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REPORT OF THE FEDERAL SALARY COUNCIL WORKING GROUP
OCTOBER 21, 2020

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY. The Federal Salary Council Working Group met in 2020 on
February 25, July 14, and September 10 to discuss issues regarding locality pay and other related
matters for 2022.

This Council Working Group report presents recommendations for the full Council to consider
during its public meeting on October 21, 2020. The presentation of the report follows the order
of the Council’s meeting agenda, which was approved by the Chairman prior to the meeting and
is presented below.

1. Introductions and announcements; Minutes from November 5, 2019, meeting

2. Report and Recommendations of the Federal Salary Council Working Group, decision
points related to pending business:

a) Should the Council recommend that the President’s Pay Agent revise the GS
employment threshold for considering additional locality pay areas within the
NCS/OES model?

b) Should the Council recommend that the Pay Agent adopt the metropolitan statistical
areas (MSAs) and combined statistical areas (CSAs) delineated in Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) Bulletin No. 20-01, issued March 6, 2020, for use in
the locality pay program?

3. Report of the Bureau of Labor Statistics

4. Report and Recommendations of the Federal Salary Council Working Group, present
business:

a) What locality pay rates should the Council recommend that the President’s Pay Agent
adopt as those that would go into effect in 2022 under the Federal Employees Pay
Comparability Act of 1990 (FEPCA), absent some other provision of law?

b) Should the Council recommend the Pay Agent establish new locality pay areas for
2022 based on the results of the NCS/OES Model?

¢) Should the Council recommend any action be taken for locations that do not meet
approved criteria for a change in their locality pay area designation?

5. Future of Federal Pay

e Note that each Council Member will be asked to express their views on the Federal
compensation system at this time.

6. Testimony regarding certain proposed locality pay areas
7. Public comment

8. Adjournment
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WORKING GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS. The Working Group considered the issues
presented in the Council’s meeting agenda and makes the following recommendations to the
Council.

Agenda Item 1. Introductions and announcements; Minutes from November 5, 2019,
meeting

The Working Group recommended that this time be reserved for covering the Council’s opening
remarks and administrative announcements.

Agenda Item 2. Report and Recommendations of the Federal Salary Council Working
Group, decision points related to pending business

The Working Group made recommendations for the Council to consider on the following items
that were pending as of the Council’s April 2020 report to the President’s Pay Agent.

Agenda Item 2a. Should the Council recommend that the President’s Pay Agent revise the
GS employment threshold for considering additional locality pay areas within the NCS/OES
model?

Working Group Recommendation 2a: The Council should continue to analyze and discuss
this issue.

Background and Rationale: The Council has reviewed “Rest of U.S.” (RUS) research areas for
consideration as new locality pay areas since the implementation of the NCS/OES model (see
Attachment 1 for a detailed description of that model). At that time, the Council set a threshold
level of 2,500 GS employees for these research areas to focus its attention on those areas
affecting the most employees. This threshold has been in place for the past 8 years, and several
new locality pay areas have been recommended and approved based on this process. However,
there may be other areas with GS employment below that threshold that might qualify for
consideration.

Accordingly, the Council asked the Working Group to collaborate with BLS to determine
whether a lower GS employment threshold would be appropriate, based on maturation of the
Model over the years since it was first adopted for use in the locality pay program. The Working
Group is still at work on that effort and recommends that the Council defer action on this item
until that analysis can be completed.

Council Decision 2a:

Agenda Item 2b. Should the Council recommend that the Pay Agent adopt the metropolitan
statistical areas (MSAs) and combined statistical areas (CSAs) delineated in Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) Bulletin No. 20-01, issued March 6, 2020, for use in the
locality pay program?

Working Group Recommendation 2b: Working Group members were unable to reach a
consensus on this issue and submitted their individual views to the Chairman; those views are set
forth below, and the Working Group recommends that Council Members submit them to the Pay
Agent for consideration.



Background and Rationale: On September 14, 2018, the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) updated its definition and designation of metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) and
combined statistical areas (CSAS); the September 2018 OMB update was a “mid-decade
revision” that was more significant than previous updates over the past few years.! While OMB
does not establish the definitions of MSAs and CSAs specifically for use in the Federal
Government’s locality pay program and cautions agencies to review them carefully before using
them for non-statistical purposes, it has been the Council’s practice to consider those definitions
for use in the locality pay program, both in defining new and existing basic locality pay areas and
in evaluating RUS locations as potential areas of application.?

Use of the updated MSAs and CSAs in the locality pay program could result in RUS locations
moving to separate locality pay areas and locations in separate locality pay areas moving to the
RUS locality pay area. In addition, if updated MSAs and CSAs are to be recommended for use
in the locality pay program, the geographic specifications provided by OPM to BLS for
producing the non-Federal pay estimates could also be significantly affected. Accordingly, the
Council deferred any recommendations to the Pay Agent in order to give it the opportunity to
conduct a more extensive analysis of the potential impact of the revised OMB definitions on
locality pay areas.

In that regard, the Working Group reviewed each location that could potentially be impacted by
the OMB updates. Some members recommended that the Council treat OMB’s revised
definitions as it had done in the past; that is, where the OMB definition expands or extends an
existing locality pay area to include additional counties, those counties should be added to the
existing locality pay area, but where those definitions exclude counties currently included in an
existing locality pay area, those counties should continue to receive the locality adjustment.
However, the remainder of the Working Group recommended a case-by-case approach, assessing
the impact of each OMB revision on the relevant locality pay area(s), adopting or rejecting the
revised definitions where appropriate.

Given that the Council’s authorizing statute does not require that it make recommendations
based on consensus or majority vote, the Council Chairman asked that each Working Group
member indicate her or his views on each OMB revision. Those views are set forth in
Attachment 5 and summarized as follows:

e Working Group Members representing the American Federation of Government Employees (AFGE),
the National Federation of Federal Employees (NFFE), and the National Treasury Employees Union
(NTEU) recommend following past practice—expanding locality pay areas following the new OMB
definitions, but retaining counties excluded by those definitions in their existing locality pay areas.
They further noted that the number of employees that would be added with adoption of the updated
OMB definitions would be relatively small.

1 on March 6, 2020, OMB issued additional minor updates to these definitions, but based on analysis by OPM staff
none of those updates would impact the definitions of current locality pay areas.

2 The terms basic locality pay area and area of application are defined in Attachment 4. Those terms also have
been used in past Council documents, which have discussed associated issues extensively.



e Five Working Group Members—the Council’s three Independent HR Experts and the members
representing the Federal Law Enforcement Officers Association (FLEOA) and the Fraternal Order of
Police (FOP)—opposed following the revised OMB definitions blindly, especially since the revised
definitions did not take the Federal locality pay program into account when they were issued. They
also stated that they could not support a recommendation to follow the OMB definitions only when
they would expand a locality pay area, but not when they had the opposite effect. These Working
Group Members recommend adopting the OMB revisions only for a subset of the locations
potentially impacted by the OMB updates to the definitions of MSAs and CSAs. Four of those
Members agreed on all accounts, with the fifth of those five providing his own set of
recommendations.

Attachment 5 lists the locations that would be impacted by these Working Group Members’
recommendations on this issue and shows how each of those locations would be impacted.
Detailed maps and GS employment and commuting data the Working Group Members
considered are provided in the Appendix.

Council Decision 2b:

Agenda Item 3. Report of the Bureau of Labor Statistics

The Working Group recommended that this time be reserved for a presentation by Bureau of
Labor Statistics staff.

Agenda Item 4. Report and Recommendations of the Federal Salary Council Working
Group, present business:

The Working Group recommended the Council turn to present business at this time and made the
following recommendations for the Council to consider.

Agenda Item 4a: What locality pay rates should the Council recommend that the
President’s Pay Agent adopt as those that would go into effect in 2022 under the Federal
Employees Pay Comparability Act of 1990 (FEPCA), absent some other provision of law?

Working Group Recommendation 4a. The Council should recommend locality pay
adjustments as listed in Attachment 2 of this Report.

Background and Rationale: The Federal Salary Council’s Working Group reviewed comparisons
of General Schedule (GS) and non-Federal pay based on data from two Bureau of Labor Statistics
(BLYS) surveys, the National Compensation Survey (NCS) and the Occupational Employment
Statistics (OES) program. BLS uses NCS data to assess the impact of level of work on
occupational earnings, and applies factors derived from the NCS sample to occupational average
salaries from OES to estimate occupational earnings by level of work in each locality pay area.

Taken together, these data comprise the NCS/OES Model (see Attachment 1 for a detailed
description of that model), which is the methodology currently employed by the Council. Note
that certain Members of the Council have recommended changes in that methodology to the
President’s Pay Agent.



Based on that BLS model, OPM staff calculated a weighted average of the estimated locality pay
disparities as of March 2020.3 According to those calculations, the estimated overall disparity
between (1) base GS average salaries and (2) non-Federal average salaries as estimated by BLS in
current locality pay areas was 52.17 percent. Using these data, the amount needed to reduce the
pay disparity to 5 percent—the target disparity established by FEPCA—averages 44.92 percent.
When existing locality pay adjustments (averaging 23.60 percent as of March 2020) are taken into
account, the overall remaining pay disparity is estimated at 23.11 percent.

Using data from the current salary survey and pay comparison methodology described above, the
Working Group recommends that the Council advise the Pay Agent to adopt the locality rates in
Attachment 2 as those that, absent some other provision of law, would go into effect under
FEPCA in January 2022. These locality rates would be in addition to the increase in GS base
rates under 5 U.S.C. 5303(a). This provision calls for increases in basic pay equal to the
percentage increase in the Employment Cost Index (ECI), wages and salaries, private industry
workers, between September 2019 and September 2020, minus half a percentage point. The ECI
for September 2020 will not be published until October 30, 2020, so the amount is not yet known.

The Working Group notes that, under the current methodology, the average March 2020 pay
disparity for current and planned locality pay areas is 3.48 percentage points lower than the
average March 2019 pay disparity for those areas, with most of those pay disparities decreasing. *

This year, the pay disparity for Laredo decreased by 23.17 percentage points. However, because
Laredo has a relatively small GS payroll, that decrease for Laredo did not significantly affect the
average pay gap. Pay gaps excluding Laredo decreased by 3.44 percentage points on average,
which is close to the year-to-year percentage point decrease observed last year in the average pay
gap including Laredo.

Council Decision 4a:

Agenda Item 4b. Should the Council recommend the Pay Agent establish new locality pay
areas for 2022 based on the results of the NCS/OES Model?

