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Minutes of the December 9-11, 2008, Meeting of the LAUS-MLS Policy Council

Location:  Albuquerque, New Mexico 
LAUS Policy Council Co-Chairs:

Sharon Brown, Division Chief of the LAUS Program 

Brian Baker, Assistant Bureau Chief, Ohio Department of Job and Family Services 

Present:   BLS: Sandi Mason, Jim Esposito, Pat Carey, 
                  Ken LeVasseur, Deborah Brown, Dick Tiller
                  States: Richard Reinhold, Bill Niblack, Bob Langlais, Margaret 

                  Stiefel, Tracy Morrissette, Roseanne Murphy, Betty McGrath, Bernie Moran

Absent:  Bob Rafferty (BLS), Francisco Corpuz (Hawaii) 
Handouts 
1. Agenda

2. Minutes July 2008 meeting in Cleveland, Ohio
3. 2008 Model Annual Processing

4. 2008 Annual Processing at the Substate Level

5. States with Geographic Changes for 2009 and Description of Changes

6. Areas of Substantial Unemployment
7. Update on LAUSOne

8. Area Coding scheme for LAUSOne

9. Updating CPS Variances for LAUS Models

10. Real-Time Benchmarking (Sandi’s powerpoint)

11. Real Time Benchmarking (Dick’s powerpoint)

12. Preliminary vs Revised UI Claims

13. Model-Based Seasonal Adjustment of Metropolitan Areas

14. DRAFT:  Request for information on your State’s computing environment as it relates to the LAUS and MLS programs

15. 4th Generation Models

16. Pacific Division, October Unemployment Estimates from Analysis of Change Tables
17. The American Community Survey and LAUS substate estimation

18. Metropolitan Area Update
19. Status of PROMIS States as of 12/5/2008

20. MLS Status

21. MLS Analyst Survey:  Some Quantitative Findings

22. Reporting on MLS Operations

23. Business Functions in Financial Companies (email from Patrick Carey on October 22, 2008)

24. Projects to measure the impact of the economic downturn using MLS data

Analyzing business functions and processes involved in layoffs

Gather information through the MLS employer interview

Analyze layoffs of all sizes

Survey individuals identified in MLS layoff events who exhaust unemployment insuran
ce

25.  Planning for All Layoffs

26. Information on Current MLS State Allocations

27. MLS Manual, Proposed General Outline for Chapter 7
Tuesday, December 9, 2008, 8:30 AM EST
Ms. Brown called the meeting into order at 8:30 AM EST on Tuesday, December 9, 2008.   
Welcome and agenda review.  Sharon began by welcoming everyone.  Brian welcomed the three new members to the Council – Roseanne Murphy from New Jersey, Betty McGrath from North Carolina, and Bernie Moran from South Dakota.  He noted that because of State travel restrictions, Francisco Corpuz will be unable to attend this meeting.  
Sharon noted that the meeting will conclude by 11:30 AM on Thursday, to ensure that travelers can make their afternoon flights.   
State Issues.    Brian reported no issues from his region.  He also reported that Francisco sent in comments on MLS from his States and that they will be addressed during the MLS portion of the meeting.  
Bob Langlais noted that Massachusetts is still interested in implementing the SSA estimates.

Betty had no issues from the States in her region.

Bernie noted that South Dakota was interesting in learning more about analyzing LAUS estimates and understanding the model methodology.  This comment led to a discussion of the measures of unemployment.  Ken reminded members that several measures of unemployment are published at the national level.  These include:
· U-1.  Persons unemployed 15 weeks or longer, as a percent of the civilian labor force (CLF)

· U-2.  Job losers and persons who completed temporary jobs, as a percent of the CLF

· U-3.  Total unemployed, as a percent of the CLF (official unemployment rate)

· U-4.  Total unemployed plus discouraged workers, as a percent of the CLF plus discouraged workers
· U-5.  Total unemployed, plus discouraged workers, plus all other marginally attached workers, as a percent of the civilian labor force (CLF) plus all marginally attached workers

