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Work Measurement Assessment for Resource Allocation Report 11
PREFACE

The Work Measurement Assessment for Resource Allocation Report Il presents an
innovative methodology for assessing the administrative resource requirements of State
Unemployment Insurance agencies. The methodology differs from the traditional,
resource-consuming process of updating minutes per unit (MPU), yet captures the
considerable efforts of the States’ reporting and management information systems.
The methodology also differs from approaches that rely on National-level formulas or
factors that are centrally applied to States.

Several important features characterize this methodology. First, each State has direct
input to the resource allocation process on an annual basis through detailed
submissions to the Department of Labor, Office of Workforce Securities (DOL OWS).
From the States’ perspective, these submissions not only include sufficient information
to justify each State’s current use of resources, (linked to performance measures), but
also a platform for requesting and justifying fund enhancements. Second, from the
DOL OWS perspective, these annual submissions from all States provide an invaluable
source of management information on which to base resource allocation decisions on a
comparative basis, also linked to performance and measures, where possible.

Third, this methodology represents a reengineered process for Unemployment
Insurance (Ul) Work Measurement Assessment: all stakeholders are involved, resource
allocation is linked to performance, and management information is continuously
updated within the process, negating the need for expensive periodic, comprehensive
updates of the Cost Model. Fourth, this methodology will generate reliable
information that can be used with the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) to
justify changes in appropriated funding for the administrative costs of the
Unemployment Insurance program.

The practicality of gathering the necessary information to implement this methodology
was assessed in Phase I, based on the assistance of three States. The information
received from the States was provided for the purpose of testing the model only. The
data should not be viewed as authoritative. Lessons learned were applied on a
cumulative basis. The assistance and involvement of the Ul agencies of Oklahoma,
Alabama, Ohio, and representatives of DOL and ICESA are acknowledged and
appreciated. The Phase | report, Work Measurement Assessment for Resource
Allocation, Resource Allocation Model was published and delivered to DOL on
January 22, 1999.

This Phase Il report builds on Phase | and takes the methodology from a conceptual
stage to a demonstration stage with functional computer models and live data.
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RESOURCE JUSTIFICATION MODEL (RIM)

1. PURPOSE. The purpose of the Resource Justification Model (RJM) is to provide a
methodology and analytical tools to identify and assess the administrative funding
requirements for State agencies to operate their respective unemployment insurance
(UI) programs.

2. SCOPE. The RJM applies to the 53 State Employment Security Agencies
(SESAS), the Department of Labor (DOL) OWS Regional Offices, and the DOL Office
of Income Support (OIS) National Office.

3. OVERVIEW. The RIJM methodology is a bottom-up approach in which States
annually submit a resource justification package to support their respective budget
requests. The National Office provides the instructions, format and scheduling that will
support the DOL Ul Budget submission to Congress. The Regional Offices review the
resource justification packages, and the National Office analyzes and evaluates the
packages. The outcome of the collective analysis and evaluation of the States’
submissions will become the Ul Budget submission. This submission is supported by
the requirements submitted by the States, and is refined by review, analysis and
evaluation performed by the Regional and National Offices. Once Congress
appropriates funds for Ul administrative funding, the National Office uses the refined
RJM data and the RJIM model to allocate funding to the States. Although Regional
Offices monitor the use of funds by the States, there is no impact on the States’ bottom-
line authority to use the funding provided by the National Office during budget
allocation.

4. ORGANIZATION. The RIM consists of six integrated and interrelated modules,
summarized in the table below.

MODULE TITLE DESCRIPTION PRIMARY
RESPONSIBILITY
I Data Collection Statement of resources required, with National: instructions
justifications; requests for Individual States: submissions
enhancements
I Data Review Review of States’ submissions for Regions
compliance, accuracy and validity
Il Analysis & Comparative analysis and “acceptable National
Evaluation range” analysis of States' submissions
v Budget Summation of refined costs of 53 States | National
Formulation submissions; preparation of Budget
formulation and submission to
Congress/OMB
\ Allocation Distribution of appropriated funding to National
States
VI Monitoring Review of States’ Ul administrative Regions/National
expenditures

A detailed description of each Module is provided in Sections | through VI,
respectively.

