CES Policy Council – Meeting Notes

March 18-20, 2003

Austin, Texas

Members Attending:

· Dave Dahlberg (CA)

· Roni Downey (TX)

· Lincoln Dyer (CT)

· Pat Getz (federal co-chair)

· Ted Gladden (SC)

· John Gordon (BLS)

· Alexandra Hall (CO)

· Larry Huff (BLS)

· Don Laughery (PA)

· Kirk Mueller (BLS)

· Graham Slater (OR, state co-chair)

· Sheila Watkins (BLS)

· Bo Wynnyk (NY)

Members Absent:

· Kathy Copas (NE)

· Henry Jackson (IL)

· Ken Shipp (BLS)

Guests:

· Chris Foshier (IA, ACES)

· John Eltinge (BLS, NO)

· Dennis Reid (BLS, San Francisco)

· Brandon Smith (Texas)

***  NOTE:  All handouts from the Policy Council meeting are readily available to LMI Directors, state CES staff, or other interested parties.  Please contact Graham Slater if you would like copies of any or all handouts.

Call to Order, Greetings, Introductions, Review of Agenda

Graham and Pat greeted members and guests; Graham outlined the agenda; Pat distributed an updated membership list.

Review of meeting notes and action items from October
· Larry was to write guidelines on interpreting variances for NAICS publication (from November 2001 meeting).  [DONE.]    

· Pat, Larry, John, Henry, and Mike were to provide the Council with the following information on the NORC model … but this action item is not due (and not expected to be started) until after January 2003.

1. Cost of contracting with NORC.

2. NORC methodology on data clean-up (and whether it is applicable in a wider sense).

3. Benefit of incorporating the NORC methodology into the WLS estimator … need executive summary of whether NORC adds enough quality / improvement / precision to justify adding it to the existing model.

4. Possibilities for incorporating the NORC methodology into the estimator … adapting Y4 or adding Y5.

· Ken was to write up an explanation of how the agreement on historical series reconstruction and benchmarking would work in the real world;  share with PC members; and eventually share with all state CES staff, before benchmarking.  [DONE.]
· Graham and Pat were to set up a conference call to discus the Oregon and Washington requests for supplemental sample.  Not done.   BLS will not be able to start supplemental sample in 2003.  Washington only identified their supplemental sample requests in the last week or two.  This will remain on hold until some time in 2004.
· Pat and Sheila were to review Lois Orr’s e-mail (regarding the “options market) to all BLS staff to determine whether this is an appropriate communication to share with LMI Directors.  If not, they will draft an e-mail to LMI Directors, alerting them to this new “options market”.  Regional Office representatives and Graham will send copies of this information out to LMI Directors.  [DONE]
· Chris, Kirk, Ken, Dave D., and Graham were to work by phone and e-mail to resolve the issue of Indian Tribal employment, very quickly.  [DONE]
· Ken was to send an electronic copy of the NAICS brochure to all Policy Council members.  Graham and Policy Council members were to send electronic copy of the NAICS brochure to all LMI Directors and all CES technical staff.  [DONE]
· Ken was to send seasonal adjustment simulations to all states, through Regional Offices.  The purpose of sending these is to give an indication of the level of seasonally adjusted data that will be publishable in January and to give opportunity for states to review and comment on the series, if they have time. [DONE]
· Ken was to load the proposed new H&E series to ACES;  work with Regional Offices to send out instructions to states; states will have the ability to change an H&E “Y” to an “N” if the series is one that the state does not wish to publish.  [DONE]
· All Policy Council Members were to take an hour or two before the March 2003 meeting to spend time looking at the BLS web site, particularly as it pertains to CES.  (SOME DID; KIRK WILL PRESENT DURING DAY ONE]
· Ken was to be prepared to give a 45-minute demo of the BLS web site / state CES site during the March 2003 meeting.  [DONE]
· Ken was to lead a small work group to develop recommendations on each of the policy issues included in the MSA definition handout.  Ted Gladden, Dave Dahlberg, John Freely, Jennie Piott (WA).  [Ken sent out an initial e-mail; the group did not have time to deal with this; this needs to remain an action item.]
· Sheila and John G. were to brief Regional Office staff, during their conference call, in regard to the soon-available tables of model error ranges by state and MSA, also emphasizing the quality of the model in comparison to the old quota sample-based system.  [DONE]
· Graham was to write an e-mail to LMI Directors, emphasizing the success in partnership over the past three years; the amount of work BLS has done on the Small Domain Model; the comparison of quality between quota sample and model estimates; the fact that this is not a band-aid to patch a hole in the probability sample, but rather, a real improvement in quality for small domain estimates; emphasize the importance of the analysts trusting their sample and trusting their model, only intervening under significant circumstances; the amount of detailed information that will be available to them; and the ongoing effort that will continue in terms of estimation quality.  [DONE]
· Pat was to schedule a conference call to start a sub-committee discussion of series definitions for the purposes of allocation formulae.  [DONE]
CES Program Update
NAICS and Redesign:  State and area estimates have been published.  National data will be released on June 6.  National staff are facing many of the same issues that state staff faced – late changes in structure, fixing problems with historical series, etc.
Benchmark revisions:  BLS has announced the national revision – down by 0.2 percent, down by 313,000 for March 2002.  42 states revised downward; the total sum-of-states was down by more than 900,000.  