· U-6.  Total unemployed, plus all marginally attached workers, plus total employed part-time for economic reasons, as a percent of the CLF plus all marginally attached workers
There was interest in seeing these measures at the state level.  BLS will develop the estimates and provide them to states.
Bill Niblack asked about BLS expectations regarding attendance at national conferences given limited budgets in the States.  He noted that there was a great deal of concern about the budget crises and its impact on LMI programs.  
Tracy introduced a question raised by Idaho regarding the relationship of the insured unemployment rate to the total unemployment rate and the CPS.  Idaho feels that their TUR is too low and has intersected with the IUR.  BLS will review the Idaho information and report back to the State.

Roseanne had no issues from her region.

Margaret indicated that Arkansas would like additional training on MLS systems and concepts.

Rich noted that representatives from Region 3 attended the Research Directors’ Roundtable in San Antonio and provided comments on both programs at that time.  Rich also raised concerns about the ACES-WEB system.  It will impact the timing of January 2009 estimation if issues are not resolved.  He noted that he has continuing difficulties getting micro files for non-CES areas.  He also raised a concern about separation counts in WINMLS.  His concern had to do with layoff events where separations were unknown and therefore equal to initial claims in WinMLS. The separations totals for BLS events in WinMLS extended layoff reports include all initial claims filed against employers, even those filed outside the MLS quarter. But the MLS separations in BLS quarterly MLS news releases and on LABSTAT exclude initial claims filed outside the quarter.  Rich is  looking for consistency between how WinMLS and LABSTAT reports these types of events. This is important to us because we normally publish extended layoff data for Illinois before the BLS quarterly MLS news releases.  He noted that he would favor counting all initial claims filed in the separation counts - that is, claims filed before, during and after the quarter. By the time we're ready to transmit quarterly extended MLS events, we usually have processed initial claims for the four weeks following the MLS quarter. Granted, the post-MLS quarter claims will be counted as separations in the subsequent quarterly MLS transmission, but why not capture these data in the preliminary transmission and reduce the level of revisions?
Margaret echoed the concerns about the use of ACES-WEB and noted that Arkansas will be requesting formal approval to use the BLS-provided small area forecasts for employment estimates in non-CES areas.

Budget Review:   Sharon noted that the BLS is under a continuing resolution through March 6, 2009.  The funding is at the FY 2008 level, so BLS continues to operate with less than optimal resources levels.  The LAUS national conference cannot be scheduled until the budget is passed.

Brian asked the State members to review the budget situation in their states.

· Hawaii:  Freeze on all travel.

●
Ohio:  The UI trust fund expected to borrow money in mid-January.  (Wayne Vroman is working on the UI Trust Fund analysis.) The State will likely need to take extreme measures in the budget; the union contract expires in June 2009.  For now, only mission critical travel is permitted.  The Agency Director is on leave pending Governor review.  Brian also noted that the MLS analyst is leaving in January.   It is unlikely that she will be replaced, so work will have to be absorbed by others in the LMI unit.  It is also possible that there will be layoffs / furloughs in the State starting in July.

· Rhode Island:  With the second highest unemployment rate in the country, Rhode Island is suffering massive job losses.  1,500 state employees retired at the end of September, taking advantage of buyouts.  All programs are understaffed and overloaded.  RI dropped out of the OSH program because of lack of funding.  The UI trust fund is likely OK until spring.

· North Carolina:  The State has triggered on for extended benefits, but the UI trust fund is OK for a while.  There are some issues associated with job training.  Travel continues to be approved for federal programs.  The General Assembly will convene in January to see the largest deficit in State history.
· South Dakota:  There is a travel freeze in the State.  All trips have to be approved by the governor.  Resources are tight in all program areas.  LMI has lost (and not replaced) 6 staff over the past few years.
· Missouri:  There is not much budget news available to date.  Some programs funded from the general revenues are developing “cut” scenarios in anticipation of leaner times ahead.