Working Group Recommendation 4b. No, not at this time.

Background and Rationale: Attachment 6 lists locations, most in the RUS locality pay area,
from which groups or individuals have contacted the Council or OPM staff to express concerns
about pay levels or the geographic boundaries of locality pay areas. The RUS locations listed do
not meet criteria approved by the Pay Agent for a change in their locality pay area designation,
yet representatives from some of these locations report that Federal agencies in their area have
recruiting and/or retention problems. For locations listed that are already in locality pay areas
separate from RUS, the petitioners ask that the Council recommend a higher locality pay
percentage for one or more locations in the locality pay area.

3 Those calculations excluded such additions as GS special rates and existing locality payments.
4 Last year, the Working Group noted that the March 2019 pay disparity for Laredo had increased by 25.41 percentage points and
asked BLS for further analysis. In that regard, BLS noted that the increase was likely a statistical anomaly.



Some of these locations are in metropolitan areas monitored using the NCS/OES Model, but
none of the metropolitan areas monitored meet the standard for establishing a new locality pay
area based on NCS/OES Model results. More specifically, the Council is now monitoring pay
disparities in 38 RUS research areas not approved for establishment as separate locality pay
areas. We studied pay disparities for these areas, compared to the RUS pay disparity, over a 3-
year period (2018-2020), and the results are shown in Attachment 3. Using the Council’s current
methodology, none of the 38 research areas had a pay disparity exceeding that for the RUS
locality pay area by more than 10 percentage points on average over the 3-year period studied,
the standard established by the Council to trigger a Council recommendation to establish a
research area as a new locality pay area.

Regarding locations that have contacted the Council and OPM staff, we appreciate the input we
have received. However, we urge agencies that are having staffing problems in a locality pay
area to consider gathering Human Capital Indicators (HCI) data so that they can identify and
quantify staffing issues in a geographic area of concern. Such data might be helpful in
addressing staffing issues that are detrimental to agency missions.

We recognize that some agencies may have significant staffing problems requiring solutions in
the near term. Regarding such situations, we recommend OPM continue to encourage agencies
to consider using pay flexibilities such as recruitment, retention, and relocation payments, and

special salary rates to ease any staffing problems that may exist in RUS locations or elsewhere.

Council Decision 4b:

Agenda Item 4c. Should the Council recommend any action be taken for locations that do
not meet approved criteria for a change in their locality pay area designation?

Working Group Recommendation 4c. As discussed below, we recommend that the Council
strongly endorse the approval of all appropriate pay flexibilities—such as recruiting and retention
incentives and/or special pay rates—to the agencies that employ Federal workers in two areas that
submitted Human Capital Indicators (HCI) data that were sufficient to support further Council
consideration.

Background and Rationale: The Council and OPM staff receive numerous requests each year to
establish or change locality pay areas for locations that do not meet established criteria for doing
s0. Those requests run the gamut from simple phone calls or emails from individual employees
to detailed petitions and presentations by local representatives and organizations at Council
public meetings, all trying to make the case that their particular location warrants a locality
adjustment, notwithstanding the fact that that location does not meet the NCS/OES criteria.

In an effort to establish a more disciplined and data-driven response to such requests, the
Chairman and Member Bullock proposed in the Council’s April 2020 report to the Pay Agent
that the Council require such representatives to support their requests with detailed HCI data that
make a more quantitative case for coverage. That same report indicates that Council Members
Erwin, Reardon, and Simon would be open to considering HCI data but do not support a hard-
and-fast policy that such data be required.



Since the Council’s April 2020 report was issued, groups from four geographic areas—
Charleston, SC; Nashville, TN; Orlando/Central Florida; and Southern NJ>—have stated that
they would try to support their requests with detailed HCI data. OPM staff has since received
HCI submissions from Charleston and Southern NJ that were sufficient to support further
Council consideration.

Commending the work done by those two locales, the Working Group analyzed their
submissions and concluded that while the HCI data submitted by Charleston and Southern NJ
indicated severe recruiting and retention difficulties sufficient to warrant some sort of additional
pay adjustment, the evidence showed that those difficulties were limited to and/or varied
significantly among certain occupational categories and/or grade levels. Accordingly, because
the Council’s current statutory authority limits it to recommendations that cover all occupations
and grades in a particular location, the Working Group has concluded that Council cannot
recommend that the Pay Agent designate those areas for a locality pay adjustment.

Nevertheless, while the Working Group cannot recommend that the Council consider locality
pay adjustments for these two areas to the Council, its members are sympathetic to the
challenges they face, and they recommend that the Council strongly endorse the approval of all
appropriate pay flexibilities—such as recruiting and retention incentives and/or special pay
rates—to the agencies that employ Federal workers in these two areas.

The Working Group notes that while the submissions by Central Florida and Nashville are not
yet sufficient to make a determination with respect to locality pay, they too should be
commended for their efforts and encouraged to continue them. However, in so doing, the
Working Group recommends that the Council apprise those two areas of its statutory
limitations—that is, that it can only recommend that a geographic area be recommended for a
locality pay adjustment if its recruiting and retention challenges are across-the-board in nature.
In that regard, the petitioners are also encouraged to explore the use of the various pay
flexibilities as a way of addressing any staffing issues they may have.

Council Decision 4c:

Agenda Item 5. Future of Federal Pay

The Chairman has proposed that the Council discuss the Federal compensation system and that
each Member be asked to discuss their views in that regard. Accordingly, the Working Group
recommends the Council discuss that issue at this time.

Agenda Item 6: Testimony regarding certain proposed locality pay areas

The Working Group recommended that this time be reserved for testimony regarding certain
locality pay areas.

°>None of these areas meets current criteria for being included in a higher-paying locality pay area.



Agenda Item 7: Public Comment

The Working Group recommended that this time be reserved to provide an opportunity for public
comment.

Agenda Item 8: Adjournment

List of Attachments

Attachment 1: Explanation of NCS/OES Model and Pay Disparity Calculations

Attachment 2: Locality Rates for 2022 under FEPCA

Attachment 3: NCS/OES Model Pay Disparities 2018-2020 in RUS Research Areas
Attachment 4: Geographic Structure of Locality Pay Areas

Attachment 5: Views of Council Members on OMB Updates to MSAs and CSAs
Attachment 6: Locations that have Contacted Council Staff Since 11-05-19 Council Meeting

Appendix
Maps/Commuting Data Considered for the Issue of OMB Updates to MSAs and CSAs



Attachment 1
Explanation of NCS/OES Model and Pay Disparity Calculations

NCS/OES Model

The Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) uses National Compensation Survey (NCS) data to assess the
impact of level of work on occupational earnings, and applies factors derived from the NCS sample
to occupational average salaries from Occupational Employment Statistics (OES) data to estimate
occupational earnings by level of work in each locality pay area. This measurement process is called
the NCS/OES model.

To calculate estimates of pay disparities, the Pay Agent asks BLS to calculate annual wage estimates
by area, occupation, and grade level. These estimates are then weighted by National Federal
employment to arrive at wage estimates by broad occupation group and grade for each pay area.
There are five broad occupational groups collectively referred to as “PATCO” categories:
Professional (P), Administrative (A), Technical (T), Clerical (C), and Officer (O).

OES data provide wage estimates by occupation for each locality pay area, but do not have
information by grade level. The NCS has information on grade level, but a much smaller sample
with which to calculate occupation-area estimates. To combine the information from the two
samples, a regression model is used. The model assumes that the difference between a wage
observed in the NCS for a given area, occupation, and grade level, and the corresponding area-
occupation wage from the OES, can be explained by a few key variables, the most important of
which is the grade level itself. The model then predicts the extent to which wages will be higher, on
average, for higher grade levels. It is important to note that the model assumes the relationship
between wages and levels is the same throughout the Nation. While this assumption is not likely to
hold exactly, the NCS sample size is not large enough to allow the effect of grade level on salary to
vary by area.

Once estimated, the model is used to predict the hourly wage rate for area-occupation-grade cells of
interest to the Pay Agent. This predicted hourly wage rate is then multiplied by 2,080 hours (52
weeks X 40 hours per week) to arrive at an estimate of the annual earnings for that particular cell.
The estimates from the model are then averaged, using Federal employment levels as weights, to
form an estimate of annual earnings for PATCO job family and grade for each area.

Calculating Pay Disparities Using the NCS/OES Model

Because 5 U.S.C. 5302(6) requires that each local pay disparity be expressed as a single percentage,
the comparison of GS and non-Federal rates of pay in a locality requires that the two sets of rates be
reduced to one pair of rates, a GS average and a non-Federal average. An important principle in
averaging each set of rates is that the rates of individual survey jobs, job categories, and grades are
weighted by Federal GS employment in equivalent classifications. Weighting by Federal
employment ensures that the influence of each non-Federal survey job on the overall non-Federal
average is proportionate to the frequency of that job in the Federal sector.

A three-stage weighted average is used in the pay disparity calculations. In the first stage, job rates
from the NCS/OES model are averaged within PATCO category by grade level. The NCS/OES
model covers virtually all GS jobs. The model produces occupational wage information for jobs
found only in the OES sample for an area. For averaging within PATCO category, each job rate is



weighted by the Nationwide full-time, permanent, year-round employment® in GS positions that
match the job. BLS combines the individual occupations within PATCO-grade cells and sends OPM
average non-Federal salaries by PATCO-grade categories. The reason for National weighting in the
first stage is explained below.

When the first stage averages are complete, each grade is represented by up to five PATCO category
rates in lieu of its original job rates. Under the NCS/OES model, all PATCO-grade categories with
Federal incumbents are represented, except where BLS had no data for the PATCO-grade cell in a
location.

In the second stage, the PATCO category rates are averaged by grade level to one grade level rate for
each grade represented. Thus, at grade GS-5, which has Federal jobs in all five PATCO categories,
the five PATCO category rates are averaged to one GS-5 non-Federal pay rate. For averaging by
grade, each PATCO category rate is weighted by the local full-time, permanent, year-round GS
employment in the category at the grade.

In the third stage, the grade averages are weighted by the corresponding local, full-time, permanent,
year-round GS grade level employment and averaged to a single overall non-Federal pay rate for the
locality. This overall non-Federal average salary is the non-Federal rate to which the overall average
GS rate is compared. Under the NCS/OES model, all 15 GS grades can be represented.

Since GS rates by grade are not based on a sample, but rather on a census of the relevant GS
populations, the first two stages of the above process are omitted in deriving the GS average rate.