February release:  Employment was down 308,000 nationally; BLS staff are watching the sum-of-states estimate for February.  The downturn was unexpected; this was the biggest single one-month drop in the national estimates in 20 years (with the exception of two months after 9/11).  Pat used this as an example of “trusting the sample”.  There was no single event that caused such a sharp drop, but there was no reason for BLS staff to change the results of the sample.

FY ’04 Budget Request:  This request was approved by the BLS Commissioner and the Department of Labor, but rejected by OMB.  OMB did not provide any explanation.  Only one BLS initiative (CPS supplements) was approved.  There doesn’t seem to be much point submitting the same request for FY ’05, unless we can articulate the benefits in a different way.  If we do submit a request, Pat will not be able to provide updates to the Council until the package is either approved or rejected, due to new guidance from OMB.
Small Area Support:  What level of support can CES provide, now that the FY ’04 request has been rejected?  BLS will support the current guaranteed levels and small domain models, but is there anything else they can do?  Also, BLS agreed to keep old quota sample for non-CES areas; this was considered a temporary solution.  BLS support will continue for at least a couple of years, but we will need to find a permanent resolution to this in the near future.  BLS probably cannot continue to support non-CES areas long-term, because there are consequences for sample size, respondent burden, resource use.

GAO Study of LMI Funding:  The report presented information from state and federal perspectives, but did not come to any specific conclusions or recommendations.  All six states interviewed said that their 202 funding was inadequate; they were split on whether CES funding was adequate.  The report did indicate that funding has degraded in recent years.
Customer Satisfaction:  A WIC workgroup is developing a model for customer satisfaction.  CES has been asked to do a pilot test of the workgroup’s customer satisfaction model.  There’s no certainty, at this time, whether CES will actually implement such a survey; there are a lot of complexities in terms of defining the customers and defining the data items that would be the focus of the survey.  Members discussed the possible value of a customer satisfaction survey for CES; the constraints of resources available to the program; customer expectations versus resource reality; open-ended versus tightly defined questions; the extent to which a survey would provide documentation for future improvements and budget requests.

CES Estimation

Oregon and Pennsylvania shared examples from the January 2003 estimates.  Policy Council members reviewed the printouts used by estimating staff and stepped through certain estimating cells, the goal being to better understand exactly what the estimating analysts face on a monthly basis.
CES Redesign / NAICS Implementation

Review of Implementation to Date
Pat shared a brief overview:

· BLS has received data from all states.  All states have published data.  BLS will release all-state data on March 20.
· Twelve states have requested that BLS not publish their history back to 1990, mostly for individual series below the super-sector level.

· There will be 13,210 state and area published series under NAICS, 246 more than we had under SIC.

· CES is one of the few economic series that has reconstructed the historical series.  Customers are praising the program for this.

· CES staff conducted a number of user outreach presentations in coordination with the regional offices, discussing NAICS data with major data users.  Other states and regional offices are continuing to reach out to key customer groups.  Colorado developed a brief pamphlet regarding NAICS; other states have used it as a template.
· Seasonal adjustment was the biggest challenge in bringing the NAICS implementation to conclusion.

States reported that their customers’ initial reaction to the NAICS series has been positive.  Some customers haven’t yet adjusted to the new series.  Some customers are disappointed that there are fewer seasonally adjusted series. 

Graham commended Pat and her staff for successfully completing this huge change in the CES program.  All states played a big role, but Pat and her staff led the effort and made a huge commitment to the project.

