,430		175.0%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.90		89.4		82.1		85.8

		470		25		3		30		Florida		52.3%		49.8%		34.7%		32.2%		$3,321		$3,321		156.4%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.90		82.4		82.2		85.8

		480		16		3		31		Georgia		43.4%		40.9%		26.7%		24.2%		$2,849		$2,806		156.0%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.84		84.7		85.5		85.8

		490		1		6		32		Hawaii		29.0%		26.9%		25.0%		24.0%		$3,483		$3,431		157.6%		N/A		78.9%		N/A		2.90		88.8		82.3		85.8

		500		34		6		33		Idaho		31.5%		28.5%		26.0%		23.5%		$2,758		$2,735		151.3%		N/A		76.9%		N/A		2.90		80.5		80.7		85.8

		510		10		5		34		Illinois		33.1%		32.2%		28.3%		27.3%		$4,064		$4,096		156.0%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.82		82.3		81.5		85.8

		520		11		5		35		Indiana		32.0%		29.5%		26.0%		23.5%		$3,431		$3,431		155.1%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.80		81.3		80.8		85.8

		530		54		5		36		Iowa		40.3%		35.8%		38.0%		35.5%		$3,366		$3,430		175.0%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.90		82.1		80.9		85.8

		540		21		5		37		Kansas		32.0%		29.0%		28.1%		27.1%		$3,431		$3,465		150.0%		N/A		76.0%		N/A		2.79		81.2		81.9		85.8

		550		32		3		38		Kentucky		27.0%		23.0%		23.0%		19.7%		$2,786		$2,805		150.0%		N/A		77.6%		N/A		2.87		88.2		85.1		85.8

		560		36		4		39		Louisiana		35.0%		32.5%		27.0%		24.5%		$3,431		$3,431		167.3%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.71		82.7		87.5		85.8

		570		60		1		40		Maine				36.8%				29.6%				$3,389				N/A				N/A		2.86		84.1		83.5		85.8

		580		17		2		41		Maryland		36.8%		33.2%		27.3%		24.8%		$3,462		$3,414		155.6%		N/A		76.0%		N/A		2.89		82.5		81.2		85.8

		590		26		1		42		Massachusetts		36.9%		33.4%		29.2%		28.2%		$3,483		$3,448		153.3%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.75		82.6		81.9		85.8

		600		27		5		43		Michigan		52.6%		50.1%		36.9%		34.4%		$3,263		$3,263		161.0%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.74		83.5		82.0		85.8

		610		12		5		44		Minnesota		35.5%		33.5%		29.3%		25.3%		$3,390		$3,431		175.0%		N/A		78.2%		N/A		2.90		86.9		82.6		85.8

		620		47		3		45		Mississippi		32.5%		29.0%		24.6%		20.6%		$3,356		$3,378		152.5%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.88		88.2		88.5		85.8

		630		43		5		46		Missouri		37.4%		34.9%		27.0%		23.8%		$3,226		$3,210		156.4%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.86		89.4		83.4		85.8

		640		49		5		47		Montana		34.3%		30.8%		27.9%		24.6%		$3,390		$3,465		157.1%		N/A		76.0%		N/A		2.90		80.4		81.2		85.8

		650		18		5		48		Nebraska		30.5%		27.0%		30.2%		27.7%		$3,431		$3,448		175.0%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.77		82.5		82.0		85.8

		660		28		6		49		Nevada		40.1%		38.0%		34.2%		30.2%		$2,861		$2,878		171.4%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.90		80.7		86.1		85.8

		670		29		1		50		New Hampshire		31.9%		31.9%		39.1%		36.6%		$3,325		$3,411		158.8%		N/A		78.2%		N/A		2.87		81.3		80.9		85.8

		680		33		1		51		New Jersey		51.6%		50.0%		41.5%		39.8%		$4,076		$4,076		163.7%		N/A		77.9%		N/A		2.90		82.3		81.9		85.8

		690		30		4		52		New Mexico		26.8%		24.8%		23.9%		24.4%		$3,363		$3,447		151.6%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.90		90.0		88.6		85.8

