Minutes of the Meeting of the LAUS Policy Council

Date: September 18-20, 2002

Location:  Washington, DC

LAUS Policy Council Co-Chairs:

Sharon Brown, Division Chief of the LAUS Program 

Phil George, LMI Director, South Dakota (serving before his “official” October 1 start)

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

McSweeney 

                        States: Gerry Bradley, Robert Langlais, William Niblack, Sam McClary,  Brian Baker,  Richard Reinhold, and Dave Felsheim

Guest:            Tom Gallagher

Absent:           Bill Pierson

Presenters:
Ken LeVasseur, Lew Siegel, Walter Sylva
Scribes:           Chip Irby, Lisa Williamson 

Handouts:  

1. Agenda

2. Minutes from the prior meeting

3. LAUS Initiative:  Projects and Timetable

4. LAUS AAMC:  Project to Examine Unemployment Measures Using Wage Records

5. LAUS AAMC:  Project to Develop and Evaluate Employment Inputs to Small Area LAUS Estimation

6. LAUS AAMC:  Pilot Program to Measure Insured Unemployed Statistics (PROMIS)

7. PROMIS Questionnaire Responses

8. Expanded list of LAUS Issues

9. LAUS Funding Algorithm

10. MLS Funding Algorithm

11. LAUS Time and Task Survey, March 1992

12. LAUS Time and Task Analysis Questionnaire, September 2002

13. LAUS Time and Task Analysis Responses by State (9 States) Percentages by State by class of position, revised August 2, 2002

14. LAUS Time and Task Analysis Responses by State (9 States) Percentages by State, by type of work, September 17, 2002

15. LAUS Time and Task Analysis Results FY 2003 FTE Distribution Examples

16. Email from Dixie Sommers, dated September 11, 2002

BLS Program Policy Council appointments made by State representatives at their 

Sept. 10th meeting

      BLS Program Policy Council State Membership for FY 2003

17. Email from Dixie Sommers, dated September 16, 2002

Policy Council Co-Chair Terms

Proposed Policy Council Charter Change Regarding State Co-Chair Terms

Charter of the LAUS Policy Council

Proposed Issues for LAUS Policy Council

Wednesday, September 18

Welcoming Remarks
Ms. Brown called the meeting into order at 1 PM, Wednesday, September 18.  She mentioned that Bill Pierson was absent following his recent unexpected surgery.  Sam McClary noted that the surgery had gone well and that Bill was expected to make a full recovery.  

Policy Council Changes:  Manuel Leon, LAUS supervisor in Idaho, has been selected to join the Policy Council beginning October 1.  (See handout regarding Policy Council membership.)  He will replace Brynn Keith (Alaska) and represent Region 10.  There are still some vacancies on the LPC.  Sharon will raise this issue with the WIC.

Phil George has been elected State co-chair.  There are a few changes to the charter regarding term of office for the co-chair.  (See handout.)  These were discussed briefly.  There was also some discussion about the need to make policy council selections earlier to allow for appropriate provision of travel funds in the cooperative agreement, rather than amending agreements at a later date.

Some members had suggested that an ETA representative be added to the LAUS Policy Council.   The suggestion was sent to the WIC; WIC agreed to request ETA’s participation on the LPC.

A few members asked for a list of the States by ETA regions.  Here it is:

Region I:  Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, Vermont

Region II:  New Jersey, New York, Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands

Region III:  Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland, Pennsylvania, Virginia, West Virginia

Region IV:  Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee

Region V:  Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, Wisconsin

Region VI:  Arkansas, Louisiana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas

Region VII:  Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska

Region VIII:  Colorado, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Utah, Wyoming

Region IX:  Arizona, California, Hawaii, Nevada

Region X:  Alaska, Idaho, Oregon, Washington

Agenda review.   Sharon reviewed the agenda.  There was a brief discussion regarding the project to review descriptions of staff working on the LAUS program.  Denis McSweeney distributed the description for the journeyman economist position in a regional office.  He noted that State descriptions varied widely.  He will continue to review the descriptions and report on them at the next meeting.