Volume I 2 09/18/00




RJM Process
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Exhibit 1-1 RJM Process

Phase | of the project was conducted from December 2, 1997 to March 31, 1999. The
objectives of this Phase were:

» Develop a methodology to assess resource requirements

* Obtain new and reliable data on administrative funding requirements and apply the
methodology developed to assess resource needs in three States.

» Assess the degree to which the current cost model MPU’s overstated or understated
the actual cost of operating the States Ul programs.

» Assess the amount of administrative resources needed for Support and NPS and
used for AS&T

Phase Il of the project was conducted from October 20, 1999 to June 20, 2000. This
Phase consisted of the following objectives.

» Develop a review process for States’ Resource Justification Model (RJM) data at
the Regional and National Office level.

» Specify how the Regional and National Office could fairly and objectively evaluate
States” RJM data.

e Specify how the National Office could allocate resources in a fair manner if
appropriations could not fully fund the RIM.

» Develop and test a computer model that automates the recommended methodology.
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Section 1.0 Introduction

Under the Social Security Act of 1935, the United States Federal Government is
responsible for funding all necessary costs to administer State unemployment insurance
programs. The Secretary of Labor is responsible for requesting appropriation of the
amounts necessary for proper and efficient administration of the law. Currently, the
OIS relies extensively on work measurement factors to allocate resources to the States.
These factors, or minutes per unit (MPU), measure the time it takes to perform various
tasks required to operate the Ul system. However, these factors are recognized as
badly outdated, and do not take into account the information technology advances
implemented within the last decade. States’ Administrative Support and Technical
(AS&T) costs, and Non-Personal Service (NPS) costs result from formulas using the
MPU workload factors, and are therefore incapable of representing needed capital
investment or increased recurring costs. As a result, all partners and stakeholders in
the Ul program—Congressional, Federal, State, organized labor and employers
question the validity and accuracy of the current processes and systems in meeting the
true need of administering State Ul programs.
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Section 2.0 Background

The Ul program is a federally funded program administered entirely by the States.
Within this framework, each State has a large degree of latitude to modify the basic Ul
program to suit its respective needs. States are allowed considerable autonomy in how
the program is organized, staffed and operated. Demographic and geographic
coverage, and quality of service are the domains of the State Ul agencies. Further, the
personnel administering the Ul program are State employees, not Federal employees.
These personnel are paid according to State employee pay scales, which may differ
considerably from State to State.

State laws or policy can legitimately change the cost factors of Ul administration from
one year to the next within a State. This valid disparity in State Ul administrative
costs, coupled with the diminished value of outdated MPU workload factors,
contributes to the ongoing controversy of whether individual States are allocated
sufficient Federal funds to meet their Ul administrative needs. The last update of
MPUs was over thirteen years ago.

More recently, the Administrative Financing Initiative (AFI), a 1992-1997 effort
sponsored by Ul, developed a replacement for the Cost Model System. The AFI system
proposed to fund States according to National measures of the cost of performing
benefits and tax activities, while allowing State-specific workload levels and
characteristics to influence funding levels. Despite considerable effort, a perceived
result of AFI was a set of winner and loser States. Not surprisingly, the perceived loser
States opposed the initiative, and in the end, AFI was not implemented as a successor
system to the Cost Model System. One of the criticisms of the AFI was that it offered
no opportunity for States to present their needs for DOL consideration.

OWS is committed to fulfilling its legislated responsibilities for funding all necessary
costs to administer State Ul programs. From the OWS perspective, the critical issues
are (1) to provide adequate administrative funds to each State, and (2) to provide an
equitable distribution of funds among States. In this context, “adequate” means
meeting (or exceeding) minimum essential needs. “Equitable” means comparable
funding for comparable workload, with equal services to unemployed workers across
States. OWS continues to use the best tools available—the Cost Model Studies—even
while recognizing their diminishing value. The current Cost Model is not flexible
enough to portray both the potential decreased cost share of labor, and the increased
cost shares of AS&T and NPS attendant to enhanced information technology.