For each grade level represented by a non-Federal average derived in stage two, we average the
scheduled rates of all full-time, permanent, year-round GS employees at the grade in the area. The
overall GS average rate is the weighted average of these GS grade level rates, using the same weights
as those used to average the non-Federal grade level rates.

Finally, the pay disparity is the percentage by which the overall average non-Federal rate exceeds the
overall average GS rate.

As indicated above, at the first stage of averaging the non-Federal data, the weights represent
National GS employment, while local GS employment is used to weight the second and third stage
averages. GS employment weights are meant to ensure that the effect of each non-Federal pay rate
on the overall non-Federal average reflects the relative frequency of Federal employment in matching
Federal job classifications.

The methodology employed by the Pay Agent to measure local pay disparities does not use local
weights in the first (job level) stage of averaging because this would have an undesirable effect. A
survey job whose Federal counterpart has no local GS incumbents will “drop out” in stage one and
have no effect on the overall average. For this reason, National weights are used in the first stage of
averaging data. National weights are used only where retention of each survey observation is most
important---at the job level or stage one. Local weights are used at all other stages.

Calculation of the Washington-Baltimore pay disparity is shown on the next page as an example.

1. Employment weights include employees in the United States and its territories and possessions.



Pay Disparity Example—March 2020 Pay Disparity for Washington-Baltimore Locality Pay Area

BLS Average Grade-PATCO Salary Estimates for
Washington, DC (Derived Using Nationwide GS

Local GS Employment Weights Used to Derive

Calculating Overall Average Non-Federal and Federal

Grade Employment Weights) Washington, DC Average Non-Federal Salaries Salaries Using Grade Weights for DC
Admin Clerical Officer Professional | Technical | Admin | Clerical | Officer | Professional | Technical | Grade Fed Emp BLS Avg GS Avg Gap
1 $37,254 $33,874 2
2 $36,709 $36,454 10 7 27 $36,604.00 $23,729 54.26%
3 $39,780 $44,973 $37,711 50 6 14 98 $39,811.31 $27,580 | 44.35%
4 $48,705 $45,657 $47,319 $39,514 $43,445 268 72 82 515 $45,510.74 $30,850 | 47.52%
5 $55,186 $54,056 $53,046 $54,653 $46,722 181 1,071 432 27 1,240 3,050 $50,901.19 $34,223 | 48.73%
6 $70,540 $64,085 $59,954 $66,666 $54,062 5 887 806 2,443 4,159 $57,375.63 $38,501 49.02%
7 $70,917 $69,530 $69,690 $70,795 $63,751 1,684 483 932 846 4,581 8,665 $66,841.92 $42,794 56.19%
8 $81,743 $76,548 $75,849 $88,709 $72,606 20 456 464 39 2,620 3,600 $73,748.83 $49,511 48.95%
9 $86,726 $80,327 $88,306 $82,064 $84,039 7,871 300 297 1,568 2,032 12,125 $85,547.64 $51,530 66.02%
10 $97,286 $91,251 | $104,651 $81,685 $97,472 742 142 84 19 454 1,441 $96,973.52 $58,376 66.12%
11 $109,927 $99,859 | $111,498 $101,691 | $111,729 | 12,696 13 129 4,049 865 17,776 $108,140.32 $61,814 74.94%
12 $141,659 | $128,902 | $149,879 $136,799 | $147,400 | 25,147 15 171 10,476 1,209 37,025 $140,503.93 $75,318 86.55%
13 $164,707 $182,515 $164,188 | $176,085 | 48,323 454 17,747 520 67,049 $164,778.46 $91,072 80.93%
14 $178,290 $172,460 $173,542 | $169,540 | 37,679 446 21,131 121 59,382 $176,538.67 $108,990 61.98%
15 $216,682 $183,278 $210,558 | $176,908 | 18,016 152 16,587 18 34,777 $213,594.20 $130,978 63.08%
249,689 $154,303.80 | $90,362.47 70.76%




FEPCA Locality Rates for 2022 Using Current Salary Survey Methodology

Attachment 2

Local Rate
Locality Pay Area Base GS Payroll PMarc_h 2020 (Target Pay
ay Disparity . .

Disparity)
Alaska $489,515,045 60.24% 52.61%
Albany-Schenectady, NY-MA $186,407,347 49.48% 42.36%
Albuguerque-Santa Fe-Las Vegas, NM $604,280,071 37.30% 30.76%
Atlanta--Athens-Clarke County--Sandy Springs, GA-AL $2,111,510,140 43.49% 36.66%
Austin-Round Rock, TX $493,200,674 44.42% 37.54%
Birmingham-Hoover-Talladega, AL $378,635,531 39.62% 32.97%
Boston-Worcester-Providence, MA-RI-NH-ME $1,880,879,846 66.94% 58.99%
Buffalo-Cheektowaga, NY $354,956,300 44.80% 37.90%
Burlington-South Burlington, VT $225,549,021 46.23% 39.27%
Charlotte-Concord, NC-SC $235,447,161 43.08% 36.27%
Chicago-Naperville, IL-IN-WI $1,464,440,139 54.04% 46.70%
Cincinnati-Wilmington-Maysville, OH-KY-IN $429,652,627 39.24% 32.61%
Cleveland-Akron-Canton, OH $747,344,493 40.49% 33.80%
Colorado Springs, CO $529,595,661 44.01% 37.15%
Columbus-Marion-Zanesville, OH $627,875,302 47.37% 40.35%
Corpus Christi-Kingsville-Alice, TX $181,948,197 30.76% 24.53%
Dallas-Fort Worth, TX-OK $1,461,436,000 53.62% 46.30%
Davenport-Moline, IA-IL $260,624,742 40.24% 33.56%
Dayton-Springfield-Sidney, OH $593,170,308 49.26% 42.15%
Denver-Aurora, CO $1,415,854,105 64.67% 56.83%
Des Moines, IA (Pending) $192,162,860 39.97% 33.30%
Detroit-Warren-Ann Arbor, MI $931,888,197 51.02% 43.83%
Harrisburg-Lebanon, PA $402,958,605 45.66% 38.72%
Hartford-West Hartford, CT-MA $318,432,488 58.59% 51.04%
Hawaii $1,091,143,591 52.31% 45.06%
Houston-The Woodlands, TX $1,058,080,120 60.42% 52.78%
Huntsville-Decatur-Albertville, AL $799,295,342 45.00% 38.10%
Indianapolis-Carmel-Muncie, IN $745,552,637 33.65% 27.29%
Kansas City-Overland Park-Kansas City, MO-KS $1,315,377,437 40.26% 33.58%
Laredo, TX $219,291,140 56.04% 48.61%
Las Vegas-Henderson, NV-AZ $363,922,884 41.87% 35.11%
Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA $2,647,134,062 77.60% 69.14%
Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Port St. Lucie, FL $1,075,228,029 39.03% 32.41%
Milwaukee-Racine-Waukesha, WI $267,351,549 38.62% 32.02%
Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN-WI $602,784,829 57.68% 50.17%
New York-Newark, NY-NJ-CT-PA $3,298,619,371 75.33% 66.98%
Omaha-Council Bluffs-Fremont, NE-IA $345,146,103 41.53% 34.79%
Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL $341,047,977 31.56% 25.30%
Philadelphia-Reading-Camden, PA-NJ-DE-MD $1,849,668,613 61.76% 54.06%
Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale, AZ $689,109,524 49.13% 42.03%
Pittsburgh-New Castle-Weirton, PA-OH-WV $467,529,698 41.45% 34.71%
Portland-Vancouver-Salem, OR-WA $772,700,201 49.16% 42.06%
Raleigh-Durham-Chapel Hill, NC $1,169,905,987 40.96% 34.25%
Rest of US $26,573,638,281 29.83% 23.65%
Richmond, VA $665,962,573 48.17% 41.11%
Sacramento-Roseville, CA-NV $520,914,191 62.37% 54.64%
San Antonio-New Braunfels-Pearsall, TX $1,462,347,653 42.31% 35.53%
San Diego-Carlsbad, CA $1,704,594,162 71.75% 63.57%
San Jose-San Francisco-Oakland, CA $1,719,616,642 90.43% 81.36%
Seattle-Tacoma, WA $1,878,513,409 73.99% 65.70%
St. Louis-St. Charles-Farmington, MO-IL $845,534,988 46.06% 39.10%
Tucson-Nogales, AZ $824,731,281 41.74% 34.99%
Virginia Beach-Norfolk, VA-NC $2,222,106,268 43.96% 37.10%
Washington-Baltimore-Arlington, DC-MD-VA-WV-PA $23,417,192,334 70.76% 62.63%
Total Payroll/Weighted Average Pay Gap $97,471,805,736 52.17% 44.92%