· Oregon:  The State triggered on for extended benefits in November.  The UI trust fund seems to be OK.  There are plans for budget reductions within the State.

· New Jersey:  Travel for federally-funded programs is OK.  There has been a hiring freeze, including no promotions, for 2 years.  The State lost 20 LMI staff due to the early retirement incentives that were offered last year.  Staff are being cross-trained to fill in for vacant slots.  UI fund is probably very low; the State may trigger on for extended benefits this month.  Contract negotiations are set for next year.   Layoffs and furloughs have been mentioned.

· Arkansas:  The trust fund is solvent and revenues are above forecasts.

· Illinois:  There will likely be a deficit in the State budget next year.  The trust fund is OK – deficiencies were dealt with in 2002 and 2003.  UI operations are strained with the increased volume of claims.  The State is moving to the use of debit cards rather than checks for UI benefits.  The UI redesign has been delayed, in part, because the new UI system under development is not yet able to accommodate the processing of extended UI benefits claims.  
Sharon noted that we need to understand more about claims processing in States, given the increased activity, and its impact on model inputs, substate estimation, and MLS activity.  We should re-issue a technical memorandum on claims counts – what is included in both programs and what is excluded, and ask for information on how States are handling backlogs.  We will also want to examine the survival/exhaustee rate methodology in light of the widespread utilization of extended benefits.

WIC Report:  Bill Niblack reported on the recent WIC meeting in Albuquerque.  There have been some membership changes – Steve Saxton has replaced Naomi Harada.  Bill noted that the WIC discussed its 1 and 5 year priorities.  Their number one priority on both the 1 and 5 year plans is to “work collaboratively to advance nation’s employment statistics program.”  The ETA opted out of formal WIC membership, but will participate in meetings.  ETA is hosting a re-employment summit in Baltimore in late January.
The second priority is to protect data integrity.  LAUS volatility is a topic discussed under this heading, though it is not as much of an issue for the WIC as other program topics. CES draws the most interest with its plans for centralization and addressing the sum-of-States issue.  The testing of control totals and the mandatory use of birth-death factors are important topics for WIC.   WIC is interested in the completion of the new QCEW system (Utah developed) so that funds can be restored to States.  For OES, the full sample was restored for the first panel, but may be rescinded for the second panel, depending on the budget.  The SOC will also be revised for 2010.

Bill also mentioned the WINWIN innovation network project, chaired by Maine.

He also noted that WIC is concerned about the “slowness” of policy council information and that political factors complicate the budget process and impacts the ability to develop a WIC funding plan for the future.

Sharon noted that there were questions on LAUS volatility at the NASWA meeting in Indianapolis.  She said that real-time benchmarking has “saved” the LAUS estimates, allowing us to reflect the changes in the national economy.  She also noted that “centralization” for LAUS is a non-starter because the UI data, critical to LAUS estimation, belongs to the States.  The issue of explaining LAUS estimates to State staff who write press releases is a challenge both for State LMI staff and for the national office.
LAUS Benchmarking:  Sandi provided a preview and calendar for model annual processing.  Model reviews from States have been submitted to the national office and responses to reviews are being prepared.  The technical memo will be issued in January.  