Discussion of Outstanding Issues
Policy Council members discussed all comments and concerns received from states.
Weights of sample units, especially in MSAs:  Several states expressed concern that small companies with huge weights have a huge impact on the eventual estimate.
Larry distributed a detailed analysis of this issue, using Salem, OR MSA Financial Services as an example.  Summarized discussion:  sample stratification and weighting are set at the statewide level, not at the MSA level; sample weights are correct and typically reasonable for MSA estimates from a technical and methodological point-of-view; small firms with small changes are usually not inherently atypical; since the sample cell is statewide supersector/size class, some sample members may not be precisely representive of all MSA/supersectors for which estimates are made; sampling error is high; BLS should provide guidance to states in terms of the use of overlays when weights look unreasonable; sample design (and weights) optimize the validity of state estimates; we are unable to increase sample size; there are different levels of error associated with MSA and statewide estimates.
This led to a discussion of proration.  BLS gave states the ability to “turn off” pro-ration; some have chosen to do this; but by doing so, they have further reduced the sample for cells in MSAs.  This decision will also effectively reduce the number of estimates that can be made using the probability sample.  The publishability tools sent to the states to determine their estimation cells assumed that proration would be in operation.  If a state is not going to use proration, then a new tool reflecting the reduced sample will need to be used.
NEXT STEPS / OPTIONS:  If states have concerns about weights for state or MSA estimates, they should consider a). revisiting their earlier decisions regarding turning off proration or b). eventually switching to model-based estimation.  The use of atypicals is also a possibility, but many weight-related estimation problems are not caused by an individual firm truly being atypical in the normal sense.      

Code 90:  Whenever a firm’s previous month or current month employment is zero, the firm is automatically given an explanation code 90.  This code historical meant that the two months of data were not comparable.  All firms with code 90 are excluded from the estimating computation.

Kirk explained the rationale and methodology for the birth/death model.  Births and deaths are handled by a model-based adjustment because CES rarely picks up brand new companies and often misses closures (either because the firm is not on the sample or because responding to CES is a low priority when they’re shutting down).

NEXT STEPS / OPTIONS:  BLS guidelines suggest that any employment change affecting more than 500 employees should be added into the estimate (i.e. don’t rely on the birth/death factor to reflect these).  BLS guidelines also allow for states to incorporate any known birth or death into the estimates, but this is discouraged for small firms, because states cannot know about all births and deaths, and because the birth/death factor is designed to allow for these situations.  Consensus was to continue to give all firms with a zero in previous month or current month a code 90, and exclude them from the estimating computation, unless the analyst chooses to specifically include them.
ACTION:  Chris and Kirk … implement a new explanation code for birth/death firms.  Consider a new explanation code for firms whose data are still under review.
Sample Gets Zero Weight in Model-Based Estimation:  Analysts have found that in some cells, what appears to be a reasonable and important sample contribution is given a zero weight in the model-based estimate.

John E. explained the rationale.  If there are five or fewer firms contributing to the sample-based estimate, this is automatically excluded and given a weight of zero.  The sample-based estimate is also given a very small weight if there is a high variance associated with the sample-based estimate.
NEXT STEPS / OPTIONS:  For current publication work, BLS will stick with the existing rule.  If there are fewer than five sample respondents, the sample component of the model will receive a weight of zero.  John E. will investigate some particular cases and determine whether some adjustments should be made to the existing rules.

Model-Based Weight Allocation for Historical Trend and State-Trend Estimate:  Don described a specific example relating to State College, PA, where the overall state employment trend is not similar to the education-specific seasonal trend in State College.  Therefore, if the model uses the state trend, the resulting estimate is certain to be misleading.
John E. reminded the group that the model is built on certain assumptions.  When those assumptions don’t hold true, the model may need to be adjusted.  John differentiated between situations where a one-month circumstance merits overlay compared with those where there’s a constant false assumption underlying the trend.

NEXT STEPS / OPTIONS:  States should let John and SMD know about these situations, so that they can be analyzed.  If warranted, the weights can be adjusted on a permanent basis.  
Sample Estimates Deviate Significantly from Normal Trends:  Don shared a PA example where Accounting and Related Services did not increase in January, because there were effectively no tax preparation companies in the sample.  Employment in this series always increases in January, due to tax preparation season.  The PA view is that “there is no choice but to use an overlay”.
Kirk reviewed the cell.  Sample size is fairly large; the sample is giving a fairly consistent message (no change).  The BLS perspective is that “there is no choice but to accept the sample”.  
NEXT STEPS / OPTIONS:  Larry has already started looking into this; he will complete this work and report back to the Council.
June-July Divergence Between CES and 202:  California, and a number of other states, saw a big discrepancy between the CES and 202 trends between June and July 2001.  Despite significant research, no single cause was identified.  A similar discrepancy occurred between June and July 2002.