The current process does not collect, and therefore cannot provide, the management
information that OWS requires for accurate assessments of the administrative resources
that each State truly needs to operate its Ul program.

From the States’ perspective, the current process is equally frustrating. The States are

continuously faced with balancing the actual cost of Ul operations with an allocation of
Federal funds that is based on acknowledged outdated, inaccurate information. At the
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operational level, the State Ul agencies must comply with State laws, policies and
practices. Although the Cost Model continues to capture workload information, it is
recognized as inadequate in representing significant changes in the administrative costs
of non-workload areas and in translating workload levels to cost. Cost increases that
are beyond the control of a State Ul agency, such as capital investments, State cost-
sharing agreements or salary increases, cannot be represented nor accounted for in the
current system. States whose Ul programs are actually underfunded have no venue or
system in which to claim and justify higher costs. Conversely, OWS has no systematic
mechanism to identify State Ul programs that may be overfunded.

Notwithstanding the problems and issues with the current Ul resource allocation
process, the Ul program is generally regarded as a successful, competently
administered program. Drastic changes are not demanded.

However, the entire Ul formulation and community recognizes the need to improve the
identification of required resource and resource allocation process. The first challenge
is to devise a process or methodology that can accurately assess need for every State.
The second challenge is to gain acceptance of such a system from the entire community
of Ul stakeholders.
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Section 3.0 Purpose-Phases | and 11

Phase I. The purpose of the initial Phase was to develop and test in the States an
approach that would effectively establish current Ul administrative resource needs

Phase I1. The purpose of Phase Il was

(1) to develop a review process for States’ Resource Justification Model A/RIM,
(the model developed in Phase 1) data at the Regional and National Office
levels

(2) to specify how the Regional and National Offices could fairly and objectively
evaluate States’ RJM data

(3) to specify how the National Office could allocate resources in a fair manner if
appropriations did not fully fund the Resource Justification Model budget
request

(4) to develop and test a computer model that automates the recommended
methodology.
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Section 4.0 Approach

The approach taken by the analysis team evolved based on guidance and assistance
from OWS and the three participating State Ul agencies during Phase I. In Phase II,
the RIM was developed in modules. The stages of the analysis of Phases | and Il are
represented below and will be discussed in some detail within this section or in
following sections.

* Research (Section 4.1)

» Best Practices/Analogies (Section 4.2)
» Concept Development (Section 4.3)

* Methodology Development (overview in Section 4.4, details in Section 5.0)
» Methodology and Process (Section 5.0)
* RJM Module I (Section 6.0)

* RJM Module II (Section 7.0)

* RJM Module Il (Section 8.0)

* RJM Module IV (Section 9.0)

* RJM Module V (Section 10.0)

* RJM Module VI (Section 11.0)

e Travel Staff Years (Section 12.0)

» Conclusions (Section 13.0)

* Recommendations (Section 14.0)

Section 4.1 Research

Extensive research was conducted on the current Cost Model system and a recent effort
to improve the allocation of Ul administrative resources, the Administrative Financing
Initiative (AFI).

The current Cost Model system traces its origins back to the 1970s. A value of
Minutes Per Unit (MPU) was established for each component of the Ul workload
activity. The MPU values were based on extensive work measurement studies
conducted in each State, and were unique to each State. These MPU values were used
as input by DOL to produce staff-year and dollar allocations in major workload
categories. DOL’s intent to update the data with Cost Model studies every three years
or so proved expensive and eventually impractical. DOL discontinued Cost Model
studies after 1985, with Cost Model MPU values locked at 1985 levels.