We digressed briefly to discuss the upcoming LAUS national conference (LNC).  There will be a brief Policy Council meeting following the conference (Thursday afternoon – until about 4 PM).  A draft of the LNC agenda was provided to the group.  

Sharon reported that she would be sending a memo to the regional offices informing them that the processing of data to designate Metropolitan and Micropolitan Statistical Areas, along with other associated areas, on a 2000 Census base is proceeding. The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) is in the process of sending out letters to congressional delegations by fax to seek local opinion through the delegations with regard to Combined Statistical Areas. Local opinion is sought in two situations:  

(1) When two adjacent Core Based Statistical Areas (CBSAs) qualify for possible combination based on an employment interchange measure of at least 15 but less than 25--to determine whether recognition of the combined area is desired.  

(2) When a Combined Statistical Area is recognized--to determine what the title of the combined area should be.

The letters to the Congressional delegations will identify the existence of CBSAs by their title and micropolitan or metropolitan status, along with the actual or possible combined areas, but will not define the CBSAs in terms of their component counties.  Congressional responses on the Combined Statistical Area recognition and titling are being requested no later than October 30, 2002.

In the current designation process, the interaction is limited to OMB and the congressional delegations.  BLS will not have copies of the letters, nor will we receive any advance information on the actual or possible combined areas.  OMB plans to issue the comprehensive list of Metropolitan, Micropolitan, and Combined Statistical Areas, as well as Metropolitan Divisions, in 2003.

LAUS and MLS Workload Factors Review for WIC:

Sharon provided some background information regarding the request from the WIC and turned the discussion over to Lew Siegel.

Lew handed out copies of the LAUS and MLS algorithms and briefly reviewed the material.  

LAUS:  For LAUS, a survey was conducted in 1992 of 22 States that used the LAUS State System (nee SSP).  This survey asked States to record the amount of time spent on 13 monthly tasks and 20 periodic activities.  Workload factors, including numbers of metropolitan areas, labor market areas, interstate areas, multi-county areas, disaggregated areas, and total areas were also collected.  These core elements of the LAUS program were associated with three major categories:  Estimation, Analysis and Information, and General.  Based on survey results, the tasks and activities were associated with each of the three major categories.  Survey factors were used to develop weights for each of the categories.  A decision was made that a minimum one position should be provided to each State.

The total number of positions for the LAUS program in the States was set at 187.38 based on the negotiations with ETA in 1974 when the program became part of the BLS budget. The number of total positions in the program has remained fixed since then.  The position number serves only to translate the formula result in dollars for States.  

Lew and Sharon noted that at some point, most likely after the big LAUS funding cut, we stopped using the formula, and merely provided annual increases to States based on the mandatory funding increases.

The Council discussed the appropriateness of the weights and factors in the current formula.  Should the numbers of new cities added each year be an important factor in allocating funds?  Are the weights associated with ‘Estimation’ still appropriate given advances in automation and productivity?  The Council needs to address what elements (categories) should be included in the formula and what weights should be associated with each.  The definitions of the major categories were also discussed, including some dissatisfaction with the term ‘general’.  The category could be redefined as ‘operational tasks’.  That may necessitate moving some tasks currently defined as ‘estimation’ into this latter category.

In response to questions regarding survey design and representatives, Lew Siegel listed the 22 States and noted that they included both large and small States from a number of geographic regions.  States were selected based on their use of the standard operating system (now LSS).  We targeted LSS States since that represents the most efficient (“best practice”) operating mode at the time.  Our goal was to fund States based on the LSS workload algorithm.