Larry ran simulations to investigate this problem.  He took the aggregate sample for each of the 13 super-sectors and the aggregate sample for total nonfarm payroll.  Larry’s research suggests that the sample tracked the June-July decrease closely:  90,000 from CES and 110,000 in 202 (roughly).  Further research is needed to determine why such a big drop occurred during this quarter change, two years in a row.  And further research is needed to determine why the actual CES estimates added 4,500 while the “top line” pure-sample estimate declined by more than 90,000.
Texas also has this June-July issue (CES estimates did not catch a big downturn in 202); Connecticut did not have this issue in 2001, but did note the problem in 2002.  Pat noted that the 2002 discrepancy is not widespread across other states and not visible at the national level.
Sample Size:  Graham suggested that many of the concerns discussed during the meeting so far would be greatly alleviated if we had more sample.  He asked whether the CES Program and Policy Council are willing to consider radical changes in prioritization and significant increases in sample size.  There are clearly resource limitations and prioritization issues.   But as we look at the program’s long-term future, should we investigate the possibility for sample increase?
Members discussed the effectiveness of the current sample; the reliability of the registry micro-data; the transitional situation which has several different samples running concurrently; the ability to use new sample members as soon as they’re added to the sample; the need to fully define the program’s primary focus for the future; the need to seek input from customers.  
General consensus veered away from increasing sample size.  The underlying feeling was that there would be no chance of getting increased funding for a larger sample and there was little desire to discuss changes in program priority and focus.  Some members suggested that this discussion might take place after much more preparation and after customer satisfaction surveys.
Documentation:  Most aspects of the CES Program are covered in the current version of the manual.  It has been available for about a year.  Some components of the manual (e.g. small domain modeling) need updating and some components of the manual need to be deleted, once the current transition is complete.  Kirk will investigate options for sharing an easily-printable version with all states.  ACES staff are updating all documentation for ACES jobs.
Reduce Respondent Burden:  Some states have suggested that CES strive to reduce respondent burden.  For example, CES currently collects a number of data items that are barely used or not used at all.  Reducing respondent burden might help increase sample response rates.  This will be further discussed during the July meeting, when we talk about priorities for future program change.
Hours and Earnings:  Starting averages for the NAICS-based AHE and AWE series included data for government.  Most states have zeroed out the government component of these estimates.  
NEXT STEPS / OPTIONS:  Any states still facing this issue should contact Chris Foshier or other ACES staff.

History Series:  CES is being praised for developing a history series.  However, some CES staff are not content with the quality of the current history series.  BLS would prefer to tackle the major history series replacements all at once.  As originally planned, history series changes will be implemented at the time of the 2003 Benchmark.
Proration:  One state commented that proration does not always seem to work correctly.  Council members could not identify the exact problem.  Bo will make contact with that particular state and discuss this with appropriate staff.
Independent Estimates of Aggregate and Component Parts:  Some states, and even the nation, have experienced situations where a component industry ends up with higher estimated employment than the aggregate cell.  This can result from the monthly sample estimates or from the lack of benchmarking of the residual component.  ACES is developing a screen to assist in mapping adjustments to all appropriate independently estimated cells.  States are having to watch the monthly estimating very closely, to make sure that the trends of two related, but independent, series do not converge.

Communication and Training:  A new ACES training has been developed.  ACES staff will conduct the training in locations with good computer access.  BLS should consider some refresher training, helping make sure all state CES staff (and BLS regional CES staff) are completely current in their understanding of all the changes the program has experienced.  With many states facing budget problems, out-of-state travel restrictions are limiting attendance at meetings and training.  Ted suggested the use of a satellite training technology, as already used by the LMI Institute.  BLS staff are also looking into this.  The Council will further discuss this during the July meeting.
Miscellaneous ACES Issues:

· The ACES User Group no longer exists.  The group used to meet twice-yearly; they reviewed comments and suggestions for improvement.  The group disappeared when the pressures of probability redesign were taking up all available ACES staff time.  
· ACTION:  Ken … bring proposal on resurrecting the ACES User Group to the July meeting.
· The ACES MSA field is not displayed on the registry screen.  The user can tab over to find out which geographic areas a reporter is mapped to.  The problem with showing this on a particular screen is that some firms are mapped to one or more MSAs.