Ken outlined plans for substate annual processing.  He indicated that the benchmarking and the 2009 monthly estimation technical memos have been issued.  He also provided a list of geographic changes.  Most are fairly minor.  Some will require changes to the DRRs, necessitating LSS Plus databases be sent to the national office.  Rich asked if new cities and combined areas could be added to the databases by the national office.  Ken will check with FSMS.  Ken also noted that staff have begun to investigate the differences between the sum of continued claims entered at the county level with the STARS statewide inputs.  We will provide the analysis to States within the next few months.  There will be questions for some States.  Deborah expressed her appreciation for the comprehensive technical memos issued by the program office.  
2009 ASU Exercise:  Ken provided an update on the PY 2009 ASU search.  BLS completed review of the State-submitted ASUs on October 29 and send the final validated ASU data to ETA on November 18 – ahead of previous year’s schedules.  There were very few problems with State submittals; all but one State used the ASU State system, which facilitates speedy review and validation.  
Plans for PY 2010 include the use of the Census 2000 special tabulation that eliminates double rounding and includes unorganized territories, precincts, and block groups.  We expect more States to qualify in their entirety, given the national labor force picture.
Update on LAUS One:  Ken provided an update on the LAUS One systems work.  He noted that plans are for some parallel testing in 2009 and for “live” implementation in 2010, most likely in July or August.  Sharon noted that unlike methodology changes, we don’t need to introduce systems changes at the beginning of the calendar year.  
The user group has three regional staff.  We are looking for State volunteers, but would specifically like Ohio, Illinois and Rhode Island to participate in the group.  Oregon and Arkansas also volunteered.

Sharon noted that the implementation of LAUSOne will impact State workloads and allocations.  However, we will need to have the system in operation for one full year and then redo the time and task study.  After the time and task study is completed and evaluated, we will consider the impact on State allocations.  Bill noted that there is a WIC team looking at the conversion of positions to dollars in States.

LAUS Model Variances Update:  Dick provided an update on the project to revise the CPS standard errors.  The standard error is the measure of magnitude of sampling error in the CPS.  It is a key model parameter.  The larger the standard error, the more variability the model removes from the CPS.   In 1995, the Census Bureau introduced a new production system designed to produce consistent variances for each month over the life of the design.  At the State level, monthly variances are highly unstable; we need to build an historical series of the data.  
The project is complex and will require several more months of SMS staff time to complete.  Once the variances are completed for each State, the model estimates will be rerun.  We will provide revised series to States as soon as they are available.  At that time, we will also produce revised SSA estimates for State review. 
Real Time Benchmarking:  Sandi provided background on real-time benchmarking and how the estimates are controlled to the US through Census Division estimates.  She also provided an example of the impact of real-time benchmarking in the Pacific Division.    California had UI system problems and was unable to provide actual claims counts for October estimation.  The actual counts were available shortly after estimation was completed.  Simulations using the revised counts produced changes in unemployment levels for all States in the Pacific Division, but changes in rates only for Alaska and Washington.  
Dick focused on the adjustment of the Division model to the national CPS estimates.  The pro-rata approach means that all States in a Division will receive the same percentage adjustment.  A model-based approach, which is being evaluated within SMS, would provide a more equitable distribution of the adjustment to the States.  Rich asked if the Division pro-rata ratios could be added to the extract module in STARS.  (This was completed in the week following the LMPC conference.)

Dick also discussed the impact of claims revisions in several State series.  In Florida, the predicted series and the State revised series track very well.  However, the preliminary claims series is well under both the predicted and the revised estimates.   It may be that the volume of claims in Florida has overwhelmed the State’s ability to process and enter into their system in time for model inputs.  This may be a situation that repeats itself in additional States as more unemployed file for benefits.
Model-Based Seasonal Adjustment of Metropolitan Areas:  Dick presented a model-based approach to seasonal adjustment and compared it with the X-11 and12 procedures. It is possible to have a mixture of the two approaches for LAUS metro areas.  He provided some preliminary results for LAUS metropolitan areas.  An advantage of the model-based approach is the ability to develop error measures, but we would need to consider the production of error measures if we employ a selective use of two methods.  We also need to consider how end-of-year revisions to LAUS data will affect the seasonal adjustment.  Staff are evaluating preliminary models now.  We target mid summer 2009 to provide States with seasonally-adjusted estimates to review.  Implementation of the new series could occur as early as January 2010.
There was a question about intra-State parts of metropolitan areas.  Dick responded that the parts could be adjusted if they passed the diagnostic tests.