The AFI was initiated after Public Law 102-164, the Emergency Unemployment
Compensation Act of 1991, mandated that the Secretary of Labor report to Congress on
revisions to the Ul administrative funding system. From 1992 until 1994, the AFI
contractor worked with DOL, SESAs and ICESA to develop an approach for a new
funding methodology. The AFI proposed a system that “funds States according to
national measures of the cost of performing benefits and tax activities, while allowing
State-specific workload levels and characteristics to determine funding levels.”
From 1994 to 1997, DOL released a series of bulletins and reports providing
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information to the States and opportunities for them to comment. Despite these
significant efforts, AFI was severely criticized by some States, particularly those who
stood to lose Ul administrative resources based on the AFI calculations. These
criticisms ultimately prevailed, and AFI was never implemented.

As our research team received guidance at the beginning and throughout this project, it
was clear that neither a repeat of the Cost Model approach nor an AFI-type approach
was desired. One of the lessons learned was that even a statistically rigorous,
mathematically logical approach, in the end must be comprehensible and acceptable to
States, OMB and Congress.

Section 4.2 Best Practices and Analogies

Initially, both private industry and governmental agencies were reviewed for Best
Practice analysis and for analogous business procedures that could be applicable to the
Ul relationship between the Federal Government and the individual States.

Research in the private insurance industry proved non-productive for several reasons.
First, insurance firms deemed such detailed costing information as proprietary and
therefore closely held. Research with academia confirmed that these types of industry
costs were not available in the public domain. Equally important was the fact that no
insurance industry situations were found that approximated the Congressionally-
mandated funding relationship between the US DOL Ul service and the individual
State Ul agencies.

Even the Federal Government offered only a few situations somewhat analogous to the
DOL Ul resource allocation program. In meeting with the Chief Financial Officer of
the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), it was apparent that USDA offered no
analogous situations. The Federal Food Stamp Program, which is Federally funded
and State administered, was of interest, but no details were made available. However,
a visit with the Social Security Administration’s Disability Insurance Division proved
to be useful.

By law, the Social Security Administration (SSA) provides funding to the States for the
purpose of administering the Disability Insurance program. The Disability Insurance
program involves case adjudication and determination. Unlike Ul, no collection or
disbursement functions are performed under this program. The annual budget for
Disability Insurance is approximately $1.4 billion, with an annual case workload of
about 3.9 million cases. Disability Insurance involves little direct customer contact
except by telephone, and State operations are normally centralized at one site
(maximum of two sites).

The allocation of funds by SSA is workload-driven, but is not based on a specific

mathematical model. SSA requires detailed budget request and expenditure reports
from the States. SSA provides funding based on:
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» Justification of needs by State in a formal submission.

» SSA judgment, using visibility and knowledge of States’ workload and staffing.
* Relationship to Performance Measures.

» Continuous dialogue with Regions and States.

A sampling of State worker activities is conducted monthly, a State Agency Work
(SAW) report, to calculate worker productivity for Performance Measures. The Social
Security Administration Office of the Inspector General (OIG) conducts audits of each
State at least once every five years, in addition to State-conducted internal audits. SSA
uses workload to justify its Disability Insurance budget to OMB. When queried on any
difficulties experienced on collecting detailed data from the States, the SSA officials
indicated that stringent legislative language compelled the States to comply. This
language is apparently much more specific than comparable Ul language.

An interview was conducted in one State Disability Insurance office to gain its
perspective. Of note was the fact that the State Disability Insurance program has a
single role. This is in contrast to Ul program, which not only determines who is
eligible for benefits, but also is responsible for collecting the taxes to pay Ul benefits.

Section 4.3 Concept Development

Through iterative discussions and meetings with OWS staff, State representatives and
ICESA, an innovative concept was developed and tested. The concept differs
substantially from the status quo Cost Model system, and from the unsuccessful AFI.