		700		19		1		53		New York		36.6%		33.1%		27.9%		26.9%		$4,180		$4,117		171.8%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.88		88.2		87.2		85.8

		710		13		3		54		North Carolina		43.9%		41.4%		43.0%		40.5%		$3,118		$3,118		156.1%		N/A		76.6%		N/A		2.88		86.9		87.0		85.8

		720		63		4		55		North Dakota		33.4%		31.4%		37.5%		32.8%		$3,390		$3,431		153.4%		N/A		77.6%		N/A		2.90		81.3		81.2		85.8

		730		5		5		56		Ohio		32.4%		31.4%		26.0%		23.5%		$3,219		$3,247		155.8%		N/A		77.8%		N/A		2.90		82.6		81.6		85.8

		740		65		4		57		Oklahoma		27.9%		25.9%		29.4%		26.9%		$3,390		$3,431		151.0%		N/A		78.4%		N/A		2.82		87.0		86.9		85.8

		750		3		6		58		Oregon		31.9%		29.5%		35.8%		34.8%		$3,346		$3,395		150.1%		N/A		78.0%		N/A		2.90		79.9		81.3		85.8

		760		4		2		59		Pennsylvania		48.5%		47.1%		39.6%		37.1%		$2,841		$2,878		165.3%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.90		83.4		82.1		85.8

		770		42		1		60		Puerto Rico		35.3%		31.4%		28.7%		26.2%		$3,284		$3,340		157.6%		N/A		78.9%		N/A		2.90		81.7		82.2		85.8

		780		70		1		61		Rhode Island		42.0%		37.0%		33.7%		29.7%		$3,483		$3,431		150.0%		N/A		76.0%		N/A		2.81		86.2		79.2		85.8

		790		68		3		62		South Carolina		44.0%		41.5%		36.6%		35.6%		$3,418		$3,435		175.0%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.90		82.6		86.9		85.8

		800		50		4		63		South Dakota		29.7%		26.7%		27.1%		26.1%		$2,787		$2,792		157.6%		N/A		78.9%		N/A		2.90		85.0		85.2		85.8

		810		46		3		64		Tennessee		42.2%		39.7%		27.3%		24.8%		$3,648		$3,648		157.4%		N/A		76.8%		N/A		2.90		82.5		83.4		85.8

		820		61		4		65		Texas		46.1%		43.6%		43.0%		40.5%		$3,355		$3,355		156.3%		N/A		79.7%		N/A		2.90		83.4		82.8		85.8

		830		22		4		66		Utah		34.3%		31.3%		26.0%		24.3%		$3,431		$3,465		156.1%		N/A		76.0%		N/A		2.86		80.8		81.4		85.8

		840		23		1		67		Vermont		41.1%		37.5%		32.7%		31.7%		$3,421		$3,448		154.7%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.90		81.8		80.8		85.8

		850		20		2		68		Virginia		49.0%		47.0%		29.3%		26.8%		$2,843		$2,877		156.0%		N/A		77.8%		N/A		2.77		85.2		83.5		85.8

		860		35		6		69		Washington		36.7%		32.7%		30.8%		26.1%		$3,483		$3,431		157.4%		N/A		77.4%		N/A		2.63		84.2		84.3		85.8

		870		55		2		70		West Virginia		32.0%		28.5%		24.5%		23.5%		$3,431		$3,431		154.7%		N/A		80.0%		N/A		2.77		87.5		87.9		85.8

		880		14		5		71		Wisconsin		36.0%		33.5%		30.6%		28.9%		$3,377		$3,394		156.8%		N/A		78.7%		N/A		2.89		84.3		82.6		85.8

		890		15		4		72		Wyoming		33.9%		31.4%		32.2%		29.7%		$2,792		$2,792		150.9%		N/A		76.1%		N/A		2.90		80.6		81.4		85.8

		900		74		6		73		American Samoa		27.4%		24.5%		23.0%		20.5%		$2,912		$3,026		150.0%		N/A		76.0%		N/A		2.90		N/A		N/A		N/A