State Addivity Ratios/estimation of new and reentrant unemployment;  Sandi provided an overview of the previous and current method of estimating new and reentrant unemployment.    Historic adjustment of the sum of labor market unemployment levels to State control totals have resulted in doubling or tripling the labor market values.  The revised method, introduced in 2005, reduced the additivity adjustments significantly.  The adjustments have been creeping up recently, however, as the current method, which uses a five-year weighted average of the CPS entrants and reentrants, is not capturing all of the reentrants to the labor force.
Simulations of alternate weightings and usage of the CPS were conducted for Illinois estimates for 2007 and 2008.  It does appear that a shorter average of CPS data, or the actual estimates themselves would produce higher levels of unemployment for Illinois.  We will continue research on this topic and will report findings to the States.
CES Program project on control totals:  Sharon reported on her discussions with the CES program office staff.  They are concerned about the sum-of-State CES estimates vs the national totals.  They plan to evaluate the use of State control totals during 2009.  The plan is to provide States with the control totals and allow some time for acceptance.  If the State wants to reject the control total, they need to provide justification to the program office.  The LAUS concern is the time that this may add to the operational calendar, already tight for news release preparation.  We ask that States monitor the use of the controls during 2009 and report to the council on the results.  We are also interested in the impact on metropolitan areas and the balance of State estimates.

Draft survey of States on Technology:  Sharon introduced the draft survey, the need for which has been discussed at prior meetings.  She noted that the survey will be sent to States as part of a technical memorandum which will explain the rationale for the survey, include specifications for BLS systems and the current BLS computing standards.  We see this as expansion of the annual request to States to provide information on changes to UI laws and administrative practices.  We would update the survey in future years, asking States to indicate only where there are changes.  We also do not want States to incur any costs in completing the survey.  Regional staff will also play a role in updating the information provided by States.  We will share the draft memo with the policy council States when it is ready.  Sharon asked that members send their comments on the survey to her. 
Long-Term Planning—4th Generation models with model-based benchmarking:  Dick provided an overview of the potential features of the next generation models.  He reviewed the model-based approach to real-time benchmarking and introduced the possibility of a mix of additive and multiplicative models at the State level.  Progress is being made on both fronts.
Dick also presented the Pacific Division estimates for October to illustrate the benefits of the model-based approach to benchmarking.

Long-Term Planning—Uses of ACS in substate estimation:  Sandi provided a review of the ACS program and estimates.  She described the differences between ACS estimates and those produced in the decennial Census and by the LAUS program.  With the elimination of the Census long form in 2010, LAUS will have to develop other sources for the Census-based inputs to estimation. These include agricultural employment, all-other employment, and commuting data for the residency adjustment methodology.
The Census Bureau released ACS 3-year (2005-2007) combined estimates for small labor market areas during the week of the conference.  The data got significant play in the media as the unemployment rates produced by the ACS were substantially higher than those produced by LAUS.  The press was largely negative regarding the ACS data, calling such high unemployment rates for that time period to be unrealistic.  Sandi noted that the LAUS website has a Question and Answer document regarding the use of the ACS and how it compares to LAUS and Census estimates.  We will continue to provide materials to assist users in understanding the differences between the multiple sources of unemployment data.

We will also continue to update the Council on the use of the ACS in LAUS estimation, as they make the employment and commutation data available.

SMS is also embarking on a project to investigate the use of the ACS population estimates to model labor force data by demographic characteristics.  We plan to start at the State level and then work down to substate labor market areas.

Long-Term Planning—Metropolitan and micropolitan areas :  Ken provided information on the activities of the interagency committee to revise metropolitan areas.  The committee considered New England cities and towns, combined statistical areas, scope of updates, and use of the ACS data.  The NECTAs will be preserved and updates will be held to a minimum.  More work is needed to determine the impact of the use of the ACS data.
The committee will meet again following the 2010 Census.

PROMIS Update:  Sandi and Pat provided an update on the PROMIS system.  There are 21 States approved to use PROMIS in LAUS estimation and 23 for MLS.  There are 7 States not participating at all – CA, CT, DC, MA, MI, MS, and WA.  