The concept is based on an initial State submission of Ul-related cost expenditures for
previous, current year, next year, and Budget request year, followed by regular annual
submissions. In the initial submission, each State will document the budgetary and
workload details of how it is spending its allocated Ul funds and its State-provided
funds, where applicable. This initial declaration of costs is subject to external review
(for example, Office of Inspector General review), is linked to performance measures
and represents a bottom-up, State-provided statement of need in the first year of RIM
use. Although this step may appear to abrogate national level responsibility for
determining need, this initial submission in fact provides an economical means to
collect reliable data on actual expenditures, by category of workload, and by detailed
cost elements.

This initial accumulation of management information represents an unparalleled
opportunity to remedy several shortfalls in the current system. Under the RJM, States
will collect and report actual workload and costs, thus negating the need for an
expensive, centrally directed Cost Model update that predictably will be outdated in a
few years. Also, States have a participative means of justifying actual costs, in contrast
to the directive top-down formula approach of AFI.

In practice, this concept will allow all partners and stakeholders to achieve their
respective goals in the proper funding of Ul administrative costs. From the States’
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perspectives, they are provided an improved means to match costs to workload, and
costs to actual expenses, such as automation maintenance and repair fees. They are
provided a means to project costs for recognizable capital expenditures, such as
building renovation or hardware replacement, and uncontrollable legitimate expenses,
such as State wage increases.

From the DOL National and Regional perspectives, they receive a reliable body of
management information that updates itself annually. This body of information will
enable DOL to make valid comparisons of State Ul costs from year to year, and to
compare to the total population of States or within groups of similar States for
particular cost elements. From these comparisons, DOL can set ranges of expected
costs and expected performance. DOL may adjust budget requests and allocations
based on this comparative analysis. If initial submission data are lacking or
questionable, then States with such data become leading candidates for external review,
another specific feature of this concept. The implementation of external reviews of
State Ul programs by the DOL Office of the Inspector General (OIG), qualified
contractor, or some combination thereof, is desirable to ensure that submissions are
accurate and that the system is not manipulated.

From the perspective of Congress, OMB, organized labor and employers, this concept
provides the following advantages:

» A platform for a voice and active participation from each State.

» Avrrelatively inexpensive means of collecting accurate workload and cost
information on a regular basis.

* Aninformation base from which DOL can make rational budget requests and
allocation decisions.

» Finally, a logical, traceable system for determining the need in each State for Ul
administrative costs.

In developing a methodology to implement this concept several principles were set
forth:

» Resource allocation must fundamentally be workload based.

» Workload cost estimation must be updated.

» All costs of Ul administration must be captured.

» All partners and stakeholders (DOL, State Ul agencies, Congress/OMB) should be
involved in the process.

» Budgeting of resource should be linked to performance measures.

» States should have a voice in defining needs from year to year.

* Methodology should not impose a substantial reporting burden on the States.

» Implementation should not threaten traumatic change.

» Methodology should be comprehensible by all parties, and should have utility at the
State level in accounting for and forecasting Ul administrative costs.
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Section 4.4 Methodology Development (Overview)

The methodology envisioned is a process wherein States complete and submit a
detailed four-year resource justification document (prior year, current year, next year,
and budget request year) to OWS. This document is made up of a series of worksheets,
called Resource Justification Methodology (RJM) forms, numbered RIM-1, RIM-2,
etc.

The RIJM forms will provide cost element level of detail for resources used (prior and
current year), resources planned (next year), and resources requested (budget request
year) for each State. Submissions will provide MPU workload detail, and equally
important, detail on AS&T and NPS costs. Costs will be related to Federal and State
performance measures, if available. Additionally, the submission will include a
template for States to request fund enhancements, accompanied by a business case or
benefit-cost analysis. From the States’ perspective, the RIJM submission is the
platform by which to inform DOL of their current needs, and a means to justify a
change in their cost requirements.

This methodology also provides to OWS annual cost data from the 53 State Ul
agencies that can be incorporated into an OWS management information system
(MIS). This body of information will provide a comparative analysis capability in at
least two dimensions. The first is a comparison of costs within each State over a four-
year window related to performance measures and level of success, using accurate
information provided by the States. The second dimension is a comparison at a
detailed level across States or groups of States. Neither of these capabilities is
available with the current system.