· The ACES E10 and E11 screens do not have the output of the correct estimate.  This is true, but the final estimate is included in the final sheet, which summarizes all model-based estimates.  These estimates have to be produced separately, which is why they’re listed at the end.

· The ACES atypical calculation is not functioning correctly.  We believe that the ACES atypical is computing correctly, but misunderstanding may be coming from the fact that firms with explanation codes for strikes or temporary shutdowns are automatically atypical.  Council members discussed these automatic atypicals at length, but did not reach consensus that they should be changed.
· ACES E33 and E15 printouts need to be run separately for non-BLS (county) areas.  ACES staff will be changing this, so that separate runs are not needed, for those states who request it.
· ACES Download and Upload:  Some ACES printouts are huge; they take a long time to print or they are redirected to a mainframe printer for faster printing.  ACES staff are working to get the sample listing on CICS.  State staff can already download the E13 output straight into an Excel spreadsheet.

Seasonal Adjustment:  Several states noted that the seasonally adjusted data caused problems, partly because it had to be revised very late in the benchmark period.  We believe that all seasonally adjusted data are final now; new data were loaded to everyone’s ACES files on Friday, March 14; this has been communicated to all states by Ken Shipp.
Bo commended BLS for the graphical benchmark tool provided to states.  New York staff found it very helpful; they suggest it be available year-round, so that CES staff could consistently be monitoring 202 trends.

Modification of Published Series – Development of Process

Pat proposed that published series be reviewed annually, at the beginning of the benchmark time.  This review would include consideration of 202 / CES employment trends, as well as the use of the model versus the use of sample estimates.  Decisions would need to be made before benchmarking starts – around September of each year – to allow time for development of series for post-benchmark estimating.
Some Regional Office staff felt that deletion of series could occur annually, but addition of series might occur less often, thereby allowing time for more review of potential new series.

There may be a significant movement toward model-based estimates at the end of this first year.  Many states have sample-based cells with small sample, because they have chosen not to use proration.

For state series below the guaranteed level, the choices available are to continue making sample-based estimates (even with weak sample); use proration to boost the sample; or delete the published series.  (The model cannot be used for employment series at a more detailed level than the guaranteed expanded super-sector.)
ACTION:  Pat … BLS will draft an S-memo, outlining procedures and timelines for states to review published series on an annual basis.

MSA Redefinition

Pat reported on this effort, in Ken’s absence.  A small work group was formed during the October meeting, but everyone has been too busy with benchmarking etc., to work on this.
We’re facing three questions regarding MSAs, especially now that the FY ’04 budget proposal was not approved.
1. What is the goal for CES?  Should it cover all MSAs?
2. If not, how will we determine which MSAs should be covered?

3. What should we do with the few non-standard (non-OMB) areas that CES currently publishes?  (e.g. City of Philadelphia.)
One option would be to cover all MSAs, but have a guarantee of expanded super sector for the larger MSAs and a guarantee of total nonfarm and two or three other lines (goods producing, service providing?) for the smaller ones.
The Council deferred further discussion until the July meeting, by which time the final listings of OMB MSAs will be available and the results of the work group discussions will be available.

Small Domain Estimates

John E. presented an initial evaluation of small domain estimation incorporating UI claims data, as originally developed by Pennslyvania.  The methodology primarily focuses on continued claims, rather than initial claims.  (Tests using initial claims showed no significant improvement over those just using continued claims.)  The model does not yet incorporate data on exhaustions.  This is something that will need to be added.
BLS tests incorporate UI claims into the Y2 estimate (i.e. ES-202 history series combined with UI claims data).
John’s tables showed that data users should be cautious in interpreting over-the-month change in model-based estimates.  It is important that CES staff educate customers regarding relative error ranges in both the estimate level and over-the-month change.

To summarize John’s research:  the addition of UI claims sometimes helps the model-based estimate significantly; sometimes makes little or no difference.  The use of UI claims data shows promise; but considerable work would need to be done before we could reach a definitive decision on whether, statistically, the claims-based estimates would add to the quality of the model.  A secondary consideration would be the added workload for states and the need to incorporate the UI-related data into ACES.  A third consideration would be the workload associated with accepting different formats of UI data from all 50 states; BLS would require states to send UI data in a standard format.
UI claims are used in the model based on place of residence.  Don has attempted to adjust the claims data to reflect place of work, but this adjustment is proving to be difficult.

