CES Policy Council Meeting Minutes

Meeting held via conference call on April 8, 2010 


4/8/10

Members Present:

· Dave Barnthouse (AL)

· Wendy Carlton (BLS)

· Chester Chinsky (NJ)

· David Cooke (OR)

· Dave Dahlberg (CA)

· Brian Dahlin (BLS)

· Lincoln Dyer (CT)

· Florence Gibson-Williams (LA)

· Tom Hecht (PA)

· Larry Huff (BLS)

· Jude Igbokwe (IA)

· Evelina Loescher (IL, State co-chair)

· Kirk Mueller (BLS)

· Dennis Reid (BLS)

· Ken Robertson (BLS, federal co-chair)

· Joe Winter (CO)

Guests:

Chris Foshier – ACES

Rich Speigle – ACES

Dominic Toto (BLS, minutes)

Dino DeMarte (LA)

Joe Malcom (IL)
Absent:  None
	CES Policy Council Minutes – April 8, 2010

Greetings / Administrative Issues
David Cooke has replaced Brynn Keith as a regional representative.  Florence Gibson-Williams has replaced Mark Hughes.  

1. Change to LMI Cooperative Agreement (LMICA) between initial draft and final

Ken Robertson announced that the LMICA work statement has been revised to reflect that the States will be doing benchmark activities in the first part of FY 2011.  Included among the State responsibilities in FY2011 will be:  

1. Reviewing publication cell structures in the fall of 2010.
2. Producing estimates through December 2010 final.  

3. Benchmarking via replacement through 2nd or 3rd quarter, and completion of post-benchmark re-estimation through December.
The ACES mainframe will again be used for Benchmark 2010 processing.  BLS will be reviewing the net birth/death factors in late 2010 and the seasonal factors in early 2011.   These factors will be available for the States.

______________________________________________________________________

2. Review of language in LMICA related to not publishing competing OTM change estimates

Ken R. explained that the LMICA had two sections related to publication.  There was a statement in the All Programs section, and a statement in the CES Work Statement section.  The latter section reads “States will not produce alternative over-the-month change estimates of BLS-published statewide and MSA industry employment data for public consumption.”  The WIC had asked the Policy Council to review the statement in the CES portion of the document.  Ken asked the policy council, “is the language in this section unclear as stated; can it be made more clear?”

1. The “All Program” section had included very broad language that stated “[…] States cannot publish competing estimates”.  This statement was deleted from the All Programs section.  

2. The publication statement in the CES portion of the document is meant to discourage States – who are taking funding to analyze and disseminate CES data – from focusing on some other set of employment estimates.  

After discussion, the Policy Council elected to modify the language to emphasize that BLS data and systems cannot be used to produce alternative OTM change estimates.  Since this language no longer directly eliminates the possibility of a State producing a competing series through other avenues, the Policy Council noted that BLS could monitor State publications going forward to ensure that the CES estimates aren‘t “de-emphasized” in favor of some other set of employment estimates.

ACTION ITEM: Ken will modify the language in the LMICA Work Statement as indicated. 

______________________________________________________________________

3. BLS proposal for State Allocations for FY 2011 

(Ken Robertson)

Under the initiative, CES State funding drops by $12M, from about $19M to about $7M.  However, with States doing 4 months of estimates plus benchmarking, the reduction for FY2011 will only be $6 M instead of the full $12 M.  Therefore, the full funding drop of $12 M will not be achieved until FY2012: 

· FY 2010 funding ~$19 M

· FY 2011 funding ~$13 M

· FY 2012 funding ~$ 7 M

For 2011 BLS is planning on utilizing the same workload allocation procedure as that used in FY2010.  If the WIC signs off on a different salary base to use in FY 2011 then CES will incorporate that.  If the salary distribution does not change substantially, then each State can expect to receive about 13/19 of their FY2010 allocation for the FY2011 CES allocation.

For 2012 we are proposing to use a simpler workload allocation formula to distribute the $7M that will remain in the State CES program.  At that time, States will not be reviewing microdata in the context of the estimates deliverable, so we are proposing to use a simple series count as a workload measure.  This will be an agenda item for the next policy council meeting in July.

We are also considering a different base position procedure.  We want every state to end up with 1 full position for CES, but we don’t necessarily want it to equal 1 position plus a workload measure.  So we are considering an iterative procedure that starts with either a ½- or ¾-based position, and adds workload positions onto the initial base level.   Any positions that fall under 1 full position would be brought up to 1, and removed from the second round of the iterative calculation.  The remaining states would have their workload positions recalculated to get the final result.  

Evelina and David Cooke expressed their desire to receive something in writing from Ken and the program office that explicitly states the “step-by-step” formula that will be used for 2011 and what each state will receive for 2011.    Ken stated that the Regional Offices also provide this type of detail to the states.  Many states (NJ, IA, CT, CA, LA, CO, etc.) use a July-June fiscal year making it a more urgent issue for State staffing planning and review.

ACTION ITEM: Ken will create a draft of this type of budget proposal before the July policy council meeting so that states can review and comment.  