Attachment 3
NCS/OES Model Pay Disparities 2018-2020 in RUS Research Areas

OES/NCS Model Pay Gaps 2018-2020
in 38 BLS Research Areas
Area Compared to Rest of US
Area Pay Gaps Area Pay Gaps Minus Rest of US Pay Gap
Area 2018 2019 2020 2018 2019 2020 Average
Augusta, GA 27.67% | 30.43% 30.20% -6.00% -2.00% 0.37% -2.54%
Boise, ID 36.88% | 35.99% 36.10% 3.21% 3.56% 6.27% 4.35%
Charleston, SC 39.42% | 39.67% 36.38% 5.75% 7.24% 6.55% 6.51%
Charleston, WV 22.21% | 23.15% 21.19% -11.46% -9.28% -8.64% -9.79%
Clarksville, TN 19.48% | 16.26% 11.26% -14.19% -16.17% -18.57% -16.31%
Columbia, SC 27.68% | 28.52% 27.00% -5.99% -3.91% -2.83% -4.24%
Columbus, GA 24.87% | 23.66% 19.57% -8.80% -8.77% -10.26% -9.28%
Crestview, FL 42.70% | 39.39% 36.81% 9.03% 6.96% 6.98% 7.66%
El Paso, TX 40.15% | 32.67% 29.08% 6.48% 0.24% -0.75% 1.99%
Fresno, CA 38.56% | 40.71% 40.70% 4.89% 8.28% 10.87% 8.01%
Gainesville, FL 21.53% | 23.69% 19.11% -12.14% -8.74% -10.72% -10.53%
Gulfport, MS 38.29% | 33.60% 30.65% 4.62% 1.17% 0.82% 2.20%
Jackson, MS 23.87% | 21.74% 19.75% -9.80% -10.69% -10.08% -10.19%
Jacksonville, FL 37.71% | 38.91% 33.74% 4.04% 6.48% 3.91% 4.81%
Jacksonville, NC 32.58% | 28.75% 19.88% -1.09% -3.68% -9.95% -4.91%
Killeen-Temple, TX 36.89% | 35.01% 27.76% 3.22% 2.58% -2.07% 1.24%
Lawton, OK 17.51% | 22.48% 25.68% -16.16% -9.95% -4.15% -10.09%
Lexington, KY 24.96% | 23.68% 22.84% -8.71% -8.75% -6.99% -8.15%
Little Rock, AR 23.52% | 21.89% 16.63% -10.15% -10.54% -13.20% -11.30%
Louisville, KY 35.11% | 33.36% 34.44% 1.44% 0.93% 4.61% 2.33%
Macon, GA 38.77% | 36.84% 32.57% 5.10% 4.41% 2.74% 4.08%
Madison, WI 39.95% | 36.97% 36.06% 6.28% 4.54% 6.23% 5.68%
Manhattan, KS 25.58% | 22.64% 18.77% -8.09% -9.79% -11.06% -9.65%
McAllen, TX 30.01% | 21.81% 17.54% -3.66% -10.62% -12.29% -8.86%
Memphis, TN 36.24% | 35.36% 25.33% 2.57% 2.93% -4.50% 0.33%
Montgomery, AL 44.41% | 41.82% 34.76% 10.74% 9.39% 4.93% 8.35%
Nashville, TN 39.02% | 33.36% 30.30% 5.35% 0.93% 0.47% 2.25%
New Bern, NC 37.88% | 39.52% 38.55% 4.21% 7.09% 8.72% 6.67%
New Orleans, LA 34.56% | 35.40% 35.29% 0.89% 2.97% 5.46% 3.11%
Oklahoma City, OK 38.41% | 39.46% 37.98% 4.74% 7.03% 8.15% 6.64%
Orlando, FL 38.32% | 34.59% 30.41% 4.65% 2.16% 0.58% 2.46%
Pensacola, FL 23.90% | 21.94% 18.26% -9.77% -10.49% -11.57% -10.61%
Rest of US 33.67% | 32.43% 29.83% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Salt Lake City, UT 39.15% | 39.43% 35.48% 5.48% 7.00% 5.65% 6.04%
Savannah, GA 31.01% | 30.43% 25.45% -2.66% -2.00% -4.38% -3.01%
Spokane, WA 41.48% | 41.78% 41.34% 7.81% 9.35% 11.51% 9.56%
Tampa, FL 39.74% | 40.52% 35.52% 6.07% 8.09% 5.69% 6.62%
Tulsa, OK 44.50% | 38.61% 36.35% 10.83% 6.18% 6.52% 7.84%
Yuma, AZ 26.28% | 27.19% 25.66% -7.39% -5.24% -4.17% -5.60%

Note: Regarding the 2018 Rest of US pay gap, in its recommendations for 2019 the Council recommended that
Des Moines, IA, be established as a separate locality pay area. Accordingly, the 2018 Rest of US pay gap used in
the Council’s recommendations for 2020 (33.75 percent) has been adjusted in a cost-neutral fashion to take the
recommended locality payments for Des Moines into account, and the adjusted 2018 Rest of US pay gap is 33.67
percent.



Attachment 4
Geographic Structure of Locality Pay Areas

Terms Used in Referring to Composition of Locality Pay Areas

This report covers several issues related to the definition of locality pay areas. In discussion of
these issues, the terms basic locality pay area and area of application are used. By way of
review, locality pay areas consist of—

(1) A main core-based statistical area (CBSA) defined by the Office of Management and
Budget as a metropolitan statistical area (MSA) or combined statistical area (CSA) and
forming the basic locality pay area, and

(2) Where criteria recommended by the Council and approved by the Pay Agent are met,
areas of application. Areas of application are locations that are adjacent to the basic
locality pay area and meet approved criteria for inclusion in the locality pay area.

Current Criteria for Establishing Areas of Application

Current criteria for adding adjacent core-based statistical areas (CBSAS) or single counties to
locality pay areas as areas of application are:

e For a multi-county CBSA adjacent to a basic locality pay area: 1,500 or more GS
employees and an employment interchange rate with the basic locality pay area of at least
7.5 percent.’

0 The “employment interchange rate” is the sum of (1) the percentage of employed
residents of the area under consideration who work in the basic locality pay area and
(2) the percentage of the employment in the area under consideration that is
accounted for by workers who reside in the basic locality pay area. The employment
interchange rate is calculated by including all workers in assessed locations, not just
Federal employees.

e For asingle county that is not part of a multi-county, non-micropolitan CBSA and is
adjacent to a basic locality pay area: 400 or more GS employees and an employment
interchange rate with the basic locality pay area of at least 7.5 percent.

Criteria for evaluating Federal facilities that cross county lines into a separate locality pay area
are:

e For Federal facilities that cross locality pay area boundaries: To be included in an
adjacent locality pay area, the whole facility must have at least 500 GS employees, with
the majority of those employees in the higher-paying locality pay area, or that portion of
a Federal facility outside of a higher-paying locality pay area must have at least 750 GS
employees, the duty stations of the majority of those employees must be within 10 miles
of the separate locality pay area, and a significant number of those employees must
commute to work from the higher-paying locality pay area.

" Excludes two types of CBSAs: (1) CSAs composed entirely of micropolitan statistical areas and (2) multi-county
micropolitan statistical areas. The single-county criteria apply for counties included in such CBSAs.



Attachment 5-Views of Working Group Members on OMB Updates to MSAs and CSAs

Views of Working Group Members on OMB Updates to MSAs and CSAs

New OMB MSA/CSA
Definition

Impacted Location

Following OMB Change in MSA/CSA

Definition would...

Working Group Member Recommendation

AFGE/NFFE/NTEU

HR Experts/FOP

FLEOA

Albany CSA

Berkshire County, MA

Exclude location from existing LPA.

Reject OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Albuquerque CSA

Cibola County, NM

Exclude location from existing LPA.

Reject OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

McKinley County, NM

Exclude location from existing LPA.

Reject OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Atlanta CSA

Mora County, NM Include location in existing LPA. Accept OMB Change | Reject OMB Change Reject OMB Change
Gordon County, GA Exclude location from existing LPA. Reject OMB Change Reject OMB Change Accept OMB Change
Floyd County, GA Include location in existing LPA. Accept OMB Change Accept OMB Change | Accept OMB Change

Habersham County, GA

Include location in existing LPA.

Accept OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Stephens County, GA

Include location in existing LPA.

Accept OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Columbus, GA CSA Include location in existing LPA. Accept OMB Change Reject OMB Change Reject OMB Change
Birmingham CSA Coosa County, AL Exclude Iocat?on from ex?st?ng LPA. Reject OMB Change Accept OMB Change | Accept OMB Change
Tallapoosa County, AL Exclude location from existing LPA. Reject OMB Change Accept OMB Change Accept OMB Change
Burlington CSA Washington County, VT Include location in existing LPA. Accept OMB Change Accept OMB Change Accept OMB Change
Charlotte CSA Anson County, NC Include location in existing LPA. Accept OMB Change Reject OMB Change Accept OMB Change
Cleveland CSA Harrison County, OH Exclude location from existing LPA. Reject OMB Change Reject OMB Change Reject OMB Change

Wayne County, OH

Include location in existing LPA.

Accept OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Corpus Christi CSA

Duval County, TX

Include location in existing LPA.

Accept OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Delta County, TX

Exclude location from existing LPA.

Reject OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Dallas CSA Hopkins County, TX Exclude location from existing LPA. Reject OMB Change Accept OMB Change Accept OMB Change

Somervell County, TX Exclude location from existing LPA. Reject OMB Change Accept OMB Change Accept OMB Change
Dayton CSA Preble County, OH Exclude location from existing LPA. Reject OMB Change Reject OMB Change Reject OMB Change
Harrisburg CSA Lancaster County, PA Exclude location from existing LPA. Reject OMB Change Reject OMB Change Reject OMB Change

Houston CSA

San Jacinto County, TX

Exclude location from existing LPA.

Reject OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Trinity County, TX

Exclude location from existing LPA.

Reject OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Huntsville CSA

DeKalb County, AL

Exclude location from existing LPA.

Reject OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Marshall County, AL

Exclude location from existing LPA.

Reject OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Las Vegas CSA

Mohave County, AZ

Exclude location from existing LPA.

Reject OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Los Angeles CSA

Kern County, CA

Exclude location from existing LPA.

Reject OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

San Luis Obispo County, CA

Exclude location from existing LPA.

Reject OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Miami CSA

Okeechobee County, FL

Exclude location from existing LPA.

Reject OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Minneapolis CSA

Sibley County, MN

Exclude location from existing LPA.

Reject OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Steele County, MN

Include location in existing LPA.

Accept OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

New York CSA

Carbon County, PA

Exclude location from existing LPA.

Reject OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Reject OMB Change




Attachment 5-Views of Working Group Members on OMB Updates to MSAs and CSAs

Views of Working Group Members on OMB Updates to MSAs and CSAs

New OMB MSA/CSA
Definition

Impacted Location

Following OMB Change in MSA/CSA

Definition would...

Working Group Member Recommendation

AFGE/NFFE/NTEU HR Experts/FOP FLEOA
Lehigh County, PA Exclude location from existing LPA. Reject OMB Change Reject OMB Change Reject OMB Change
Northampton County, PA Exclude location from existing LPA. Reject OMB Change Reject OMB Change Reject OMB Change
Warren County, PA Exclude location from existing LPA. Reject OMB Change Reject OMB Change Reject OMB Change
Phoenix CSA Gila County, AZ Include location in existing LPA. Accept OMB Change Accept OMB Change Accept OMB Change
Raleigh CSA Moore County, NC Include location in existing LPA. Accept OMB Change Reject OMB Change Accept OMB Change

Richmond MSA

Caroline County, VA

Exclude location from existing LPA.

Reject OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Cumberland County, VA

Exclude location from existing LPA.

Reject OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Louisa County, VA

Exclude location from existing LPA.

Reject OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Sacramento CSA

Carson City, NV

Exclude location from existing LPA.

Reject OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Douglas County, NV

Exclude location from existing LPA.

Reject OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Mariposa County, CA

Include location in existing LPA.