Once the series of RIM forms were developed, the team telephoned Oklahoma, the first
test State selected by DOL. Oklahoma was a last minute replacement, and therefore
was not allotted the intended full measure of preparation time. The RIM templates
were sent to the Oklahoma SESA, allowing only limited time for the State staff to
complete the forms. An analysis team also thoroughly reviewed national-level data for
Oklahoma prior to a site visit. The analysis team then prepared to visit the State with
the following intended outcomes:

a. To gain the State perspective and opinion of the approach.

b. To gauge the effectiveness of the RIM forms to collect cost and need information
for the Oklahoma Ul program.

To assess the availability of input data for RIM worksheets.

To assess the State level of effort required for the RJM approach.

e. Torecord any unique issues for the SESA.

Qo
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Section 5.0 Methodology and Process
Section 5.1 Overview

This section describes how the RIM approach would work in practice, for the States
and for the Regional/National Offices. In the first year of implementation (the Base
Year), DOL provides guidance and instructions for States to complete the RIM forms.
The guidance and RIJM forms would incorporate the Performance Measure work
recently completed by DOL. The States collect the cost information needed for the
RJIM forms for four years: actual costs from the previous year, actual and projected
costs from the current year, planned costs for the next year, and a budget request for the
following year. The mix of actual and projected costs of the current year depends on
the submission cycle.

DOL will require the States submissions to arrive early enough in the current year to
allow Regional and National Offices sufficient analysis time to incorporate the results
into the DOL Ul budget submission to Congress. The status quo Cost Model system
would remain in use in the Base Year. Only after the first year’s submissions have
been analyzed would DOL start to adjust budget requests or allocations based on the
RIM.

The body of information received through the States” RJM submissions will be the
basis for adjustments. The DOL Regional and National Offices will have sufficient
management information to perform comparative analysis across all States, and to
compare cost and performance among all States, or within selected groups of States.
Relational database queries (discussed in detail in Modules Il and Ill below) can be
used to formulate acceptable ranges for both cost and performance. DOL will be able
to judge whether each State is using the current allocation efficiently to meet its
workload needs, based on both cost and performance. This informed judgment is a
partial basis for the next year’s allocation.

The other basis is an analysis of the RIM forms that request increased funding. These
requests, described in some detail below, provide the opportunity for each State to
describe and justify two different types of legitimate needs. The first is an
uncontrollable cost increase that will be incurred by a State’s Ul program, such as a
cost of living salary increase for all State employees. This type of increase is projected
in advance, is easily audited, and will withstand scrutiny by OMB and Congress.
Additionally, a State projected growth in workload will be compared to National
workload projections for that State.

The second type of request for increased funding is in terms of a performance
enhancement for the requestor State. The State must justify any increased cost on a
benefit-cost basis that is subject to review. This feature of the RJM approach permits a
State to make the case for a one-year spike in costs (for investments in hardware or
software, for example), that will reduce costs or increase performance in future years.
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If approved by DOL, the subsequent annual submissions provide the means to enforce
expected cost reductions or to monitor expected performance improvements.

Using the RIM methodology, DOL will have the capability, rationale and supporting
data, to adjust both budget requests and allocations. In formulating budget requests,
the National Office conducts a detailed analysis of the validated data to determine what
the acceptable norms will be for the formulation process, as well as determining which
requests for special requirements and enhancements will be incorporated in the budget
request to Congress. Using Access queries and report-generating capabilities, the RIM
system provides reports in the required format for submission to Congress. In addition
to the required reports, a set of detailed reports will be produced showing the requested
funding for each State.

In the RIJM allocation process available funds are distributed based on specific rules
and criteria that have been formulated in advance of Congressional approval of the
budget. Pre-determination of these rules will ensure that all States are treated fairly.
These rules will include the step by step process that will be employed if the allocated
funds are less than the requested funds. Obviously, these rules will be critical to all
States; a Committee of State, Regional and National Office staff should be involved in
their establishment.