Version 2009.1.0 is scheduled to be released in early 2009.  It will contain the new LAUS geography, the database archiving feature, allow for continuous processing of a file with an error report at the end, and upgrade to Java engine version JDK 1.5, the BLS standard.  

Rich asked if we could add a mechanism to delete erroneous claims records selectively.  This will be discussed with FSMS.  

There was a general discussion regarding the completion of the PROMIS approval work.  Completion of PROMIS is a high priority for the programs.  It results in higher quality data and provides a mechanism by which we can ensure quality.  We can also generate data on characteristics of unemployed at the State and county level.  Sharon noted that she would like to have a system in place that assures the quality of the PROMIS system after the original justification is completed.  We will report to the Council on our work in this area.

MLS Update:  Pat provided an update on recent MLS activities, including a review of the upcoming release of WINMLS (2008.3.0).  He also noted that work on the MLS Overview continues.  The course is scheduled for summer 2009.
Pat noted that MLS data were provided to HUD for possible use in allocating funds for disaster assistance.

Current published data in LABSTAT are being evaluated.  We may delete current series with a high percentage of no layoff activity and add series that are included in the news release (MOW, recall expectations, size of layoff).  Business function/process and all layoff information may also be added.

Pat also provided a review of the BLS/State publication issue with separation totals.  The issue relates to the difference between MLS reports and the quarterly transmit file.  If the State publishes from the reports, their numbers could differ from those published by BLS.  Sharon noted that a footnote to the State release may be sufficient to explain the differences in totals.

MLS Annual Conference Report:  Sharon reported on the research director roundtable held during the conference.  There were 20+ research directors in attendance.  LAUS volatility and explainability were topics.  Sharon agreed to forward her powerpoint slides to the Council.  She also noted that the packages describing LAUS model behavior were well received and can be provided to additional States as requested.
Pat and Jim discussed the annual conference.  The MLS analyst survey proved to be extremely useful during the conference workshop.  There was some discussion about sharing the results of the survey.  Sharon noted that the analyst survey was conducted a month PRIOR to the national training conference.  As a result of the training that analysts received during the conference, some of the reported findings from the survey may no longer be valid.  
Reporting on MLS Operations:   Pat discussed the concerns regarding revisions between preliminary and revised reporting of data for the quarter and the increase in layoff activity categorized as “unable to contact.”  In order to gather the managerial information necessary to address these issues, WinMLS has modified the monthly transmit file to include characteristics that will tell us the contact status of an event, reasons layoffs do not meet the EML criteria, and layoff events categorized as ‘unable to contact’ and ‘refusal.’  
To gather information on why the contact is not complete, Pat proposed an additional table to be prepared by the State each month after the transmit file has been forwarded to BLS.  There was some concern regarding the additional table, entitled “MLS Employer Interview Management Report”.  States noted that their files are not set up to provide the information as requested on the form.  Rich suggested that a query be set up within WinMLS that could accumulate the data which could then be submitted to the national office.  Sharon said that she would be willing to see how the WinMLS changes work before asking for the additional table.  Rather than asking for the info from all States, the additional table could be used only in remedial situations.   Pat will provide information from the December data for policy council States to see how the data are coming in. So, in the end, BLS agreed not to require the new report from States for now.   

We will develop and provide the State status of potential events for October and November after the first transmittal of the new software.  We will share these reports with the regional offices and enlist their assistance in following up with States.  The transmittal of the new software will include an explanation of the new report.  

Status Report on Business Functions:  Sharon provided a brief update on business function/business process activity.  An MLS article will be published in the December issue
 that will be of great interest to data users.  The use of standard business functions is working very well.  A small percentage is being identified as “other”, with a large group “don’t know.”  Refusals, at 3.7 percent, are very minimal.  We need to ensure that interviewers are not forcing business function coding into the standard list.
We have also provided some guidance to States on business functions in financial companies.  