Don noted that once the UI-based model is built, it’s relatively inexpensive to run, the data are automatically loaded in, and the burden on employers is non-existent.
Pat asked state members if it’s feasible to get UI claims data, monthly, fast enough for inclusion into the CES process.  John G. suggested that if we’re asking for standard UI claims data, that should be possible, but customized UI claims data would likely take longer.
Once all statistical testing is complete, additional considerations (workload for states and BLS, exhaustees, resources and funding, timelines for processing) would be pondered before making a decision as to whether to incorporate UI claims into the existing model.

ACTION:  Don and Larry will work together to produce a comparison of UI data timelines and CES processing timelines.  Don will provide information from California; John G. will provide information from a couple of his region’s states.  Don and Larry will provide a one-page summary of the timelines, and the conflicts, to all Policy Council members.

AGREEMENT:  No further statistical research on UI claims will take place until the timelines issue is worked out.  If the processing timelines are feasible, then John E. will finish the statistical research; then the Council will look into the other aspects.  If the processing timelines are not feasible, we will not commit any more resources to the statistical research.
Support of Non-CES Areas:  The Future

Given that the FY ’04 budget request was not approved, the Council started a discussion of long-term CES support for non-CES areas.

Options previously considered include exporting the small domain model for states to use on their own; exporting the NORC model for states to use on their own; sample supplementation from state funding sources; continuing to use the old quota sample in ACES.  The first two don’t appear to be feasible; only three states initially expressed interest in sample supplementation (though others may be waiting for cost information); the use of quota sample and ACES was only intended to be a temporary solution.

BLS staff expect that the use of BLS systems for non-CES areas will be among the first things cut if budgets get tight.  Quota sample firms are also counting against the BLS’ OMB respondent burden counts.
Regarding federal budget proposals, Pat noted that it’s important to convince OMB that the local data are needed and wanted, and that it’s a reasonable expectation that the federal government should pay for it.  

John G. suggested that the CES Program could let the old quota sample go in order to expand official coverage of MSAs.  This would provide more certain coverage for more (or all) MSAs. States currently using quota sample for non-CES areas would have to find other ways to make those options.
Graham asked that if BLS decides to no longer allow states to use the CES system for county estimates, the states should be given a long lead-time in order to set up their own systems.

AGREEMENT:  Policy Council members reached consensus that there is no point resubmitting the budget proposal. 

Policy Council members discussed the BLS resource allocation and workload associated with:
· States using the ACES system for non-CES areas, but collecting their own sample data.
· States using the ACES system and having BLS collect the data.

A general feeling exists that it would be acceptable for states to use ACES for their non-CES estimates, but that any sample solicitation and data collection would be the responsibility of the states.  Council members discussed a variety of concerns and potential problems that will result if states end up collecting their own data and running their own non-CES employment estimating programs.
BLS committed to give the states adequate warning before their support of county estimates and the use of quota sample is withdrawn.  January 2005 is the date when new MSAs may be introduced; this would also be a likely date for CES to stop supporting county estimates.

Sample Rotation

Larry informed the Council that 25% of the sample units were rotated out in 1Q02.  They were replaced with new units.  This rotation is important to reduce respondent burden and to solicit new units to make up for attrition in older units.  The rotational process is complex.  For example, we don’t want to delete firms that were only added last year; we don’t want to solicit firms that were just deleted a year ago.
Under the procedure implemented by BLS, no differentiation is made between respondents and non-respondents.  So under sample rotation, it’s possible that regular respondents would be deleted from the sample while non-respondents would be kept.  

Sample rotation will be implemented once each year.  The long-term goal is to implement the new sample as soon as the units start reporting, rather than waiting until after benchmarking to start using the new sample.
CES Sample Supplementation

Since Oregon selected their published lines using the tools that assumed proration, but then selected not to use proration, the estimates that Oregon is publishing this year include some of the estimates listed as needing sample supplementation on a spreadsheet provided to SMD.  Before providing any meaningful estimates of the additional sample needed for Oregon to publish a more comprehensive set of estimates some decisions need to be clarified.

1. Will Oregon use proration for estimation?

2. Based on this decision, what estimates can be made using the probability sample.

3. What additional estimates are desired to be estimated using the probability sample.
Once these decisions have been made, estimates of the additional sample required can be provided in a reasonably short period of time (within two weeks).

ACTION:  Larry and Graham … talk about the Oregon supplemental request; clarify what’s needed from Oregon; talk about next steps.

