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Minutes of the September Meeting of the LAUS Policy Council

Date: September 25, 2003
Location:  New Orleans, Louisiana
LAUS Policy Council Co-Chairs:

Sharon Brown, Division Chief of the LAUS Program 

Phil George, LMI Director, South Dakota 

Present: 
BLS: Sharon Brown, Sandi Mason, Richard Tiller, Shail Butani, Bill 

                        Pierson
                        States: Gerry Bradley, Robert Langlais, William Niblack, Brian Baker, Richard Reinhold, Manuel Leon

Absent:           Denis McSweeney, Lew Siegel, Dave Felsheim
Guests:           LAUS National Conference attendees
Handouts:  

1. Agenda

2. Draft minutes from the August 2003 meeting
3. Graphs and tables of third generation model estimates for each LPC member state

Thursday, September 25, 2003
Welcoming Remarks
Ms. Brown called the meeting into order at 12:15 PM, Thursday, September 25, following the just-adjourned LAUS National conference. 

Agenda review.   Sharon reviewed the brief agenda for the meeting and asked if there were any recommendations for changes.  Phil George noted that the State Issues item should be added.  There were no other changes suggested.  Sharon noted that the draft minutes from the August LPC meeting had been sent electronically to the members, and that copies were in the meeting folders.  We deferred discussion of the minutes, since many had not had an opportunity to review them.  Comments should be provided to Sharon and Sandi within the next few weeks.
Sharon also noted that Naomi Harada from Hawaii would be joining the LPC and that Robert Bowles (North Carolina) was leaving.  We have requested that WIC recruit for a representative from Region 4.  (Upon our return to Washington, we learned that Amelia Butts of Georgia would be joining the LPC.)
State Issues.  Phil suggested that BLS review the agriculture employment data developed by BEA for potential use in the methodology for estimating agriculture employment levels and change factors.  Since BEA data are available by county, these data may be more useful than the more aggregate CPS information.  We agreed to look at the BEA information and report back to the LPC.

There was some discussion regarding how the use of the newly defined metropolitan areas will impact the allocation algorithm.   The number areas will change.  We may also want to consider whether the algorithm needs to be refined for the estimation and publication of metropolitan divisions and combined areas.   Bob Langlais asked what he should do with the individual State responses to the Time and Task study.  We agreed that a file should be maintained with the actual study responses, but that the State-specific information should be kept confidential.

A question was raised regarding BLS email vs. State email procedures.  Some concerns were voiced regarding remote access vs. network access—a feature of some of our newly developed systems.  States would like to see BLS bring these applications closer together.  John Filemyr agreed to provide more information on the BLS approach and plans for the future.

Phil George raised some questions regarding the model for new and reentrant estimation.  The issue remains how to produce the estimates at the area level.  If we utilize a State model, how can that estimate be shared out to substate areas?  If we use the area-specific version of the model, the CPS input data available only at the State level needs to be allocated appropriately to areas.   Lacking a good source of input data for areas, we need to consider which of the above approaches is most appropriate.  Phil has hope for the wage records research, but results may be a few years away.  
Phil also had some questions about how the proposed residency adjustment would operate within the state system.  We will share information regarding the operational aspects of the handbook methodology as they are developed.  

Gerry Bradley noted that he remains concerned about the methodology to develop intercensal population controls.  BLS shares many of the concerns Gerry raised (and has raised in the past).  We plan to meet with Census population division staff on our return to Washington and will keep the LPC apprised of developments.  A question was raised regarding the availability of household-only data for census tracts, as a follow-up to the discussion led by Jim Woods regarding the ASU exercise.  Given the anomalies in the group quarters data from the 2000 Census, many States have real concerns about using those data in the for ASU purposes.
Report on WIC Activity
Gerry Bradley reported that the WIC remained busy with WIA reauthorization activity.  The State members remain concerned about ETA’s procedure for distributing LMI grant funding to States (one-stop activity).  There have been no funds provided to date.
Gerry said that BLS remains committed to the consultative approach outlined in WIA legislation.  Under the current legislation, ETA is not legislatively mandated members of WIC; under the proposed new legislation, they are identified as such.

Gerry reported that WIC did adopt the allocation procedures proposed by the LPC for LAUS and MLS.

Wage record research is another important WIC activity.  Research is ongoing in LAUS (4 states) and in a subcommittee of the ES-202 Policy Council.  The Symposium held in Washington in July was very successful.  Commissioner Utgoff made remarks supporting a Federal/State cooperative program on wage record research.  Development of an exportable wage record system is currently underway in North Carolina.

Gerry also reported that the WIC website is being redesigned.