		910		39		6		74		Guam		24.0%		20.4%		20.5%		18.7%		$3,287		$3,374		150.0%		N/A		77.5%		N/A		2.90		N/A		N/A		N/A

		920		78		6		75		Northern Marianas		25.4%		19.9%		22.0%		19.5%		$2,968		$3,077		150.0%		N/A		76.0%		N/A		2.90		N/A		N/A		N/A

		930		77		1		76		U.S. Virgin Islands		23.9%		20.9%		22.0%		19.5%		$3,287		$3,374		151.3%		N/A		78.4%		N/A		2.90		N/A		N/A		N/A

												37.2%

																																*The participant survey goals for National Able Network 

																																and NAPCA[S] released on 6/10/20 have been corrected.
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										What If

												Expected 2019 Performance

										Q2 Employment		42.4%										42.4%

										Q4 Employment		34.4%										34.4%

										Median Earnings		$3,369										$3,369

										Service Level		162.6%

										Community Service		78.9%

										Most In Need		2.89

																																																				Quarter 4

		Grantee Code		SPARQ Code		Region		COG Grantee Order Code		Grantee		Expected Active Enrolled		PY 2018 Modified Slots		2019 Expected Service Level		2019 Expected Community Service Measure  		Expected Total Hours Paid		Expected Most in Need Measure		Expected Total Number of Barriers		Expected Q2 Employment Rate		Expected Q2 Employment Denominator		Expected Q2 Employment Numerator		Expected Q4 Rate		Expected Q4 Denominator		Expected  Q4 Numerator		Expected Median Earnings		Expected Median Count		Weight										Modified Slots		Enrollments		Variance		Percent Variance

		143		102		2		1		AARP Foundation		7521.5		4298		175.0%		79.0%		3706399.29809379		2.90		21812.35		52.6%		2574		1354		43.0%		2856		1228		$3,350		1,187		3952572								County X		5		3		2		0.4

		144		106		6		2		ANPPM		1700.8388974036		1132		150.3%		76.0%		939469.44		2.90		4932.4328024706		36.5%		363		133		30.7%		303		93		$3,902		94		366788

		159		93		1		3		ATD		1113.6472080522		726		153.4%		80.0%		634233.6		2.90		3229.5769033513		46.5%		225		105		34.1%		236		80		$3,386		75		249890								Change in 1 enrollment		5		4		1		0.2

		145		107		5		4		Easter Seals		3005.81		1827		164.5%		80.0%		1596067.2		2.90		8716.849		45.4%		780		354		38.1%		806		307		$3,900		288		1123200

		146		103		3		5		Experience Works		1479.1408593542		980		150.9%		76.0%		813321.6		2.90		4289.508492127		31.5%		289		91		26.6%		382		102		$3,406		50		168325								Trend		Q1		Q2		Q3		Q4

		147		89		2		6		Goodwill Industries		3422.78		2026		168.9%		80.0%		1769913.6		2.90		9926.062		45.3%		979		444		36.0%		1006		362		$3,305		331		1094016								Enrollment		5		4		5		3

		162						7		IIDS[S]		297		198		150.0%		76.0%		164324.16		2.74		813.6777337828		39.7%		59		23		37.4%		29		11		$3,431		17		58335								Percent Variance		0		-0.2		0		-0.4

		150		96		1		9		National Able Network		832.1543817911		544		153.0%		78.6%		466938.646651136		2.86		2380.950515155		0.0%		196		0		0.0%		198		0		$3,368		35		116845

		151		105		6		10		NAPCA[S]		660.1233333333		393		168.0%		78.0%		334547.398826116		2.86		1888.4423086234		31.5%		164		52		24.5%		186		46		$3,378		54		210470

		161		197		6		11		NAPCA[G]		984.2766979298		633		155.5%		78.1%		539695.064486107		2.83		2781.2486127996		44.6%		214		95		33.8%		212		72		$3,840		47		193535

		152		98		2		12		NCBA		3538.5766666667		2097		168.7%		80.0%		1831939.2		2.90		10261.8723333333		34.5%		1143		394		29.6%		1121		331		$4,118		531		1775231										Quarter 4