CES Data Quality:  Guidelines for Analyst Intervention

An OFO-sponsored, non-Policy Council work group has started drafting these guidelines.  Once these are developed, they would become part of the CES Manual and would be communicated via training, tri-regionals, etc.
The original goal (from the October meeting) was to have a set of guidelines completed during this March meeting, and ready to share with LMI Directors at the BLS national meeting.  However, it has not been possible to meet this goal.

The work group plans to have the guidelines completed by June 2003; they could be discussed at our July Policy Council meeting; and shared with state CES staff during the September 2003 national meeting.

ACTION:  Pat … BLS will develop estimates review guidelines and share them at the next Policy Council meeting.

Microdata / Registry Data Quality:  Report from Work Group

This work group has had almost no time to work on data quality issues during the past four months.  
Kirk did talk to BLS computer staff to determine the feasibility of a centralized database.  They believe that they can host the primary database.  Kirk also talked to representatives of the other relevant computer systems.  From a systems standpoint, everyone believes they can make the necessary changes.

Kirk’s staff are working through all registry records, looking for and resolving all inconsistencies.  Six people are dedicating part of their time to this effort.

Workload Allocation Methodologies:  Report from Work Group

Pat provided a report from the work group set up at the last Council meeting and distributed a handout summarizing the Policy Council’s position on allocation formulas.
The work group recommended that all BLS-published “all employee” series for statewide and CES MSAs will be given a score of “1” in the allocation formula.  These same industry series will be given a score of “2” if any data types are published in addition to all employees.  Data types may be women workers, production workers, average weekly hours, average weekly overtime hours, average hourly earnings, and average weekly earnings.
The rationale for the scoring system is that it emphasizes that the all employee series is the most important series for CES; the other series are often published as a group; the other series are often reviewed and estimated as a group; the other series aren’t equally important as (or equally time-consuming as) the all employee series.

AGREEMENT:  Policy Council members accepted the recommendation of the work group.

The Council’s earlier proposals for allocation formulas were presented to and accepted by the WIC.  The new scoring proposal has not yet been shared with WIC, so Pat will ask Jack whether this is necessary.

Policy Council members believe that the full new allocation formula should be implemented with the coming year’s budget allocations.  If the new formulae result in any state funding losses of more than four percent, a Policy Council e-mail or conference call discussions will take place and a “hold harmless” methodology will be considered.  If there are no impacts in excess of four percent, Pat and her staff will implement the new formula, assuming they have the WIC go-ahead.
ES-202 Quarterly Release

None of the states at the Policy Council have received any calls or questions regarding trend differences between 202 and CES data.
CES National Program Meeting

Pat briefed the Council on the planned CES national meeting.  This year, there will be one big national meeting, rather than two tri-regionals.  The meeting will be held September 16-18, in Seattle.  There will be some plenary sessions and some breakout sessions.  Topics will include MSA redefinition; all employee hours and earnings; centralized database; workshops on estimation guidelines; discussion of redesign implementation.  Bo suggested a breakout opportunity for sharing “best practices” or “how different states handle different situations”.
This year’s CES Regional technicians’ meeting has been cancelled due to budget cuts.
BLS National LMI Directors’ Meeting

Pat, Graham, and John E. will present a session at the LMI Directors’ meeting, covering the Small Domain Estimates model.  John gave an overview of the plan for this presentation.  Don suggested that John include a table showing what percent of the cells are working well, so that the selection of graphs in the presentation (which show examples of good and bad cells) don’t give the impression that the majority are not working well.
Pat and Graham have not yet thought about the Program Workshop.  The time for this session has been increased to an hour and fifteen minutes.  Dave suggested sharing a list of all that has been accomplished in the last six months – the CES program completed everything it set out to do.
CES Web Site

Kirk gave a demonstration of the CES state web site and the analyst tools available to CES staff.  A handout is available. 
All-Employee Hours and Earnings

Pat distributed a handout summarizing a proposal for changes to the hours and earnings program.
The three main issues are:

· Expansion to an all-employee hours and earnings concept (instead of just production and non-supervisory workers).

· Expansion to a total wage concept that includes non-wage cash payments.

· Elimination of the women worker series.

AGREEMENT:  Policy Council members repeated their support for the elimination of the women worker series.

Pat described two options for moving hours and earnings to an all employee scope:  
· Continue collection of production worker data, but add all employee payroll and hours.  (This option would likely be in place for a three-year transition period.  After that, the production worker series would be discontinued, and we would collect only the all employee data.)
· Discontinue collection of production workers; replace it with collection of hourly and salaried worker levels and associated payrolls and hours.