Accept OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

Accept OMB Change

San Jose CSA Merced County, CA Include location in existing LPA. Accept OMB Change Accept OMB Change Accept OMB Change
Stanislaus County, CA Include location in existing LPA. Accept OMB Change Accept OMB Change Accept OMB Change
Tyrrell County, NC Exclude location from existing LPA. Reject OMB Change Accept OMB Change Accept OMB Change
Virginia Beach CSA Franklin City, VA Include location in existing LPA. Accept OMB Change Reject OMB Change Reject OMB Change

Southampton County, VA

Include location in existing LPA.

Accept OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Washington DC CSA

Dorchester County, MD

Exclude location from existing LPA.

Reject OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Kent County, MD

Exclude location from existing LPA.

Reject OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Madison County, VA

Include location in existing LPA.

Accept OMB Change

Reject OMB Change

Reject OMB Change




Attachment 6: Locations that have Contacted Council Staff Since 11-05-19 Council Meeting

Location of Interest and Current Locality Pay Area

Contacts Regarding Pay Areas Separate from RUS

Austin locality pay area

Boston locality pay area

Denver locality pay area

Harrisburg locality pay area

Hawaii locality pay area

Miami locality pay area

Southern NJ Counties within Philadelphia locality pay area

Contacts Regarding Locations in RUS

Asheville, Buncombe County, NC

Bend, OR

Boise, ID

Central Florida

Charleston, SC

Charleston, WV

Cheshire County, NH

College Station, TX

Douglas and Lane Counties, OR

Eagle Pass/Maverick County, TX

Flagstaff, AZ

Fort Morgan/Morgan County, CO

Herlong, CA

Jefferson County, WA

Lansing, MI

Laramie County, WY

Lee County, FL (Cape Coral CSA)

Locations in the White River National Forest, CO

Louisville, KY

Lubbock, Lubbock County, TX

Madison, WI

Nashville, TN

New Hanover, Pender, and Duplin Counties, NC

New Orleans, LA

Nottoway County, VA

Oklahoma City, OK MSA

Olmsted County, MN

Pine County, MN

Prescott, AZ/Yavapai County, AZ

Preston County, WV AKA Morgantown CSA

Redding Red Bluff, CA CSA

Reno, NV

Rochester, NY

Salt Lake City, UT

San Juan County, WA

Savannah, GA

Sullivan County, NY

United States Penitentiary Thomson, Carroll County, IL

Visalia, CA

West Texas




Appendix

Albany Locality Pay Area (LPA)
Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01

Jefkefson
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Schenectady

Montgomery

Schoharie Albany

Greene

Ulster
Dutchess

Washington

Columbia

Addison

Rutland

Vermont

New Hampshire

Bennington
. € Windham

Rensselaer

Franklin

serksire IVIASSAcChusetts

Hampshire

90 GS Emp.

Hampden

Connecticut

Hartford

Litchfield

Windsor

Orange

S\l]liy‘fm

Cheshire

Tolland

O Miles
W i 0510 20 30 40 Legend
E iCurrent LPA
s [ Add under 20-01
-Remove Under 20-01
Reason Would Change under Meets 7.5 Percent Meets GS
Location Change CSA/MSA Updates Commuting Criterion Employment
Criterion?
Not unless commuting
rates with the two
Not in the CSA the basic LPA is | adiacent basic locality pay | No, would need
Berkshire County, Moved to based on and doesn't meet areas are summed. Haso 400 or more GS
MA RUS applicable commuting and G | commuting rates 0f4.89% | employees; has 90.

employment criteria.

with the Albany basic
locality pay area and
3.22% with the New York
locality pay area.

Note: Berkshire County was added by the Pay Agent in 2016 to the Albany locality pay area
based on being bordered by three locality pay areas and other factors discussed in 80 FR 65607.

1 March 2019 GS employment is used throughout.




Albuquergue Locality Pay Area (LPA)
Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01

San Juan DO]Ofef’ Hinsdale | Mineral Rio Grande A]‘:Imosa Costill Huerfano |
_ Costilla
Utah Montezuma La Plata Archuleta Colorado Las Animas Baca
Conejos
Taos Colfax
San Juan Rio Arriba Union
Mora
Los Alamos 16 GS Emp. Harding
'Navajo L{ﬁas—E o Mc-Kl n'_le_)"_l Sandoval
‘ - Albuguerque LPA San Miguel
Apache Santa Fe
. Bernalillo Sy = — Quay
Arlzona ‘Cibola N_eW Mecho Guadal
197 GSEmp. - vacaiupe
Valencia
Torrance
Curry
De Baca
Socorro Roosevelt
Catron
Lincoln
Chaves
Greenlee
Graham | Sierra oo Lea
Grant Do0a Ana
N .
e Miles Legend
W <¢>E 0 15 30 60 20 120
E E Current LPA
s ] Add under 20-01
- Remove Under 20-01
Reason Would Change under Meets 7.5 Percent Meets GS
Location Change CSA/MSA Updates Commuting Criterion Employment
Criterion
Yes. Has a 59.37% No, would need
Mora County, NM Added From | Added by OMB to the CSA the commuting rate with the 400 or more GS
RUS basic LPA would be based on. current Albuguerque basic | employees; has 16.
LPA.
Yes. Has a 14.26% No, would need
Cibola County, NM Moved to Removed by OMB from the commuting rate with what | 400 or more GS
RUS CSA the basic LPA is basedon. | would be the Albuguerque | employees; has
basic LPA. only 197.
Now an area of application that
lTetttSSI and cfocr:r;lr)nlftlng crrlltterla, No, has a 3.28% Yes, would need
McKinley County, Moved to NIIJ\/l fe OstioAlb ola Lou C):/SA commuting rate with what | 400 or more GS
NM RUS » from the Albuquerque would be the Albuquerque | employees; has
has reduced the commuting .
. . basic LPA. 1,474.
interchange rate for McKinley
County to 3.28%.




Atlanta Locality Pay Area (LPA)
Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01

21 GS Emp.
14 GS Emp. 20 GS Emp.

66 GS Emp.

0 GS Emp.

135 GS Emp. |25 GS Emp.
13622 GS Emp.

5GS Emp. Columbus CSA 20-01

10 GS Emp. 3879 GS Emp.
0 GS Emp.
82 GS Emp.
Legend

E ﬂCurrent LPA
] Add Under 20-01
- Remove Under 20-01

Reason Would Change under Meets 7.5 Percent Meets GS
Location Change CSA/MSA Updates Commuting Criterion Employment
Criterion
Added Added by OMB to the CSA the basic Yes. Has a 33.29% No, has 66 GS
Floyd County, GA From RUS | LPA would be based on. commuting rate with the employees.
current Atlanta basic LPA.
Added Added by OMB to the CSA the basic Yes. Has a 30.54% No, has 21 GS
Habersham County, GA From RUS | LPA would be based on. commuting rate with the employees.
current Atlanta basic LPA.
Added Added by OMB to the CSA the basic Yes. Has an 11.24% No, has 20 GS
Stephens County, GA From RUS | LPA would be based on. commuting rate with the employees.
current Atlanta basic LPA.
Under current CSA definition
of the Columbus CSA, no.
H_as a 7.19% commuting rat_e Yes, would
Columbus GA CSA Added Now qualifies based on commuting if the with the current Atlanta basic need 1,500 or
(Multiple Counties) From RUS | 20-01 definition of the Columbus CSA is LPA. more GS
used. Under updated (20-01) employees; has
definition of the Columbus 3.879
CSA, yes. Has an 8.32% T
commuting rate with the
current Atlanta basic LPA.
Not the Chattanooga CSA, No, would need
Moved by OMB to the Chattanooga- which has a 3.68% commuting | 1,500 or more
Gordon County, GA Movedto | Cleveland-Dalton, TN-GA CSA, whichis | rate with what would be the GS employees;
RUS in _the Rest of US and is not studied _ Atlanta basic LPA. However, has 800.
using the NCS/OES model because its Gordon County alone has a Gordon County
employment is below 2,500. 32.97% commuting rate with alone has 14
the Atlanta basic LPA. GS employees.




Birmingham Locality Pay Area (LPA)
Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01
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Choctaw Wilcox Lown Bullock
N .
. Miles Lege nd
W . 0510203040
E E Current LPA
s ) ~ad under 2001
- Remaove Under 20-01
Reason Would Change under Meets 7.5 Percent Meets GS
Location Change CSA/MSA Updates Commuting Criterion Employment
Criterion

Coosa County, AL

Moved to RUS

Removed by OMB from the CSA
the basic LPA is based on. Now
part of the Montgomery, AL, CSA.

Note: Montgomery is a Rest of US
research area not meeting the pay
gap criterion. (This county has not
been included in Montgomery pay
gap calculations.)

Not for the Montgomery CSA,
which has a 4.51%
commuting rate with the
Birmingham basic locality pay
area.

Regarding the commuting
rate just between each
county and the Birmingham

Tallapoosa County, AL

Moved to RUS

Removed by OMB from the CSA
the basic LPA is based on. Now
part of the Montgomery, AL, CSA.

Note: Montgomery is a Rest of US
research area not meeting the pay
gap criterion. (This county has not
been included in Montgomery pay
gap calculations.)

basic locality pay area—
. Coosa County has a
48.82% commuting rate,
and

Tallapoosa County has
a 6.67% commuting
rate.

The CSA would need
1,500 or more GS
employees, and it has
902.

Regarding GS
employment for these
two counties, Coosa
has 2 and Tallapoosa
has 29.




Burlington Locality Pay Area (LPA)
Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01

Franklin
Grand Isle Orleans
Essex
Clinton
Burlington LPA
Lamoille
Franklin Chittenden Caledonia
New York Vermont
100 GS Emp. Washington
Essex
Addison
Orange New Hampshire
Grafton
Windsor
Warren Washington - Rutland
N
e a— Miles
W . 0 510 20 30 40 Legend
E E Current LPA
s ] Add under 20-01
- Remove Under 20-01
Reason Would Change under Meets 7.5 Percent Meets GS
Location Change CSA/MSA Updates Commuting Criterion Employment
Criterion
Washington County, Added From Added by OMB to the CSA the Yes. Has a 17.60% No, would need 400
VT RUS basic LPA would be based on. commuting rate with the or more GS
current Burlington basic LPA. | employees; has 100.




Charlotte Locality Pay Area (LPA)
Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01
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es Legend
w E 0510203040
E E Current LPA
s [ Add under 20-01
- Remove Under 20-01
Reason Would Change under Meets 7.5 Percent Meets GS
Location Change CSA/MSA Updates Commuting Criterion Employment
Criterion
Yes. Has a 51.57% No, would need 400
Anson County, NC Added From | Added by OMB to the CSA the commuting rate with the or more GS
i current Charlotte basic LPA. employees; has 3.
RUS basic LPA would be based on.




Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01

Cleveland Locality Pay Area (LPA)

Michigan
Erie
Lake Ashtabula | Crawford
Lu‘cas. -
. Pennsylvania
Ottawa
Geauga
Cuyahoga
Sandusky e Lorain Trumbull Mercer Venango
Summit Portage
Sencea furen Medina - Cleveland LPA
Mahoning Lawrence
72 GS Emp. Butler
Wyandot Crawford Ashland Wayne Stark
Richland Columbiana
Ohio Beaver
Marion Holmes Carroll .
Morrow I ' ’ l l-'[agcocl_( Allegheny
Tuscarawas
Knox Jefferson
Delaware Coshocton Harrison Brooke
Union gles EITIp. Ohio Washington
Licking Guernsey West Virginia
Madison Franklin Muskingum Belmont Favett
. ayette
Fairfield Perry Noble Marshall Greene
N .
OO Miles Legend
é 05102030 40
w E k i Current LPA
S [ Add Under 20-01
- Remove Under 20-01
Reason Would Change under Meets 7.5 Percent Meets GS
Location Change CSA/MSA Updates Commuting Criterion Employment
Criterion
Yes. Has a 38.23% No, would need
Wayne County, OH Added From | Added by OMB to the CSA the commuting rate with the 400 or more GS
RUS basic LPA would be based on. current Cleveland basic employees; has 72.
LPA.
Not in the CSA the basic LPAis | Yes, has a 31.01% No, would need
Harrison County, Moved to based on and doesn’t meet GS | commuting rate with what | 400 or more GS
OH RUS employment criterion. would be the Cleveland employees; has 3.
basic LPA.

Note: Harrison County was added by the Pay Agent in 2016 to the Cleveland locality pay area
based on being bordered by three locality pay areas and other factors discussed in 80 FR 65607.




Corpus Christi Locality Pay Area (LPA)

Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01

Goliad Calhoun _
Dimmit ‘ _ Bee Refugio
La Salle McMullen Live Oak Aransas Calhoun
San Patricio M
Webb Jim Wells Nueces
Duval
123 GS Emp.
Texas Corpus Christi LPA
Kleberg
Jim Hogg Brooks
Zapata
Kenedy
Starr
Hidalgo Willacy
Cameron
h O Miles Legend
W B 05102030 40
E E Current LPA
s ] Add under 20-01
- Remove Under 20-01
Reason Would Change under Meets 7.5 Percent Meets GS
Location Change CSA/MSA Updates Commuting Criterion Employment
Criterion
Yes. Has a 46.86% No, would need
Duval County, TX Added From | Added by OMB to the CSA the commuting rate with the 400 or more GS
RUS basic LPA would be based on. current Corpus Christi employees; has
basic LPA. 123.




Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01

Dallas Locality Pay Area (LPA)

Tillman Cotton Cart Johnston Atoka Pushmataha
arter
fefferson o II(_I ah Oma Choctaw McCurtain
W'lb?rger Wichita Love Marshall_ Bryan
Clay
Baylor Archer Montague Cooke Grayson Fannin Lamar Red River
Delta 1l GS Emp.
Youns Jack Wise Denton Collin . Hopkins Eranklin Titus
9 GS Emp.
. Camp
Dallas LPA Dallas Rockwall Rains
Stephens Palo Pinto Parker Tarrant , Wood Upshur
Texas \
Kaufman Van Zandt
Hood b Gregg
Johnson Smith
Eastland 0GS Emp. i o Ellis '
Erath _Sm L Henderson
Rusk
. Navarro
Comanche Bosque Hill
Cherokee
Brown Anderson
Hamilton Freestone Nacogdoches
Mills McLennan Limestone
San Saba LamEas—ﬂs Convel Falls Leon Houston Angelina
N .
e Viles Legend
¢ 0 10 20 40 60 80
w E k i Current LPA
S [ Add under 20-01
- Remove Under 20-01
Reason Would Change under Meets 7.5 Percent Meets GS
Location Change CSA/MSA Updates Commuting Criterion Employment
Criterion
Removed in 2013 from the Yes. Has a 43.46% No, would need
Delta County, TX Moved to OMB-defined CSA the basic commuting rate with what | 400 or more GS
! RUS LPA is based on. would be the Dallas basic | employees; has 1.
LPA.
Yes. Has a 15.47% No, would need
Hopkins County, TX Moved to Removed by OMB from the commuting rate with what | 400 or more GS
RUS CSA the basic LPA is basedon. | would be the Dallas basic | employees; has 9.
LPA.
Yes, has a 76.66% No, would need
Somervell County, Moved to Removed by OMB from the commuting rate with what | 400 or more GS
TX RUS CSA the basic LPA is basedon. | would be the Dallas basic | employees; has
LPA. Zero.




Dayton Locality Pay Area (LPA)
Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01

Van'Wert Wyandot
Allen
Wells Adams
Hardin
. Marion
Auglaize
Mercer
Blackford
Jay
Logan
Shelby Delaware
Union
Delawar-_e
Randolph Darke Champaign
- . M
Indiana_ Ohio “™ Dayton LPA
Henry Clark Franklin
Madison
Wayne
Preble Montgomery
6 GS Emp. Greene
5GSE i
Rush O Union " ekaay
Fayette
Franklin Butler Warren Clinton
Decatur Ross
Highland
N .
e Miles
w E 0 5 10 20 30 40 Legend
E E Current LPA
s ] Add under 2001
- Remove Under 20-01
Reason Would Change under Meets 7.5 Percent Meets GS
Location Change CSA/MSA Updates Commuting Criterion Employment
Criterion
Removed in 2013 from the Yes. Has a 42.99% No, would need
Preble County, OH Moved to OMB-defined CSA the basic commuting rate with what | 400 or more GS
RUS LPA is based on. would be the Dayton basic | employees; has 6.
LPA.

Note: Preble County was retained by the Pay Agent when no longer part of the basic locality pay
area after adoption of the February 2013 CSAs and MSA:s.
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Harrisburg Locality Pay Area (LPA)
Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01

Monroe

_Lyf_:yming

Clinton

Luzerne

Clearfield Montour

Columbia

Centre

Carbon

Northumberland
orthamptoﬁ“
Blair
Lehigh

Blair Juniata

Blair Dauphin

s . Pel
Pennsylvania " Harrisburg LPA

Huntingdon Berks

Lebanon

Montgomery

Bedford Cumberland

Tamcaster 3
Fulton Frankin York 171 GS Emp. Chester
Adams
New Castle
Morgan
il Washington Carroll Maryland o cel  Delaware
WeSt Vi ia s ‘ Baltimore
Berkeley
N Miles
| = =
W<¢>E 0 510 20 30 40 Legend
E iCurrent LPA
N [ Add under 2001
-Remuve Under 20-01
Reason Would Change under Meets 7.5 Percent Meets GS
Location Change CSA/MSA Updates Commuting Criterion Employment
Criterion
Not in the CSA the basic LPA is
based on and doesn’t meet the
applicable GS employment
criterion. Yes, has a 14.90% No, would need
Lancaster County, Moved to . commuting rate with what | 400 or more GS
PA RUS ﬁggﬁ?i;ozgiglsgggp?gtg:; Pay would be the Harrisburg employees; has
surrounded by the DC, basic LPA. 171
Harrisburg, and Philadelphia
basic locality pay areas.
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Houston Locality Pay Area (LPA)
Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01

Hamilton MeLennan Limestone Freestone Anderson Cherokee Nasagdoches _ Sabine |
Coryell »S:;n Augustine Sabine
Falls Leon Houston Angelina
Lampasas
Bell rts Trinity
Robertson Madison 1 GS Emp.
. Polk
Burnet Milam Walker ° Tyler Jasper
Brazos
Williamson 1GS Emp. .
Grimes . Beauregard
Burleson San Jacinto <
Blarco Lee Montgomery mrdin — L_QUiSIaNa
: Travis .
Washington
™~ ib
. Bastrop .Texas" Liberty Orange
ays Jefferson
Austin Waller H LPA . . ”
. Caldwel Fayette BUOR Louisiana
‘'omal . -
Harris Chambers
Guadalupe Colorado
Fort Bend
Bexar Gonzales Mlllveston
Lavaca Galveston ]
Wharton
Wilson Brazoria
DeWitt
Jackson
Karnes
- Matagorda
Atascosa, Victoria
Goliad Sylhoun -
Live Oak Bee Calhoun
Refugio
N .
O Viles
w , 01020 40 60 80 Legend
E ﬂ Current LPA
S ] Add Under 20-01
- Remove Under 20-01
Reason Would Change under Meets 7.5 Percent Meets GS
Location Change CSA/MSA Updates Commuting Criterion Employment
Criterion
Removed in 2013 from the Yes. Has a 68.52% No, would need
San Jacinto County, Moved to OMB-defined CSA the basic commuting rate with what | 400 or more GS
TX RUS LPA is based on. would be the Houston employees; has 1.
basic LPA.
Yes. Has a 26.85% No, would need
Trinity County, TX Moved to Removed by OMB from the commuting rate with what | 400 or more GS
RUS CSA the basic LPA is basedon. | would be the Houston employees; has 1.
basic LPA.
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Huntsville Locality Pay Area (LPA)
Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01

Warren Van Bureny
D Perry Lewis Maury - ®  Bledsoe / Rhea
ecatur Bedford
Marshall Coffee
Grundy Meigs
- N~ Sequatchie
w - Tennessee
ayne Lawrence "
di Gil I
Hardin ° Lincoln "/ Franklin Marion N bradiey
Lauderdale Dade Catoosa
Limestone
. Jackson hitfield
Tishomingo Madison * Walker o ‘e~§
Colbert Murray
Mississippi Lawrene | Huntsville LPA
. Gordon
Franklin Morgan 94 GS Emp. DeKalb Chattooga
Marshall 41 GS Emp. Floyd
I!a_;vamba_ o Bartow
Georgia
X Winston Cherokee
Marion Alabama -
Etowah
Monroe Cullman Blount Polk
Paulding
Lamar Walker Calhoun Haralson
Fayette St. Clair
Cleburne Douglas
Jefferson Carroll
n ) Talladega
. uscaloosa
Pickens Shelby Clay Randolph Heard  Coweta
N .
e Miles Legend
W B 0510203040
E E Current LPA
s ] Add under 2001
- Remove Under 20-01
Reason Would Change under Meets 7.5 Percent Meets GS
Location Change CSA/MSA Updates Commuting Criterion Employment
Criterion
No. Has a 0.73%
commuting rate with what
DeKalb County, AL Moved to Removed by OMB from the ?hﬁ%ﬁiﬁéfgmggm 400 or more GS
RUS CSA the basic LPA is based on. . employees; has 41.
County, DeKalb is no
longer adjacent to what
would be the Huntsville
basic locality pay area.
Yes, has a 16.65% No, would need
Marshall County, AL Moved to Removed by OMB from the commuting rate with what | 400 or more GS
' RUS CSA the basic LPA is basedon. | would be the Huntsville employees; has 94.
basic LPA.
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Las Vegas Locality Pay Area (LPA)
Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01

