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Introduction and Welcome
Peter Neenan was welcomed as the new State Representative for Region 2. 
Review of Action Items:

· Eight were completed; two are pending; one is on the current agenda. A few merited additional discussion:
· Requirement regarding documentation of state staff who charge to BLS programs for all their time: BLS made a change to the language of the cooperative agreement, rather than issuing an S-memo. Special documentation is no longer required for states that have regular hourly time accountability systems. So this item is now complete.

· BLS’ ability to unilaterally make changes to the cooperative agreement: BLS makes these types of changes only when sudden budget reductions are imposed. Their primary intent is to minimize state workload in processing contract modifications. The states’ view is that if funding is reduced (due to budget reductions), the related workload reduction needs to be “negotiated.” BLS faces restrictions because they’re prohibited from discussing how they’ll take reductions until those reductions are approved by OMB. BLS reiterated their willingness to receive input (on cuts) from states ahead of time, if states want to provide a prioritized list. This item can be removed from the action list.

· A budget-related “best practices” document has been drafted by BLS budget staff; it’s working through BLS review; it will be shared with the states within weeks.

· BLS staff are sitting in on “Green jobs” conference calls. This item can be marked as completed.
Review of One- and Five-Year Priorities

Members reviewed the priorities, noting that their conversations in the next day and a half take place in the context of these priorities.
BLS Budget and General Topics
FY08 Appropriations: This was a difficult year. A hiring freeze and other reductions are still in effect. The BLS Commissioner has gone on record that further reductions cannot be absorbed without program reduction or elimination.

FY09 Appropriations: The President’s request included a substantial increase, including restoration of “temporary” FY08 reductions. The House Sub-Committee gave BLS the Administration request level plus $4.5 million to restore (continue) the Time Use Survey. The Senate Committee gave BLS the request level plus $5.5 million, also including restoration of the Time Use Survey. This is an unusually good start. BLS Commissioner Hall has been active on Capitol Hill. There’s likely to be a continuing resolution before the final appropriation is made.

Elimination of Hold Harmless Over 2009-2011: This phase-out is now taking place. In 2008, the hold harmless reallocated 2.6% of state funding. In 2009, had the hold harmless been continued, it would have reallocated 2.1% of State funding.  But with one-third of the hold harmless eliminated for 2009, it is only reallocating 1.4%. Most states weren’t affected much; a handful lost a lot; a small number gained quite a bit. Communications were good; states understood what was happening.

BLS State Allocation Formulas: In 2002, BLS stopped using actual cost data for allocations and started using QCEW state government average annual salary. But it’s becoming evident that using the QCEW has its own problems. BLS is willing to embark on a project to review and possibly refine the methodology. BLS is open to change, but they’re not open to going back and using collected cost data. BLS has developed three possible improvements:
1. Refine the NAICS used to calculate the average annual salary.
2. Use MSA data for where the State Capitol is located, rather than statewide data.

3. Use OES data, rather than QCEW data.

Other options discussed during the WIC meeting:

4. Use the most current data, either for individual quarter or four-quarter rolling average.

5. Consider a multi-year moving average to reduce volatility.
AGREEMENT: A small work group will be formed – John Filemyr, two Assistant Regional Commissioners, three state LMI Directors, and a staff person to run simulations. This group will report back in time for the March 2009 WIC meeting. Participation may take place mostly by conference calls, but with perhaps one or two in-person meetings.
ACTION: State Representatives – provide BLS with the names of three LMI Directors who will participate in the State Allocation Formula Work Group. 
BLS Cooperative Agreements: 

· Graham thanked BLS for a much more open cooperative agreement process this year and for the opportunity for full Policy Council and WIC review. States were disappointed that a few changes were made after this review took place, and asked that in future, BLS at least let the WIC State Representatives know if late changes are made, so they can give other LMI Directors a heads-up.  

· States have requested that the draft of Section I, Administrative Requirements of the Cooperative Agreement be shared with the states in a “track changes” mode.  The programs themselves generally make changes to their respective sections as part of Policy Council activities and the track changes could be preserved until the WIC states see them.  BLS agreed to make this a goal, but the process for developing these agreements may not lend itself to an efficient “track changes” approach.

· BLS asked if states would be interested in receiving copies of the annual R memo that instructs Regional Commissioners on allocation guidelines and cooperative agreement implementation.

ACTION: State Representatives – review memo R-08-04; discuss during next conference call; respond to the BLS invitation to receive copies of this memo.

· Regional Offices have been instructed to send all variance requests to the National Office consideration.