		153		97		2		13		NCOA		5556.25		3175		175.0%		77.6%		2690155.06602171		2.90		16113.125		53.0%		1852		982		43.0%		1927		829		$3,343		520		1570887										Modified Slots		Enrollments		Variance		Percent Variance

		154		104		4		14		NICOA[S]		455.4330214648		296		153.9%		78.5%		253685.485241568		2.90		1320.7557622479		38.8%		112		43		30.2%		121		37		$3,021		21		59228								County X		30		25		5		-16.7%

		163						15		NOWCC		234.11		137		170.9%		80.0%		119683.2		2.90		678.919		33.0%		76		25		26.0%		87		23		$2,848		20		69056

		155		91		1		16		National Urban League		1922.16		1172		164.0%		80.0%		1023859.2		2.90		5574.264		0.0%		476		0		0.0%		471		0		$3,362		193		664157								Change in 1 enrollment		30		26		4		-13.3%

		164						17		OAGB		591.8450951237		380		155.7%		80.0%		331968		2.90		1716.3507758588		40.2%		139		56		33.4%		139		46		$3,401		28		95065

		157		100		4		18		SER Jobs for Progress		3041.0011975295		1963		154.9%		78.1%		1674042.30957493		2.90		8818.9034728354		49.5%		741		367		39.6%		735		291		$3,462		188		639272								Trend		Q1		Q2		Q3		Q4

		158		101		2		19		Senior Service America		6263.0698867666		3998		156.7%		80.0%		3492652.8		2.90		18162.902671623		33.9%		2084		707		26.0%		1923		500		$3,412		555		1819281								Enrollment		20		22		19		25

		165						20		TWP		1374.3544824431		876		156.9%		80.0%		765273.6		2.90		3985.627999085		36.5%		365		133		29.6%		369		109		$3,400		88		328240								Percent Variance		-33.3%		-26.7%		-36.7%		-16.7%

		149		99		5		8		VANTAGE		625.1065500019		410		152.5%		77.7%		348079.410599977		2.90		1812.8089950055		37.6%		139		52		30.3%		152		46		$3,278		23		75477

		380		6		3		21		Alabama		238.1966666667		151		157.7%		80.0%		131913.6		2.88		684.982065092		35.6%		80		28		29.1%		79		23		$3,730		26		76691

		390		7		6		22		Alaska		216.2033333333		129		167.6%		78.6%		110788.022671736		2.76		596.5611219252		30.5%		76		23		27.2%		72		20		$3,344		31		124715

		400		69		6		23		Arizona		120.244400854		77		156.2%		80.0%		67267.2		2.90		348.7087624766		39.6%		48		19		33.7%		40		13		$2,950		7		23780

		410		24		4		24		Arkansas		192.8847771551		126		153.1%		77.0%		106013.023193582		2.90		559.3658537497		51.9%		54		28		40.0%		68		27		$4,095		12		35970

		420		8		6		25		California		689.7033504899		454		151.9%		78.5%		389192.614500622		2.79		1922.1456865974		30.4%		188		57		28.6%		161		46		$3,414		31		127651

		430		31		4		26		Colorado		105.4966666667		61		172.9%		78.3%		52172.9308737793		2.90		305.9403333333		32.3%		26		8		27.4%		26		7		$3,005		5		14046

		440		40		1		27		Connecticut		109.92		64		171.8%		80.0%		55910.4		2.67		293.4324456752		30.4%		19		6		24.5%		25		6		$4,118		4		13932

		450		9		2		28		Delaware		255.2566666667		153		166.8%		79.4%		132641.014326537		2.82		719.4685460887		28.9%		84		24		26.4%		70		18		$2,862		30		97748

		460		41		2		29		Washington D.C.		45.5		26		175.0%		80.0%		22713.6		2.90		131.95		35.2%		18		6		37.0%		23		9		$3,448		8		26820

		470		25		3		30		Florida		669.4900895955		428		156.4%		80.0%		373900.8		2.90		1941.5212598269		45.1%		197		89		35.3%		187		66		$3,267		75		249089