Washoe Juab
Storey Churchill Lander Eurcka
Placer Carson City White Pine Sanpete
Lyon Millard
Douglas
Sevier
Alpine
Mineral
e Las Vegas LPA Beaver Utah piute
Tuolumne Nye Nevada
Mono Esmeralda fron Garfield
Mariposa Lincoln
Madera Washington Kane
Fresno
Inyo
Tulare
Kings Clark
' Coconino
California - Mohave
182 GS Emp. -
- ™ Arizona
San Luis Obigpo
. San Bernardino
Santa Barbara |
Yavapai
Ventura Los Angeles
Riverside i La Paz Maricopa
N .
Miles Legend
¢ . 0 20 40 80 120 160
w E t ﬂ Current LPA
N ] Add Under 20-01
- Remove Under 20-01
Reason Would Change under Meets 7.5 Percent Meets GS
Location Change CSA/MSA Updates Commuting Criterion Employment
Criterion
Yes. Has a 13.90% No, would need
Mohave County, AZ Moved to Removed by OMB from the commuting rate with what | 400 or more GS
' RUS CSA the basic LPA is basedon. | would be the Las Vegas employees; has
182.

basic LPA.
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Los Angeles Locality Pay Area (LPA)
Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01

Marin's San Joaqujn—J Tuolumne
‘Alameda Stanislaus +  \ Mariposa Mono Esmeralda fron )
e Lincoln Utah
Santa Clara Merced Nye Washington Kane
Santa Cruz Madera Neyada
Fresno '
Sk Benito ™
Inyo
Monterey Kings Tulare Clark
Coconino
82 GS Emp. . . Mohave
San Luis Obispo ke California
1693 GS Emp.
San Bernardino
Santa Barbara Los Angeles LPA Yavapai
Ventra o s ngeles Arizona
Oange Riverside La Paz
Maricopa
San Diego Imperial
Yuma
Pima
N
O e s Milcs Legend
w E 0 25 50 100 150 200
E E Current LPA
s ] ~dd Under 20-01
- Remove Under 20-01
Meets 7.5 Percent Meets GS
Location Change Reason Would Change Commuting Criterion Employment
Criterion

Kern County, CA

Moved to RUS

This change would result from use
in the locality pay program of the
updated commuting data that OMB
used to define the latest MSAs and
CSAs and is not a result of the OMB
redefinitions themselves.

No. Has a 6.45% commuting
rate with what would be the
Los Angeles basic LPA.

Yes, would need 400
or more GS
employees; has
1,693.

San Luis Obispo

Moved to RUS

Not in the CSA the basic LPA is
based on and doesn't meet
applicable commuting and GS
employment criteria.

Added to Los Angeles by the Pay
Agent in 2016 due to 99% of its land
boundary being bordered by higher-
paying locality pay areas.

Has a 1.29% commuting rate
with what would be the Los
Angeles basic LPA and a
0.75% commuting rate with
what would be the San Jose
basic LPA.

No, would need 400
or more GS
employees; has 82.

Note: Before 2016, only the Edwards AFB portion of Kern County was included in the Los Angeles locality pay
area. (That portion of Kern County was included in the Los Angeles locality pay area for many years.) Kern
County marginally met the commuting criterion, with a 7.59 commuting rate. Using updated commuting data, the
commuting rate is now 6.45 percent, which is below the 7.5 percent threshold.
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Miami Locality Pay Area (LPA)
Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01

Hernando | Lake Orange
Pasco Sumter

Brevard

Hillsborough Osceola
Polk
Pinellas
Indian River §
Manatee Hardee Okeechobee
Highlands St. Lucie
14 GS Emp.
\arasota DeSoto . P
Florida Martin
Charlotte Glades
Palm Beach

Hendy Miami LPA

Collier Broward

Monroe d/llaml-Dade J

Monroe

——
Monroe 2

0 15 30 60 90 120
E :Currem LPA

S ] Add under 20-01
- Remove Under 20-01

N .
N N
Miles Legend
W<¢>E

Reason Would Change under Meets 7.5 Percent Meets GS
Location Change CSA/MSA Updates Commuting Criterion Employment
Criterion
Yes. Has a 23.20% No, would need
Okeechobee Moved to Removed by OMB from the commuting rate with what | 400 or more GS
County, FL RUS CSA the basic LPA is basedon. | would be the Miami basic | employees; has 14.
LPA.
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Minneapolis Locality Pay Area (LPA)
Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01

Wadena Cass Carlton .
Otter Tail Crow Wing Aitkin Douglas Bayfield
Pine
Todd
Morrison .
Douglas Mille Lacsh Kanabec Washbuen Sawyir
Burnett .
Benton
Pope Stearns Isanti .
Sherburne s Polk Barron Rusk
. Wisconsin
Swift Anoka ‘
Kandiyohi Mecker Wright
o Minneapolis LPA St. Croix Chippewa
Chippewa Mlnnes ta Hennepin Ré_‘“sﬁy _Washington : Dunn
McLeod Carver
- Renville Pierce Eau Claire
Yellow Medicine - 3GS Emp. Scott Dakota Pepin
Sibley )
Goodhue
Lyon Redwood Nicollet Le Sueur Rice Buffalo
Brown Wabasha
Murray Cottonwood Watonwan Blue Earth Waseca 2 élseell:_emp‘ Dodge Olmsted Winona
Nobles Jackson Martin Faribault Freeborn Mower Fillmore Houston
N .
e Viles Legend
<> 0 10 20 40 60 80
w E k E Current LPA
N ] Add Under 20-01
- Remove Under 20-01
Reason Would Change under Meets 7.5 Percent Meets GS
Location Change CSA/MSA Updates Commuting Criterion Employment
Criterion
Yes. Has a 22.72% No, would need
Steele County, MN Added From | Added by OMB to the CSA the commuting rate with the 400 or more GS
RUS basic LPA would be based on. current Minneapolis basic | employees; has 3.
LPA.
Removed by OMB from the Yes. Has a 55.09% No, would need
. Moved to CSA the basic LPA would be commuting rate with what | 400 or more GS
Sibley County, MN . :
RUS based on. would be the Minneapolis | employees; has 3.
basic LPA.
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New York Locality Pay Area (LPA)
Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01

Chenango Greene
Broome Delaware Columbia Berkshire Massachusetts Worcester
Hampden
Ulster
Tolland
Susquchanna Dutchess Litchfield Hartford ofal Windham
Sullivan NeW Yo rk .
ENEN - p o . e ———
e Connecticut
Wyoming n_M‘delesex \  New London
Lackawanna Orange Putnam New Haven
Pike ¢ Rhode Island
Fairfield
Luzerne Sussex lg:k]and \WEStChESt}
7 GS Emp. Monroe New York LPA Passaic
Carbon
. 18 GS Emp. Bergen
Pennsylvania Warren Morris Bronx Suffolk
Schuylkill Northampton Fssex udson Nassau
90 GS Emp. Union o Queens,
Lehigh } Kings
209 GS Emp. Hunterdon Spmerset Richmond
Berks 324 Allentown, PA MSAGS Emp. Middlesex
Bucks
mercer NEW Jersey
Montgomery Monmouth
Chester Philadelphia Joint Base McGuire - Dix - Lakehurst
Delavare Burlington Ocean
New Castle Camden *
Gloucester
Delaware
Salem
Cecil Atlantic
~ Cumberland
N .
Miles Legend
W e 0 10 20 40 60 80
E E Current LPA
s ] ~dd under 2001
- Remove Under 20-01
Reason Would Change under Meets 7.5 Percent Meets GS
Location Change CSA/MSA Updates Commuting Criterion Employment
Criterion
Removed by OMB from the Yes. Has an 18.88% No, would need
Allentown, PA MSA Moved to CSA the basic LPA would be commuting rate with the 1,500 or more GS
(Several Counties) RUS based on. current New York basic employees; has
LPA. 324.
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Phoenix Locality Pay Area (LPA)
Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01

Mohave

La Paz

Yuma

[ ——

Arizona

Yavapai

Maricopa

Phoenix LPA

Coconino

Navajo

Apache

Gila

153 GS Emp.

Graham

Pinal

Pima

\

Cochise

N Miles Legend
w<¢>5 0 10 20 40 60 80 = curentLea
S [ Add Under 20-01
- Remove Under 20-01

Reason Would Change under | Independently Meets 7.5 Meets GS
Location Change CSA/MSA Updates Percent Commuting Employment

Criterion Criterion
Yes. Has a 20.56% No, would need
Gila County, AZ Added From Add_ed by OMB to the CSA the commuting rate with.the 400 or more GS
' RUS basic LPA would be based on. current Phoenix basic employees; has

LPA. 153.
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Raleigh Locality Pay Area (LPA)
Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01

Kloyd, Henry ) ) . Sussgx * Isle of Wight
Carroll Patrick Martinsville Fitisylvania Halifax Virginia MeckIenbure  prunswick Epboria Soutiampton Suffolk
. / Greensville ™\
Danville,
Surry Stokes Rockingham ' Caswell H Person Vance Warren Northampton Gates
Granville . Hertford
Halifax
Yadkin Forsyth Chowan
Guilford Alamanee @ra“ge Durham Franklin Bertie
X Nash
Davie Edgecombe
Iredell Davidson Wake Martin Washington
Randolph Chatham RaIEIQh LPA Wilson Hyde
Rowan Johnston Pitt
= North Carolina Greene Beatort 0
Cabarrus 28 GS Emp. 4 . Wayne c
Q arnett
Stanly Montgomery Moore -
Mecklenburg Lenoir
Craven Pamlico
Union Anson Richmond Hoke Cumberland Sampson Jones c
7 Duplin
Scotland Carteret
Onslow
Lancaster Chesterfield Marlboro Robeson Bladen
Pender
Dillon
kerraw South arolma
Dzn]ml,ton Columbus New Hangyr
Florence Marion Brunswick
Richland Sumter Sumter :
N .
[ - - ee—
0 10 20 40 60 SOMIles Legend
w E k i Current LPA
S [ Add Under 20-01
- Remove Under 20-01
Reason Would Change under Meets 7.5 Percent Meets GS
Location Change CSA/MSA Updates Commuting Criterion Employment
Criterion
Added by OMB to the Yes. Has 13.92% No, would need
Added From | Fayetteville CSA, which is commuting rate with the 400 or more GS
Moore County, NC Lo ; .
RUS already an area of application to | current Raleigh basic employees; has 28.
the Raleigh locality pay area. LPA.
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Richmond Locality Pay Area (L