MLS budget status.  Sharon indicated that a memo describing MLS funding and activity for the first month of FY 2004 (October 2003) was in clearance at BLS.  The FY 2004 appropriation for the Departments of Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education is awaiting conference by the Senate and House to resolve differences.  Among those differences is inclusion by the Senate of $5,000,000 for continuation of the MLS program.  Since this amount of money is not sufficient to conduct the MLS program as it is currently defined, the scope of the MLS program will have to be redefined such that reductions in anticipated workload will be at least commensurate with any reductions in funding.  

Gerry and Sharon indicated that the WIC questioned the value of telephone calls in MLS and also the value of the PROMIS system.  Some LPC members noted that without the employer contact, MLS becomes an administrative program unable to distinguish between plant closings and mass layoffs.  We lose the labor market aspect of the program.  Others noted that it is important to look at the output of the program to see where resources can be reduced.  Some suggested a higher trigger.
Sharon said that the Needs and Alternatives report indicated the value of employer information.  Doing away with these data would not fulfill the needs of Congress for information on mass layoffs.  

There was some discussion about limiting the program to States with a certain level of mass layoff activity.  While this would save some resources, many questioned the value of a ‘less than national’ program.

Manuel indicated that he saw the value of the lower trigger in Idaho.  The State does not publish the data currently, but would put it on a website, assuming sufficient funding to establish and maintain the site.


Phil asked if it was appropriate for the LPC to develop a survey to solicit input from additional States.
Martha Bowman suggested that the program return to the original PMLPC program concepts.  Others suggested fewer submittals –perhaps semi-annual.

Phil suggested that we consider what the core of the MLS program is.  To accommodate a lower level of resources, we need to show the impact on the program.  Sharon noted that the cost analysis of the MLS program, developed as part of the Needs and Alternatives study, includes statistics on specific program costs – administrative, employer contact, management, and BLS.

There was a suggestion to fold the MLS into LAUS for funding purposes.  

Rich Reinhold suggested limiting contact to certain industries, namely eliminating contact of seasonal employers.  Many felt this would have a visible impact.  Others said that we need to find a fair and equitable way to fund the program.  This may result in funding drops in small States that would make it practical to merge LAUS and MLS resources in those States.

Sharon pointed out that if the LPC wanted to have input to the process for restructuring the program, recommendations would need to be made very quickly.  Rich Reinhold agreed to develop a short questionnaire for distribution to all States, asking for responses within the next week.  Other LPC members will comment on Rich’s draft questionnaire and then follow-up the nonresponses from their respective regions.

Action Items:  

· Rich and Manuel will develop an MLS workload reduction survey.

· Phil will send the MLS workload reduction survey to States.

· Rich will tabulate survey results and provide to BLS and the LPC.

Third Generation Model Estimates

Dick Tiller distributed graphs and tables of third generation model State estimates for each policy council member.  There was a short discussion of the graphs.  Dick emphasized that estimates would be prepared for all States in time for the Dual Estimation Training.
LAUS training for Dual Estimation Period.  Sandi described the agenda for the upcoming training sessions for State staff.  The three-day sessions include an full explanation of the third generation of LAUS models and real-time benchmarking, workshops on the models, model outputs and analysis, use of the redesigned STARS system including new output tables and charts, changes to LAUS geography and the small labor market area development activity, handbook changes, and upcoming benchmarking activities including redoing population controls for the 1990’s.

Action Item:

· The LPC supports the DEP training and urges States to send staff to these sessions.  

Brainstorming supporting material for customers on the LAUS redesign.  There were many suggestions in this session, including articles in the BLS Monthly Labor Review, briefings for EA&I staff in the regions, information on the website, and ‘Open House’ sessions for data users.  Some felt it was still a little early in the process to brief the press on the redesign – this time next year would be the time to start.  The LPC agreed to include this item on the agenda for our February meeting.

There was some discussion about the use/publication of annual averages with real-time benchmarking.   The CPS and LAUS annual averages will not be the same after introduction of the third generation models.  We will need to decide what BLS will publish, and how to educate users.

Status of Applied Program Training course.  Ken LeVasseur updated the LPC on the development of the APT course.  He indicated that drafts had been completed for all modules identified for the course, but that not all had been reviewed by team members.   Progress is steady.  A team meeting is scheduled for October 27 in Washington.  There was a suggestion that the role of the LPC be added to the APT course.  Information on the LPC role should be a part of the LAUS training agenda, and we will work on where it best fits, either in the LAUS Overview or in the more advanced APT.
LAUS State Analyst Review:  Next Steps.  There was agreement that the discussion on the analyst review during the Research Director session was very productive.  Further discussion and outlining next steps was deferred to the February meeting when Denis McSweeney can bring the LPC up to date on efforts in other programs.

February meeting.  Our next meeting will be February 3-5, 2004, at a place to be determined.  Items on the agenda include a report on all LAUS redesign activities including the DEP training sessions, brainstorming materials for customers on the redesign, and the LAUS analyst position review.  A location and a more developed agenda will be forwarded to LPC members within the next few months.
We adjourned the meeting at 4:30 PM.
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