MLS:  Lew described the MLS funding algorithm.  He pointed out that it is less complicated than the LAUS formula.  The main workload item is employer contacts, with components being (1) the number of claims filed, (2) the number of establishments with  20-49 employees, and (3) the number of establishments with 50 employees or more.  These items were weighted as follows:  40 percent for claims, 40 percent for the 20-49 size class, and 20 percent for establishments with 50 employees or more.  MLS applies the algorithm and reviews the results.  In cases where the result does not yield at least one position for a State, that State’s share is increased to one position, and the algorithm is rerun.

BLS conducted a cost analysis survey of the MLS program, as part of the WIC-sponsored workgroup.  Results of this survey were not used to redefine the MLS algorithm, but rather to calculate the total cost of the program.

LAUS Time and Task Study:

Bob distributed several handouts presenting results of the survey from the eight LPC states.  (No response for Alaska; limited response in 1 table for Arizona.)   Bob reviewed the questionnaire and described how the 8 States sorted the tasks into the three major categories.  We also reviewed the time/task data by occupation (clerical, professional, managerial), by major work category (estimation, analysis/information, general) and compared potential 2003 FTE distributions according to different funding scenarios.

An important finding from Bob’s survey is that there appears to be a shift in FTEs away from estimation activity into both analysis/information and general tasks.  Sharon and others noted that more time is spent on operational tasks now than previously.  Sharon asked if more tasks were identified as ‘general/operational’ in the new survey compared to the 1992 effort.  Bob responded that in 1992, 14 items were identified as ‘general’ whereas in the current survey, 18 items are so identified.  There was agreement that the general category should be renamed.  “Operational tasks” seemed to be the most appropriate title for this activity.

Sharon noted that since estimation is now more automated and that analysis/editing, etc., have taken on larger roles, it is understandable to see the shifts in time spent on these activities.  There was some discussion about the role of base positions.  John Filemyr had suggested that the program not have a base position per State.  Rather, positions could be allocated based on needs related to all LMI work.   The WIC may be looking at the way each program handles base positions.

Sharon asked what the LPC needed to do to accommodate WIC’s request.  Phil George suggested that we survey all the States and ask them what elements and weights should be used in LAUS and MLS to allocate funds.  Do we have the right elements, the right weights, the right measures?  There was some discussion regarding the slotting of tasks into the three major categories.  Do we want additional State input on this, or can the LPC take on this assignment.  If we want additional input, we need to define the categories carefully.  Phil suggested that we simply have States complete the time and task portion of the survey.  Sharon agreed, and then the LPC could take the activities and put them into the major categories.

So, for WIC purposes, we agreed that the LPC would send an email to States indicating that the current LAUS funding formula has the following structure, describe the three major categories and the factors used, and ask if States feel this is appropriate.

Future activity will be to send the time and task survey to all States.  The LPC can continue its work on the funding formula following receipt of the survey from more States.  We agreed that the time/task study need not be on the agenda for the LAUS national conference.  Completion of the response to WIC will be the major focus of the short LPC meeting following the conference.

Action Item:  Phil George will send an email to all States on behalf of the LPC.  It will request that States review the three workload categories, suggest other activities, and ask if workload factors based on the numbers of areas (MSAs, LMAs, total areas) are appropriate.

We shifted to a discussion of the MLS algorithm.  Lew indicated that he thought the weights were good because they are workload driven – 60 percent according to the number of establishments and 40 percent according to the number of claims.  The data from latest quarter available form the basis for the formula.  Some felt that one quarter may not be representative of workload.  With respect to the WIC request, we need to ask States what they think about the elements in the formula and the measures.  Phil asked how the 40-40-20 weights for claims and establishment sizes were derived.  Lew related that they were stable items and measures related to program activities.  Rich asked if these could be described in a formula.

Action Item:  The email described above for LAUS will also contain questions about the MLS workload factors and weights, and will ask States their views on the reference period of the data used to develop the weights.

Thursday, September 19

We discussed the LNC briefly.  Sharon would like Policy Council members to play an active role at the conference, either in workshops or in plenary session presentations.  Census staff involved with the analysis of the 2000 Census data will not be able to attend our conference.  We will invite another data user to address the conference.