		480		16		3		31		Georgia		282.4307777651		181		156.0%		80.0%		158121.6		2.84		802.2293131818		37.9%		85		32		40.0%		82		33		$3,430		24		68380

		490		1		6		32		Hawaii		206.456		131		157.6%		78.9%		112868.028		2.90		598.7224		52.3%		67		35		34.7%		64		22		$3,321		15		52244

		500		34		6		33		Idaho		65.0680853254		43		151.3%		76.9%		36114.1485496398		2.90		188.6974474437		43.4%		21		9		26.7%		23		6		$2,806		3		8274

		510		10		5		34		Illinois		389.9787906516		250		156.0%		80.0%		218400		2.82		1100.6385293104		29.0%		140		41		25.0%		134		34		$3,431		29		117863

		520		11		5		35		Indiana		330.4163296351		213		155.1%		80.0%		186076.8		2.80		924.0548972869		31.5%		91		29		26.0%		105		27		$2,735		10		34315

		530		54		5		36		Iowa		182		104		175.0%		80.0%		90854.4		2.90		527.8		33.1%		40		13		28.3%		46		13		$4,096		16		53861

		540		21		5		37		Kansas		124.5		83		150.0%		76.0%		68883.36		2.79		347.0765081175		32.0%		28		9		26.0%		17		4		$3,431		3		10294

		550		32		3		38		Kentucky		232.5		155		150.0%		77.6%		131425.784977879		2.87		666.2095298733		40.3%		64		26		38.0%		61		23		$3,430		8		22290

		560		36		4		39		Louisiana		230.8066666667		138		167.3%		80.0%		120556.8		2.71		626.4543328294		32.0%		61		20		28.1%		66		19		$3,465		17		58335

		570		60		1		40		Maine		N/A		N/A		N/A		N/A		N/A		N/A		N/A		27.0%		N/A				23.0%						$2,805		N/A		N/A

		580		17		2		41		Maryland		135.3982191467		87		155.6%		76.0%		72203.04		2.89		391.5890073874		35.0%		42		15		27.0%		55		15		$3,431		10		34624

		590		26		1		42		Massachusetts		179.3263406916		117		153.3%		80.0%		102211.2		2.75		493.4063628142		0.0%		56		0		0.0%		43		0		$3,389		12		41795

		600		27		5		43		Michigan		350.8733333333		218		161.0%		80.0%		190444.8		2.74		961.6255607076		36.8%		93		34		27.3%		92		25		$3,414		36		117467

		610		12		5		44		Minnesota		257.25		147		175.0%		78.2%		125485.193136356		2.90		746.025		36.9%		70		26		29.2%		74		22		$3,448		18		61025

		620		47		3		45		Mississippi		152.5381829273		100		152.5%		80.0%		87360		2.88		439.0754114903		52.6%		42		22		36.9%		41		15		$3,263		8		26848

		630		43		5		46		Missouri		292.536402074		187		156.4%		80.0%		163363.2		2.86		835.2459077037		35.5%		96		34		29.3%		89		26		$3,431		26		83881

		640		49		5		47		Montana		70.6833333333		45		157.1%		76.0%		37346.4		2.90		204.9816666667		32.5%		24		8		24.6%		25		6		$3,378		6		20342

		650		18		5		48		Nebraska		87.5		50		175.0%		80.0%		43680		2.77		242.6237172178		37.4%		16		6		27.0%		29		8		$3,210		4		13726

		660		28		6		49		Nevada		65.14		38		171.4%		80.0%		33196.8		2.90		188.906		34.3%		17		6		27.9%		17		5		$3,465		3		8582

		670		29		1		50		New Hampshire		68.29		43		158.8%		78.2%		36719.5987922039		2.87		195.8281705062		30.5%		22		7		30.2%		21		6		$3,448		6		19951

		680		33		1		51		New Jersey		320.88		196		163.7%		77.9%		166696.414361901		2.90		930.552		40.1%		106		43		34.2%		106		36		$2,878		49		199724

		690		30		4		52		New Mexico		62.1439883335		41		151.6%		80.0%		35817.6		2.90		180.2175661672		31.9%		13		4		39.1%		19		7		$3,411		3		10089