A monitoring and review process should be sustained with a focus on data integrity.
This methodology has the advantage of continually involving the States in providing
actual information to define need, while providing DOL Regional and National Offices

the information needed to make equitable funds distribution decisions. The RIJM
approach also has the flexibility to extend into more than two future years.
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Section 6.0 RJM Module | Data Collection

6.1 Purpose. The purpose of the Data Collection Module is to provide (1) the States a
means to articulate and justify their respective needs to administer the Ul program,
and (2) the Regional and National Offices comparable cost data from each State to
review, analyze and evaluate.

6.2 Responsibilities. The over-all responsibility for the RIM and all modules rests
with the National Ul office. For Module | specifically, the National Office is
responsible for developing and disseminating the instructions, format and schedule
for State RJM submissions. States are responsible for completing the forms in the
RJM submission package in compliance with instructions, and within the required
suspense dates.

6.3 Overview.

6.3.1

6.3.2

The National Office distributes RJM submission package templates and
instructions, both electronically and by diskette. The RIJM forms will be
Microsoft Office Excel spreadsheets, with input fields to be completed by
each State. Justifications for enhancements are to be completed in
Microsoft Word.

The States complete the RJIM forms and maintain back-up and supporting
documentation. Enhancements must be justified on a cost-benefit basis in
accordance with instructions. Request for enhancements will utilize the
basic procedures that have been in effect in the past for requesting
automation support account grants and remote claims grants. Detailed
instructions of format and requirements will be developed. The review
process will follow the same procedures that have been used in the past.

6.4 RJIM Collection Package Description.

6.4.1

6.4.2

6.4.3

Volume I

Cover Letter. Includes general instructions, comments, areas of emphasis,
and suspense.

RJM Data Collection Procedures Manual. An up-to-date manual that
provides user-level instructions for each RIM form. The manual includes
cost element definitions, text descriptions of entries, potential sources for
entry data and a methodology that identifies the operations within pertinent
cells of each RIM form.

Electronic and diskette versions of RJM forms. States will be provided an
electronic file and an identical file on a diskette, containing the RJM forms.
The specific version will be identified (version control and management are
responsibilities of the National Office).
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6.5 RIM Data Collection Forms
The RIM data collection forms are Excel templates which are documented fully in

Volume I. Flowcharts which portray the relationships among RIJM data collection
forms are included in Appendix B.
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Section 7.0 Module 1l Data Review

In Module | of the Resource Justification Model (RJM), State agencies document the
amount of funds that they need to operate their Ul program.
Review, the submissions of the States are reviewed for compliance, accuracy and
validity. The review process is structured so that Regional Office staff or other
personnel can perform the function. The review process not only ensures the accuracy
and validity of the state-submitted data, but also provides explanations for unique State
costs (Special Requirements). The review can also assist States in presenting the most

credible request for their respective needs.

The flowchart in Figures 7-1 and 7-2 illustrate the steps that comprise Module II, Data

In Module I, Data

Review.
NATIONAL
PERFORM PREPARE
INITIAL P TAILORED
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Figure 7-1
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MODULE Il DATA REVIEW
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Figure 7-2

As stated above, this module begins with output of Module I, the States’ RIM
submissions. Each State sends its RIM submission both to the National Office and to
its respective Regional Office. At the National Office, these data sets are added to a
national database. The National Office performs an initial comparative analysis, which
will be described in detail below. Subsequent to that initial analysis, the National
Office prepares a tailored review report for each State and sends it to the respective
Region, with pertinent State information provided to the respective States.

Concurrently, the Regional Office begins its review of the States' RIM submissions.
This initial review concentrates on the supporting documentation that is required in the
RJM submission instructions. Specific areas that require supporting documentation are:

* RJIM 1 Cost per Staff year.

* Documented increase in Personal Service cost per staff year

» Documented increase in Personnel Benefit cost per staff year

* RJM 3 MPU Requirements. Documentation to support enhance