Web Data Collection: Roger asked for a status update on BLS program use of web data collection and the relationship between use and per unit cost of web collection. 
Web data collection is expanding among BLS programs; per unit cost has started going down. In CES, the cost per unit for web collection is second-lowest of the six collection methods used. Response rates for web collection have improved over the years.

CES

Restoration of MSAs cut from FY08 budget: See handout
 titled Proposed processing plan for re-instating the series discontinued by the budget cuts. BLS will restore all MSA series if the President’s budget is approved. If the final budget is approved by October or November (which is unlikely), the MSAs could be restored as a part of the regular benchmark. But if the budget is approved after the new President is sworn in, the MSA estimates would be restored mid-2009. This plan was reviewed and approved by the Policy Council in March.
Development of ACESweb, Implementation of Consolidated Database (CDB) Project: See handout
 titled ACESweb-CDB Project Highlights. The ACESweb project is moving forward well; there’s been a lot of development and testing in the last few months. There are some challenges: connectivity, data loading, and performance of the CDB. ACESweb is scheduled for live implementation in March 2009.
Quota Sample: Prior to the FY08 budget cuts, BLS continued to collect quota sample units for a number of states. But after those reductions, BLS decided to stop collecting these quota units, a decision that was modified after negotiation, when BLS agreed to continue collecting the quota units for states that paid for the cost of the collection. BLS is currently collecting this sample for 8 states; seven states are collecting their own quota sample. BLS will continue collecting these data for the states in FY09, but will no longer collect the quota sample effective October 1, 2009. States that choose to collect their own additional sample for non-CES areas will be able to enter these data into the consolidated database and run their county estimates through ACESweb. BLS will work with the CES Policy Council to discuss the transition.

CES Estimation Models: BLS has heard states are concerned about the number of estimating cells for which models are now being used. BLS feels that they openly communicated this during budget reduction work groups and Policy Council discussions in 2006. Pat shared a handout
 from 2006 which clearly spelled out the implications of the agreements reached at that time, including the number of series which would be modeled.

Sum-of-States: See handout
 titled CES National and Sum-of-States Issues. The handout provides a complete summary and history of the Sum-of-States issue and a summary of the (current) “revised approach to resolving the national/SOS discrepancy.”
The main point of disagreement between BLS and the states is who should have the final say on the states’ estimates. The states believe that is their responsibility; BLS believes that any deviation from the prescribed methodology must be approved by BLS National Office.
ACESweb will be ready to run simulations of estimates in August or September 2008 and will be ready for live estimates in March 2009. BLS has built a “production test” of analyst overlays into ACESweb. In 2009, state CES staff will be able to make their regular estimate and also work through the proposed BLS approval process for analyst overlays. 

As documented in the State Principles paper
, states are willing to follow BLS methodologies very faithfully, but the states believe they must keep responsibility for the final estimate. That final decision cannot be made in Washington DC. States feel they must be able to explain their estimates to elected officials and other customers, and stating that someone in Washington DC had final say over their estimates is not acceptable.
BLS replied that State and Area estimates are a joint product and have joint ownership between States and BLS.  BLS is also responsible for publishing these data and defending the State and Area estimates to its stakeholders including OMB and Congress.   Divergences between National and sum-of-States estimates are not acceptable to many users who want to use National and States estimates as one integrated data set.

States expressed disappointment and distress that in their view, BLS changed its stance between the March WIC meeting (where they communicated a movement away from rigid control totals) and publication of the S-08-10 memo. BLS feels that their stance has remained consistent. They are also concerned that one year is not a long enough test period given the variations of economic trends. They suggested that the test could be of a more flexible approach, rather than starting by testing the rigid “BLS approval” approach.
BLS detailed the changes that have been made in the control totals approach since the first production test; these changes were mostly in response to State concerns and provide some increased flexibility for the States.  BLS does not consider the current approach to be “rigid control total” but adherence to a consistent and transparent statistical methodology. 

BLS asked that the states work through the test as proposed, allowing opportunity for the actual estimates and the proposed overlay process to be jointly assessed by BLS and the states together. The test period will allow BLS and the states to better understand how often states request overlays, how feasible it is for BLS to respond in an acceptably timely manner, and how often BLS and the states disagree on an overlay.
BLS and the states agree on almost all methodological details of the CES estimation proposal. In addition, BLS and the states agree we want clear rules and methodology and we want that methodology to be open and public. The only area of disagreement is over who makes the final call on the estimate.