PA)

Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01

Greene Madison * Stafford ) 3 Charles | . Dorch@ster 1
Orange King George, M aryl an d
Spotsylvania - - =
Albemarle Westmoreland St."Mary's
) 178 GS Emp.
Charlottesville Caroline
10GS EMp. L ouisa
Essex "\ Richmond
Northumberland
Fluvanna
Hanover \
Goochland King and Queen Lancaster
King William hdd]ese)}t
Buckingham )
0 GS Empp Powhatan Richmond
Cumberland RiChmOnd LPA Henrico New Kent
Mathews
. . . . Gloucester
Ap‘po;nattox 1 VI rg I nla Chesterfield Charles City James City _
i Amelia . .
Colonial Heights { Hopgwell Williamsburg _
Prince Edward P b
eter\wg Prince George York
Nottoway Surry Newport News Poquoson
Dinwiddie
Hampton |
Charlotte
Lunenburg Sussex X
Isle of Wight Norfolk
Portsmouth Virginia Beach
Brunswick
Mecklenburg Ermporia - Southampton Franki Suffolk Chesapeake
. ranklin,
igax Greensville Virginia Beach
N .
e Miles Legend
w E 0 510 200 30 40
E E Current LPA
s [ Add Under 20-01
- Remove Under 20-01
Reason Would Change under Meets 7.5 Percent Meets GS
Location Change CSA/MSA Updates Commuting Criterion Employment
Criterion
Removed by OMB from the Yes. Has a 40.04% No, would need
. Moved to i i i
Caroline County, VA CSA the basic LPA would be commuting ratg with what | 400 or more GS
RUS based on. would be the Richmond employees; has
basic LPA. 178.
Removed in 2013 from the Yes. Has a 52.74% No, would need
Cumberland Moved to OMB-defined CSA the basic commuting rate with what | 400 or more GS
County, VA RUS LPA is based on. would be the Richmond employees; has
basic LPA. zero.
Removed in 2013 from the No, has a 39.16% No, would need
Louisa County, VA Moved to OMB-defined CSA the basic commuting rate with what | 400 or more GS
' RUS LPA is based on. would be the Richmond employees; has 10.
basic LPA.
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Sacramento Locality Pay Area (LPA)
Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01

Tehama

Glenn

Plumas

Butte
Sierra

Pérshing

Lassen

‘Washoe

Storey

Churchill

S

Nevada
Yuba Nevada
aba
421 GS Emp.
Colusa Placer Carson City
Sutter Lyon
Sacramento LPA 34 GS Emp.
- Douglas
Lake — “
California
Yolo El Dorado
Alpine
Napa
Sacramento Amador
Mineral
Sonomiy, Solano Mono
Calaveras
Tuolumne
W‘“I San Joaquin
Contra Costa
- Stanislaus -
Alameda Alameda Mariposa Madera __*
N
Miles
Legend
W<¢'—E 051020 30 40 g
E E Current LPA

[ Add under 20-01
-Remuve Under 20-01

Reason Would Change under Meets 7.5 Percent Meets GS
Location Change CSA/MSA Updates Commuting Criterion Employment
Criterion
Carson City, NV Moved to For the entire Reno CSA, no;
RUS Carson City was added its commuting rate with the
effective January 2005 to the Sacramento basic locality pay
Sacramento locality pay areaas | area is 4.01%.
an area of application because
it met the GS employment and For the individual counties—
employment interchange criteria Combined, the
applicable for single-county e Carson City’s commuting two counties
locations. It became part of the rate is 1.05%, and have 455 GS
Reno CSA subsequently andno | ¢  Douglas County’s employees.
longer qualifies based on commuting rate is Carson City
standard criteria but was 23.46%. has 421, and
retained as an exception by the Douglas has
Moved to Pay Agent when the February This situation is analogous to 34.The
Douglas County, NV RUS 2013 CSAs and MSAs were the situation in Albuquerque standard is

adopted by the Pay Agent.

Douglas County, also now part
of the Reno CSA, used to be
part of the Sacramento basic
locality pay area but has not
been since the February 2013
MSAs and CSAs were adopted.
It was retained by the Pay
Agent the same time as Carson
City was.

with respect to Cibola and
McKinley counties: Removal
of one county from a basic
locality pay area (Cibola in the
Albuquerque LPA, Douglas in
the Sacramento LPA) reduces
the commuting rate for another
county that previously qualified
as an area of application
(McKinley in the Albuquerque
LPA, Carson City in the
Sacramento LPA).

400, so Carson
City meets the
criterion and
Douglas
County does
not.
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San Jose Locality Pay Area (LPA)

Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01
o Yuba Nevada * Placer Carson City Churchill
Mendocino Lake o Sutter h . Douglas Lyon
Volo Fi perado Nevada
Sonoma Napa ' Alpine Mineral
P Sacramento Amador
Solano Calaveras
Marin Tuolumne
Contra Costa San Joaquin Mono
San Francisco 216 GS Emp. 321 GS Emp.
Alameda Stanislaus Mariposa
San Matco San Jose LPA 449 GS Emp.
Santa Clara Merced R . Inyo
Santa Cruz California
Madera
Fresno
San Benito
Tulare
Monterey Kings
San Luis Obispo Kern
Santa Barbara
Ventura \ Los Angeles
N .
T Miles Legend
0 15 30 60 90 120
W$E k ﬂCurrent LPA
s [ ~dd under 2001
- Remove Under 20-01
Reason Would Change under Meets 7.5 Percent Meets GS
Location Change CSA/MSA Updates Commuting Criterion Employment
Criterion
Area of application under No. Has a 3.39% No, would need
Mariposa County, Added From | single-county GS employment commuting rate with the 400 or more GS
CA RUS and commuting criteria. current San Jose basic employees; has
LPA? 321.
Yes. Has a 10.32% Yes, would need
Merced Countv. CA Added From | Added by OMB to the CSA the commuting rate with the 400 or more GS
y: RUS basic LPA would be based on. current San Jose basic employees; has
LPA. 449,
Yes. Has a 25.17% No, would need
Stanislaus County, Added From | Added by OMB to the CSA the commuting rate with the 400 or more GS
CA RUS basic LPA would be based on. current San Jose basic employees; has
LPA. 216.

2 Mariposa County is east of Merced and Stanislaus Counties and is not adjacent to the San Jose basic LPA without
the counties being added.
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Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01

Virginia Beach Locality Pay Area (LPA)

C_i'o;Chlﬂﬁd GooChlapd ‘_ Hanover . Ki"g_willia[-n' Middldeex ¥ Accomack
Powhatan Richmond ﬁ{enrico“‘ New Kent King and Queen
Gloucester Mathews Virginia
. Chesterfield Charles City
Amelia o J&mes C:"'Z Northampton
Prince Edwara— Colonial Heights Hopewell “_"”i_ﬂ"“_bﬂzg York |
Petersburg prince George
Nottoway . .. Surry Newport News Poquoson
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Dinwiddie
Lunenburg Sussex I5le of Wight Norfolk
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Brunswick Virginia Beach
Mecklenbure Emporia Southampton = (%S ! Suffolk Chesapeake
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G
Warren Northampton Hertford ates Camden Currituck
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Dar_e)
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Edgecombe s . —_ o
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O a Viles Legend
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Criterion
Yes. Has a 60.05%
Eranklin City. VA Added Added by OMB to the CSAthe | commuting rate with the No, has 12 GS
Y From RUS | basic LPA would be based on. current Virginia Beach employees.
basic LPA.
Yes. Has a 39.64%
Southampton County, Added Added by OMB to the CSA the commuting rate with the No, has 11 GS
VA From RUS | basic LPA would be based on. current Virginia Beach employees.
basic LPA.
Removed by OMB from the No, has a 23.12% No, would need
Moved to i i i
Tyrrell County, NC CSA the basic LPA would be commuting rate_ W_|th what | 400 or more GS
RUS based on. would be the Virginia employees; has
Beach basic LPA. zero.
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Washington-Baltimore Locality Pay Area (LPA)
Impact of Using MSAs and CSAs Defined in OMB Bulletin No. 20-01
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Criterion
Moved to These counties are both in the Combined, the two
Harrisburg, CSA the Harrisburg basic Yes. There is an 8.83% counties have 2,812

Adams County, PA

which is lower-
paying than DC

York County, PA

Moved to
Harrisburg,
which is lower-
paying than DC

locality pay area is based on.
Before there was a Harrisburg
locality pay area, these two
counties comprised the York-
Hanover-Gettysburg CSA,
which met the commuting and
GS employment criteria and
was established as an area of
application to DC.

commuting rate between the
DC and Harrisburg CSAs.
Regarding county-level
commuting, the rates
between these counties and
DC are 24.06% for Adams
and 14.20% for York.

GS employees.
Adams has 370, and
York has 2,442. The
standard is 400, so
York meets the
criterion and Adams
does not.

Kent County, MD

Moved to RUS

Not in the CSA the basic LPA is
based on and doesn’t meet
applicable commuting and GS
employment criteria.

Added to DC by the Pay Agent in
2016 based on being completely
surrounded by higher DC locality
pay.

Yes. Has a 36.08%
commuting rate with the
current DC basic LPA.

No, would need 400
or more GS
employees; has 4.

Dorchester County,
MD

Moved to RUS

Removed by OMB from the CSA

the basic LPA would be based on.

Yes. Has a 31.23%
commuting rate with the
current DC basic LPA.

No, would need 400
or more GS
employees; has 92.

Madison County, VA

Added From
RUS

Added by OMB to the CSA the
basic LPA would be based on.

Yes. Has a 55.15%
commuting rate with the
current DC basic LPA.

No, would need 400
or more GS
employees; has 12.
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