There was a question about describing the use of FERRET at the conference.  BLS would not be able to provide much assistance on this topic.  FERRET users are typically outside of BLS.  BLS staff either get tabulations directly from Census or write their own programs to extract data.

With respect to the LPC meeting following the conference, BLS will arrange for lunch to be provided, so that we can start the meeting expeditiously.

LAUS redesign.  Sharon reported that all activities are on schedule.  Critical dates remain the same.  Implementation for January 2005 estimation remains the principal focus.  We plan a period of dual estimation for January-June 2004.  We plan training sessions during October-December 2003 where new models and the redesigned STARS system will be described.  June 2003 is our target for final decisions on the benchmarking approach and on the additional substate areas to be modeled.

Research continues on the handbook estimation – new and reentrants, agricultural employment and unemployment, residency adjustment to employment data.  Once we obtain Census commutation data and the final decision on metro- and micropolitan areas, we’ll initiate the exercise to define small labor market areas.

CPS Update.  Shail briefed the group on the upcoming events in the CPS (see handout).  The estimates for January 2003 will reflect the 2000 Census population controls, the new race and ethnicity categories, the conversion to NAICS, and a new second-stage ratio adjustment procedure.  Shail also distributed a table containing the potential population adjustments for States based on the 2000 Census.  There are a number of States with large (5 percent or more) changes from the 1990-based controls.  LAUS will prepare a technical memorandum shortly describing the population control process and expectations for January 2003.

Benchmarking approaches.  Ken LeVasseur distributed the 2002 State release schedule.  States will most likely revise their publication schedules for 2003, based on the BLS schedule that will be available in October.  The BLS schedule is more complicated this year due to the extra time required by the CES program to incorporate NAICS-based estimates.  This introduced additional complexity to the LAUS schedule; given the number of LABSTAT updates we produce each month and the Bureau policy to release only one major publication per day.

Generally, only a handful of States release estimates on or before the LAUS statewide due dates.  This is important because of our proposed new benchmarking methodology, that adjusts estimates to the national CPS.  

Dick Tiller described the benchmarking work to date.  So far, he has been considering a two-tier approach in that States are controlled to nine Census divisions that have been controlled to the nationwide totals.  Simulations of this approach were presented to the LPC during the May meeting and to the LAUS technicians in August.  We can explore alternative groupings of States – either 4 Census regions, or divisions defined in some other way.  LAUS will provide tables that show the region/division/sum of State estimates to the LPC for their review prior to the next meetings.

There was some discussion about the procedure for grouping States.  What is homogeneity with respect to labor force estimates?  Grouping States with similar trends seems to be reasonable.  How do we deal with very large States?  Small States would not necessarily be “swamped” by their inclusion with a large State.  Rather, the large State would not contribute much to the regional/divisional error.  There was some agreement that we should group States the way other programs (CES, BEA) do.  Shail invited input from the LPC on their views and noted that BLS would make a final decision based on statistical criteria.  We agreed that this topic would be on the agenda for the October brief meeting.

Small cities proposal.  Gerry Bradley reported on his survey of States views regarding the addition of cities between 10,000 and 24,999 population to the program.  Forty States responded, 24 were in favor and 16 were opposed.  Of the 24 in favor, 5 are New England States that already produce estimates for all cities and towns regardless of population.  Some States felt that they didn’t want to produce/disseminate data they couldn’t explain.  There was great concern about the intercensal population data and its impact on the estimates for these small areas.

Sharon wants to support the States’ effort to publish as much data as possible and to be responsive to needs of the WIB boards.  The claims-based disaggregation procedure yields a superior estimate than the census-share approach.  However, with so few States in favor of adding more cities, the LPC agreed not to move forward with making this a program requirement.  LAUS will support the efforts of States that do wish to publish more areas.