		700		19		1		53		New York		517.03		301		171.8%		80.0%		262953.6		2.88		1489.8099725098		51.6%		135		70		41.5%		134		56		$4,076		25		104489

		710		13		3		54		North Carolina		332.5496629685		213		156.1%		76.6%		178101.008932801		2.88		956.509522289		26.8%		91		24		23.9%		73		17		$3,447		31		96664

		720		63		4		55		North Dakota		75.1737096344		49		153.4%		77.6%		41502.1909921547		2.90		218.0037579397		36.6%		17		6		27.9%		20		6		$4,117		5		16952

		730		5		5		56		Ohio		487.5545125624		313		155.8%		77.8%		265930.956494015		2.90		1413.908086431		43.9%		128		56		43.0%		125		54		$3,118		23		74033

		740		65		4		57		Oklahoma		197.8616863014		131		151.0%		78.4%		112146.829829295		2.82		558.4925358252		33.4%		42		14		37.5%		46		17		$3,431		10		33903

		750		3		6		58		Oregon		124.6166918297		83		150.1%		78.0%		70661.3542980577		2.90		361.388406306		32.4%		29		9		26.0%		23		6		$3,247		3		10037

		760		4		2		59		Pennsylvania		720.7466666667		436		165.3%		80.0%		380889.6		2.90		2090.1653333333		27.9%		247		69		29.4%		207		61		$3,431		96		272691

		770		42		1		60		Puerto Rico		176.512		112		157.6%		78.9%		96497.856		2.90		511.8848		31.9%		34		11		35.8%		39		14		$3,395		8		26271

		780		70		1		61		Rhode Island		49.5		33		150.0%		76.0%		27387.36		2.81		138.9657028832		48.5%		11		5		39.6%		7		3		$2,878		4		13932

		790		68		3		62		South Carolina		194.25		111		175.0%		80.0%		96969.6		2.90		563.325		35.3%		79		28		28.7%		73		21		$3,340		28		95698

		800		50		4		63		South Dakota		72.496		46		157.6%		78.9%		39633.048		2.90		210.2384		42.0%		16		7		33.7%		16		5		$3,431		1		2787

		810		46		3		64		Tennessee		261.3133333333		166		157.4%		76.8%		139178.491677958		2.90		757.8086666667		44.0%		85		37		36.6%		96		35		$3,435		24		87552

		820		61		4		65		Texas		706.6459201647		452		156.3%		79.7%		393359.210299119		2.90		2049.2731684776		29.7%		195		58		27.1%		193		52		$2,792		70		234863

		830		22		4		66		Utah		85.8793339433		55		156.1%		76.0%		45645.6		2.86		245.8017526916		42.2%		32		13		27.3%		26		7		$3,648		6		20589

		840		23		1		67		Vermont		49.5188852034		32		154.7%		80.0%		27955.2		2.90		143.6047670899		46.1%		5		2		43.0%		9		4		$3,355		1		3421

		850		20		2		68		Virginia		276.049250448		177		156.0%		77.8%		150366.365645769		2.77		764.5791629717		34.3%		68		23		26.0%		81		21		$3,465		22		62555

		860		35		6		69		Washington		119.6133333333		76		157.4%		77.4%		64247.137208408		2.63		314.2395607102		41.1%		47		19		32.7%		54		18		$3,448		11		38312

		870		55		2		70		West Virginia		117.5823523581		76		154.7%		80.0%		66393.6		2.77		325.3654426531		49.0%		35		17		29.3%		25		7		$2,877		2		6863

		880		14		5		71		Wisconsin		327.7681356514		209		156.8%		78.7%		179554.455519598		2.89		948.2044282036		36.7%		92		34		30.8%		98		30		$3,431		21		70917

		890		15		4		72		Wyoming		64.8680853254		43		150.9%		76.1%		35750.4684301406		2.90		187.9567908333		32.0%		11		4		24.5%		19		5		$3,431		0		0

		900		74		6		73		American Samoa		208.5		139		150.0%		76.0%		115358.88		2.90		604.65		36.0%		44		16		30.6%		24		7		$3,394		0		0