______________________________________________________________________

4.  ACESWeb (Rich Speigle)

4.1 Update on the status of the benchmark module

Due to the CES restructuring proposal, the benchmark module’s priority has been lowered.  The plan is for the benchmark module to be ready in 2011, however.   Rich also noted that benchmark training will be needed for non-BLS areas and that will also take a significant amount of time to complete.
4.2  Update on the status of the microdata review module

This was put into production in November 2009 with Robust estimation.  There was a temporary delay as the web server crashed, but this turned out to be due to the min and max scales on the graphing function.  So it’s still in production now, but Rich would like to make it even more useful for states.  Changes are already coming based on state submitted comments.  However, this module also requires training.  The training can be conducted via Webex or on-site.  

State members requested a weighted OTM variable.  Rich replied that the “weight” can be included but that this should not affect treatments.  Kirk Mueller then stated that the weight can be used as a sort of “micro data validity” review.  Wendy Carlton explained that the weighted OTM can be used as a clue for who is or isn’t reporting correctly.   Rich also noted that edit and screening flags are produced by another system (DEEPS) but are not yet being passed along to ACESweb.  

ACTION ITEMS

ACTION ITEM: Kirk Mueller will work with Wendy Carlton to develop a report that features the key types of data elements needed to examine units that may need to be re-weighted.  

ACTION ITEM: States will submit a wish list of “functionality adds” to ACESweb in terms of the microdata review module.  

4.3  Update on the status of the ACES Users Group

Due to the current budget proposal, the ACES UG charter will have to be modified for new BLS members.  

Some policy council members question the need to even have an ACES UG any longer.  But others felt that a venue is needed for state input and usability testing, etc.  So the conclusion was to keep the ACES UG “alive” for now, but without planning a meeting until after the restructuring.  

5.  Fine tuning estimates

5.1 Professional Employment Organizations (PEOs) and weighting

Should a work group be formed to handle PEOs especially for estimate review and overlay requests?  Currently, state members can provide feedback through their regional offices.  Evelina will gauge interest by notifying her state contacts about the idea of a PEO work group.  Dave D. reminded the council that whoever is doing estimation will face the problem of severe level shifts as the result of employee leasing firms changing their employment composition through mergers and acquisitions, for example. This is currently a big problem in FL. 

ACTION ITEM: Kirk Mueller will poll the regions and ask them for State volunteers for a PEO work group.  

5.2  Problems with estimating Private Ed. (Larry Huff)

5.2.1 Can sectors under 65 (Education and Health Services) be broken out with one modeled and one directly estimated?  SMS will research this and present results to the Policy Council.

5.2.2  Can the Private Ed. Sector be modeled with the FH estimator even if there is adequate sample for a direct estimate?  Larry and his SMS staff will run simulations while trying several different models to gauge whether or not this introduces any biases.

ACTION ITEM: Larry Huff will run various simulations and combinations of model-based (SDM), FH-based, and  direct (probability-based) estimation for Private Education estimates.  He will also aggregate up to TNF and see if this creates any biases or other potential problems.  SMS will look at all States and do as many simulations as possible before the next PC meeting and see what states will work and which ones won’t.  

6. Regional Questions (from Evelina)

6.1 In terms of the CES restructuring, will the BLS have dedicated workers for each state?

Kirk: Each BLS analyst will be assigned a set of State and met area series.

6.2 Who will decide what cells to publish under the restructuring plan?

Kirk: In general, there will be no loss of product.  There will not be any additions, but during the FY 2011 review a State may decide to drop a series.

6.3 How will the N.O. collect government data that is currently being collected directly by a state?   

Ken: As is currently the case, States can choose to retain collection responsibility for the State and local government units, or they can transition collection responsibility to BLS.  We will want to discuss this issue with States in advance of the transition to make sure that we coordinate any handoffs, so that we don’t have a large number of States transitioning data collection responsibility during a single month.

Evelina would like the transfer of government data collection (from said states to BLS) to be an agenda item at the next PC meeting. 

6.4 Can tables 3a and 3b (“Benchmark revisions for total nonfarm employment in metropolitan areas, March / December 2009) from the recent Benchmark article be broken out by all MSAs?

ACTION ITEM: Kirk / State and Area program office will produce an expanded version of tables 3a and 3b from the Benchmark article to include all MSAs.

7. On-Track System Status

Ken said that the new On-Track system is close to being in production.  It is still undergoing some state-level testing and should be ready by July.  If not, this will be another agenda item for the next PC meeting in July.  

8. Should there be another State Technicians’ Conference?

A general consensus was that this is probably not appropriate given the new budget proposal.  But Evelina will poll the states and get back to Ken regarding the states’ feelings on this matter.

9. Agenda items for next PC Meeting:

1. On-Track System status

2. Transfer policy of state collected government data

3. Workload allocation formula by series count

4. Sum of States

5. Benchmark revisions

6. Birth/Death Model

7. Collection rates



	Conference Call  Wrap-Up

The BLS and State co-chairs thanked the members for their participation, and determined that the Policy Council would likely meet in San Francisco as scheduled in July.  
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