Labor Surplus Areas.  There was a question regarding the use of Labor Surplus Areas.  ETA is reviewing the entire program.  If no one is currently using the data, ETA needs to research what must be done to undo the program.

Residency Assignment Software.  Walter Sylva gave a brief demonstration on how the system works.  There will be a panel discussion at the LNC including State staff who use the system and are satisfied with its operation.  There will also be a workshop on the system and its outputs.

PROMIS.  Lew reported on the progress to date.  There are 7 States participating (3 on the LPC).  New England was excluded at this stage because of system design considerations.  The project has turned out to be more complex than originally envisioned, largely due to the myriad files and databases maintained in States to accomplish the UI activities.  The initial meeting of the group was held September 25-26 in Washington; a second meeting will be held in November.

Employment additivity.  The LPC also discussed the issue of additivity of substate inputs (including MSAs, LMAs, and SLMAs) to the statewide total non ag wage and salary input.  Some states apparently force their substate nonag estimates to sum to the statewide figure.  State members were to investigate (if possible) whether they forced such additivity in their own processing, and provide results to the Council.

SAEE.  12 States are participating.  The first meeting will be in early November.  The development of the ARIMA models is underway, having been delayed by the difficulty in obtaining appropriate ES-202 input data.  All States have provided information regarding how they currently make estimates for non-CES areas.

Metropolitan Area Models.  The number of areas under active consideration has been narrowed to 21, based on availability of CPS and claims data.  The next stage will be to review the CVs for the areas and respective balances of State.    Final area models will be determined by June 2003.  These models will be introduced in January 2005.

Friday, September 20

New and reentrants.  Walter Sylva briefly presented some results from applying different additivity ratios to the new entrants and the reentrants.  (Procedure was suggested by Greg Podczaski during the Chicago LPC meeting.)  The results are somewhat inconsistent across States, due in part to the LSS databases available to national office staff.  There was a suggestion to use monthly ratios rather than one annual ratio.  Some State members would like to simulate the procedure themselves.  LAUS will send a description of the procedure to LPC members, and provide the background data that was used for this presentation.  More intensive research on updating the equations used to estimate new and reentrants is ongoing in LAUS.

Wage records.  Phil George described the project recently funded by LAUS to utilize wage record information to conduct research on new and reentrants to the labor force.  The project includes 4 States (South Dakota, New Mexico, Wyoming, and Nebraska) that have data sharing arrangements.  The States and BLS will attempt to match wage record data to CPS concepts.  The group met with Sharon Cohany from the Labor Force Statistics Division, Ken Robertson from Data Services, Ed Robison from SMD, and LAUS staff (Sharon, Sandi) to discuss how to proceed with the research.  A follow-up meeting is scheduled for early November.

Applied Program Training.  Brian Baker shared the results of the survey of States regarding training needs.  Ken LeVasseur updated the LPC on the progress of the team charged with designing the APT course.

Action Items:

1. Phil will draft an email to send to LPC members to forward to the States regarding the allocation algorithms for LAUS and MLS.  State responses will assist the LPC in preparing our response to WIC.

2. BLS will send out sum of model estimates compared to CPS region and division totals.  We will discuss potential groupings of States at the October meeting.

3. BLS will send out a description of the new/reentrant revised additivity procedure.

October 2002 meeting agenda

1. Allocation algorithms for LAUS and MLS.  Response to WIC

2. Discussion of each task in the time and task study

3.  Continue discussion of regional groupings for benchmarking                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

December 2002 meeting agenda

Meeting will be December 3 and 4.  We’ll start in the morning on Tuesday, the 3rd and conclude mid-afternoon on the 4th.

1. Review time/task study

2. Update on LAUS redesign activity

3. Population controls for January 2003 implementation

4. Anticipated 2002 benchmark revisions

5. Pat Getz will be invited to discuss CES sum of States

6. Shail will discuss CES redesign 

PAGE  
5