Each option has advantages and disadvantages, primarily relating to the complexity of the transition, the availability of history series, and the likelihood of increased response rates.
Pat also described two options for the total wage concept:

· Collect non-cash wage payments as a separate data item, with a one-month lag from the other data items.

· Collect total wages, with a one-month lag.

The one-month lag is needed to avoid damaging preliminary response rates.  Non-wage cash payments would reflect the entire month, not just the pay period of the 12th.

BLS has discussed these options with some primary customer groups, all of whom are in favor of the added data items and supportive of eliminating the women worker series.  California has a customer that would really like these options.  Most states felt that their customers would not have strong opinions on this.
Regarding the total wages proposal, Dennis suggested that the existing definitions could be maintained for the entire CES sample, while a small sub-sample, sufficient for national estimates, would be asked to provide the total wage data.

Lincoln asked whether the total wage data could be developed as an index, rather than an actual data item.  Pat said that consideration had been given to just passing the data to BEA, rather than publishing the actual numbers, but BEA indicated that they would want the official series published by BLS.
Dave D. asked whether CES will ever get rid of the 12-month shuttle form, because it causes confusion.  With today’s technology, it would be easy to send out a form just looking at previous month and current month.
Dave D. also suggested that we use these program change options as an opportunity to contact customers and ask for their input and comments, before we reach final decisions on whether to make these changes.
AGREEMENT:  Policy Council members support the first option in regard to the all-employee hours and earnings series.  Members agreed that this option should include a timeline that shows that the production worker series would be discontinued after a transition period of possibly three years.  
Making this switch would be an opportunity to increase the coverage of hours and earnings data at the statewide level.  Policy Council members discussed making “hours and earnings at the super sector level” part of the program norm for statewide (and large MSA?) estimates.

Most Policy Council members supported BLS’ view that the inclusion of a total wage estimate should not be undertaken at this time.
Graham linked this discussion to the possible long-term planning, brainstorming session planned for our July meeting.  Is there value to bringing in a facilitator to talk about long-term program change, if the program’s ability to change is limited by funding, resources, direction from BLS leadership?  John G. suggested that one focus of the discussions should be how the program would take cuts.  Pat felt that the discussion would be acceptable, as long as the Policy Council realized that they can’t set the overall direction of the program.  Sheila suggested that a discussion of external factors that might impact the program would be useful.  Dave D. suggested that we gather input from BLS and state CES staff as to what changes they see coming towards the program.  No consensus was reached regarding specifics of this July agenda item.
CES Policy Council Newsletter

Ted presented ideas and a mock-up of a newsletter that could potentially be used to keep CES staff better informed about the program and the Policy Council activities.  If members are interested in this, there would need to be a group of people willing to write articles, but South Carolina staff would compile and distribute the newsletter.  The newsletter would be limited to one sheet; articles would be written by PC members; the newsletter could use links for further information.  
Members discussed the methods for getting these newsletters to the appropriate CES staff in each state – whether or not it would actually get in the hands of the people it’s geared for.
Members noted that we need to agree on the primary customer group (CES technical staff?) so that the articles are selected and targeted to that group.  CES technical staff may be much more interested in discussions of weights than discussions of funding formulas.

Ted suggested that we do the newsletter once; then ask state staff if it was successful; then decide whether to continue it.
The discussion of a newsletter for technical staff led to a lengthy discussion of the role of the Policy Council versus the role of BLS national staff and BLS regional offices.  The first day of this meeting was spent discussing the implementation of Redesign and NAICS, including discussion of (sometimes technical) issues that need resolution.  Some Council members viewed those as inappropriate discussion items for the Policy Council.  BLS staff emphasized that state staff should not be implementing changes based on minutes from Policy Council meetings.
Graham suggested that we incorporate comments from this discussion into the agenda development for the July meeting and that we formalize an agreement on policy versus technical discussions during the July meeting.
After this lengthy discussion, Graham suggested that we hold off on the newsletter idea until after the July meeting, primarily because it would be very difficult to agree on which items to include at this time.

Economic Update:  Is the Recession Over?

Policy Council members shared brief comments on economic conditions in their state, including the results of their benchmark revisions.
Future Plans
Policy Council meetings in 2003 will be held in:

· Oregon (Portland) … during the week of July 21.

· South Carolina (Charleston) … during the week of October 20.  The meeting will start at 1pm on Monday; run through 5pm on Wednesday. 

The Policy Council meeting adjourned at 11:35am.
Slater
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