Status of the LTS:  Pat reported on the LTS system and its use in States.  There have been a series of questions and problems that were forwarded to North Carolina staff.  Nine States are testing the system.  Oregon uncovered a bug in the software which affects a few functions.  A patch has been provided to BLS and will be sent on to Oregon within the next week.  Pat will provide questions for the next status report (due mid-January) .
Proposals to Measure the Housing and Financial Crises:  Sharon discussed the budget proposals aimed at using MLS data to understand the crises in the housing and financial sectors.  None of the proposals with budget implications are moving forward, but Sharon thought the Council would be interested in seeing how the data might be used given additional resources.
She would, however, like to implement the additional probing questions described in project #2 – gather information through the MLS employer interview.  If the employer states “financial difficulty” as a response to the question on economic reason, the interviewer should probe to ascertain whether certain situations were involved.  Information on this probing will be sent to the MLS analysts.  BLS has decided not to issue guidance on probing for additional credit crisis information on MLS employer contacts.  States will be asked to enter comments into WinMLS for those employers that volunteer the information.
Planning the All Layoffs research:  The MLS software was amended in 2007 to allow for maintenance and storage of all initial claims.  Information comes to BLS in the monthly transmit file.  We will look at the time series from 2007 forward and provide the data to the regional staff.  We will provide guidance to States on the discontinuation of the small establishment file.  We will also provide guidance on when States create the transmit file, and get information on when and how many weeks have been processed.
For the future, we will work with the regional office staff to clear up data questions.  We are not looking at ETA counts as the gold standard, but we need some cognizance of the ETS levels so that we can explain the differences.  We will start with the States that are approved to use PROMIS and move on from there.

Pat described some of the issues associated with collecting and reporting all initial claims.  These include differences between MLS and ETA claims counts, how to handle additional initial claims filed within existing BLS events, claims with invalid UI numbers and identified with pool accounts, how to handle States with different trigger levels, and reporting of events.

MLS Allocation Research:  Pat provided a draft spreadsheet using MLS potential events and associated initial claims rather than ETA initial claims and QCEW establishment data, which are used in the current allocation.  There was some discussion about the relative weights of the inputs, and whether the data should relate to the past two years rather than three.  Pat will send the page electronically to the States, clearly identified as a DRAFT.  Perhaps this is also the time to consider a time and task study for MLS.

MLS Manual:  Pat discussed the general development of the Manual.  Regional staff have provided good drafts for most chapters.  Chapter 7, discussed by Jim, needs significant revision, since it was drafted before the redesign changes were implemented.  Jim discussed his outline for the chapter.
Review of 2010 work statements:  Sharon discussed the work statements.  There were only minor changes to the LAUS statements from the 2009 CA.  For MLS, we will delete the phrase “monthly data tabulations” from D2.  It was never our attempt
 to add gathering additional data from firms, which is how WIC members saw the changed requirement.

Next meetings:   We tentatively scheduled our next meeting for the last week of March (23-27) and the following one for July 27-31.  The LAUS national conference is tentatively set for June 22-26.  Cities discussed included St Louis, Denver, Nashville, and Memphis.  The potential agenda for the next meeting includes PROMIS (quality assurance activity, use of PROMIS to validate all-layoff info), UI validation reports, benchmarking and annual processing, SAEE update, metro area seasonal adjustment, LTS, LAUSOne, and the IT survey.
Action Items:  

· Provide alternate measures of unemployment (U’s) at State level
· Add new cities and combined areas in LSS Plus databases (Rich)

· Provide Division pro-rata factors in STARS extract list (completed, Dec. 17)

· Members send comments on IT survey to Sharon

· Send status of potential events for October and November to each State after first transmittal using new WinMLS.  Share with regional staff and discuss follow-up steps

· Provide probing guidance on ‘financial crisis’ economic reasons

· Provide Sharon’s research director roundtable powerpoint to members

· Provide guidance on the discontinuation of the small establishment file

· Provide guidance to States on when they create the transmit file.  Get info on when and how many weeks have been processed

· Send draft MLS allocation spreadsheet to members

�December issue of what…the MLR?


�Should this be ‘intent’?
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