		910		39		6		74		Guam		121.5		81		150.0%		77.5%		68550.0659419034		2.90		352.35		33.9%		29		10		32.2%		27		9		$2,792		2		6575

		920		78		6		75		Northern Marianas		49.5		33		150.0%		76.0%		27387.36		2.90		143.55		27.4%		5		1		23.0%		8		2		$3,026		0		0

		930		77		1		76		U.S. Virgin Islands		105.8767280491		70		151.3%		78.4%		59954.8841635325		2.90		307.0425113424		24.0%		22		5		20.5%		31		6		$3,374		2		6575



												56791.696966945		34934		162.6%		78.9%		30102961.7763123		2.89		163969.781550925		42.4%		16453		6977		34.4%		16673		5730				5275		$3,369






* For each substantial and meaningful variance you identified in Part Il,
describe in detail what actions you will take to address the problem:

v" Discuss any improvement actions you have previously taken and
why they were not successful

v Your proposed new improvement actions must directly respond
to the causes of the variances in Part Il; otherwise, your actions
are just random good ideas

I M P ROVI N G v" In designing your new improvement actions, be sure to consider
the suggestions contained in the latest ED Report instructions

Y v" Describe any training or technical assistance you will provide to

0 U R E D your sub-grantees regarding their ED obligations under their
sub-grant agreement with you

v List the steps you will take to monitor the implementation of the

improvement actions and the frequency with which you will
provide feedback to your sub-grantees

v" Explain what additional steps you will take if the improvement
actions do not have the expected results

SCSEP ED TA REVIEW



FACTORS TO CONSIDER WHEN IMPROVING YOUR ED

* Potential Actions to Improve Equitable Distribution
v’ Consolidation of positions, including swaps with national grantees
v’ Multiple sub-recipients vs. consolidating sub-recipients

v’ Providing a larger service area to sub-grantees with a mix of large and small counties
may facilitate the expenditure of grant funds; this approach may also minimize the
reduction or increase of participant hours toward the end of the program year

* Cautions

v'DOL does not allow the transfer of grant funds from one grantee to another in order
to make up for violating ED

v DOL will strictly scrutinize transfers from one sub-grantee to another that are
intended to address under- or over-enrollment that violates ED

SCSEP ED TA REVIEW
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EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION PILOT PROJECT

SCSEP ED TA REVIEW



ED in counties with very few positions are often
difficult to serve, especially in rural areas. As the
minimum wage increases, the number of Modified
Positions (MP) are reduced

As part of the State ED Report, grantees in a state may

P I LOT P ROJ ECT Elg?tféalgraK/I?PED in a cluster of counties that each have

Counties should be contiguous or near contiguous

FO R CO U NTI ES g (counting counties within the cluster with 6 or more
.' MP as contiguous)

WITH F EW DOL will approve a cluster proposal from the state
Bt grantee. For each national grantee, DOL will approve
T no more than five cluster proposals in total with no
POS ITI O N S Er more than one any in one state--if the proposals are
i included in the State ED Report
A spreadsheet showing the counties by grantee in each
state with fewer than six modified positions in PY 2020

has been provided to all grantees to facilitate the
grantee discussions and planning.

SCSEP ED TA REVIEW



* The State ED Report should explain:

v How the grantees determined the clusters and why swaps that would
consolidate positions in these counties and eliminate duplicate coverage
are not applicable or feasible

v'The extent to which, in defining clusters, the grantees considered
existing local or regional service areas, such as regional economic
planning agencies, health districts, and social services regions

v"Why contiguity is not feasible if all the counties in a cluster are not
contiguous

v'Grantees must track ED in each county in the clusters and within each
cIusztgzr as a whole. No changes to SCSEPED.org will be possible during
PY 1

PILOT PROJECT FOR COUNTIES WITH FEW POSITIONS

SCSEP ED TA REVIEW




For additional technical

assistance contact: FPO, NOL or
SCSEPTechnicalAssistance@dol.gov

To access your ED data,
please go to SCSEPED.ORG


mailto:SCSEPTechnicalAssistance@dol.gov
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