BLS is willing to accept that analysts can overlay an estimate if they can document and justify the rationale. 
ACTION: State Representatives -- discuss the “sum of states” issue more.  Decide whether to drop objections to the BLS’ methodology regarding approval of overlays for the duration of the proposed 2009 test period before making a final and permanent decision on this issue. 
ETA Budget and General Topics

PY08: Grant allocations to states are being maintained. The one-stop line item has been cut dramatically, so the non-state allocations will be hit hard. Items in the one-stop line item include electronic tools (ACINet, Career Voyages, Service Locator), Projections (Projections Managing Partnership, Estimates Data System), North Carolina Analyst Resource Center (ALMIS), toll-free helpline, O*NET, WRIS, and the grants to the states. There will be no new development projects. States asked to be involved in the prioritization and funding decisions for these items, as they all relate to the workforce information system. Gay Gilbert indicated that states were welcome to send comments, but did not propose any formal state involvement in the decision-making process.

PY09 and PY10: these budgets have been developed and are under development respectively, but both are likely to be substantially changed after the presidential election.

Workforce Information Innovators’ Network (WIN-WIN): The group had its first meeting, during which it reviewed and modified its charter.  Several WIC members, who are also on the WIN/WIN Network group, discussed their first meeting activities/discussions. 
Workforce Information Grants: ETA is intending to wrap a number of grants into the broader state WIA planning process, possibly including the workforce information grants. They will be kicking off “consultation” on this at the Workforce Innovations conference next week. 
ETA would welcome the opportunity to have formal input from WIC members; they’re open about the process of how to do that. Several issues could be discussed:

1. Should workforce information grant planning be folded into the broader WIA state plan?

2. What needs to be part of the workforce information grant planning process?

3. Should the basic grant process – core deliverables – be maintained or should a completely different approach be taken?

4. Should the current deliverables remain or should they be modified?

ACTION: State Representatives – discuss this.  Work with Gary to develop consolidated response to ETA, with thoughts and recommendations on their workforce information grant planning process. Provide input by September 30.
Even if the workforce information grant plan is folded in with broader plans, the funding stream would still be dedicated to workforce information.
Projections Managing Partnership: ETA is starting a strategic review of the projections process. If ETA decides to make any significant changes, they will communicate that to “the world.” A contractor out of New Jersey (TAH) is doing an independent review; policy or strategy will come out of Gay’s office. The contractor will conduct a complete review of the whole national projections system. Part of the reason for the review is the ongoing loss of expertise in this area (as many long-time projections staff retire). ETA will bring the contractor’s findings back to the WIC for a conversation. Tony Dais indicated that the contractor will likely talk to fewer than ten states as they gather their input. States cautioned that this may not be a satisfactory representation of states’ activities regarding projections, especially to get an accurate measure of the cost of doing projections.
O*NET: ETA is celebrating completion of the first full round of data collection and starting a strategic review of O*Net, which has been around for more than a decade. They’re working with the National Academies to conduct this review. States and BLS hope they will be invited to offer input into these strategic reviews. 

ETA Software Questions: ETA regional offices are asking states questions about the software tools they use. Gay’s guess is that they’re asking because regional offices are considering using different tools for broad economic analysis. This request did not come from ETA national office.

Skills-Based Projections: States asked whether skills-based projections is ever going to be back on ETA’s priority funding list or if it’s basically a dead issue. Gay asked states to communicate how the skills-based projections work actually play out in decision-making. This may also be discussed as part of the broader projections review process.

ACTION: State Representatives – provide a document to Gay, summarizing how skills-based projections were used for effective decision-making.

Other: Gay serves on a “sub-committee of competitiveness and innovation,” giving her the opportunity to push the need for a data infrastructure for workforce decision-making. This is a sub-committee of an Administration initiative.

Green, Sustainability, Clean Tech

Roger Therrien is leading a NASWA LMI-initiated workforce information group studying this topic. California has taken the lead developing a website with links to already-published reports, also providing brief summaries of the reports (See CA EDD web site). The group is developing a method to quantify job and other counts for Green jobs. The goal is to identify core definitions that states and others can then adapt and modify. Many states are working on workforce studies of Green jobs. BLS and ETA are both part of the NASWA work group.

Projections

BLS is developing a strategic plan for projections. See handout
 titled Collecting and Using Customer Feedback – Employment Projections Program. 

BLS conducted a number of customer satisfaction surveys and customer focus groups. They have seen a significant reduction in the number of hard copy Occupational Outlook Handbooks produced, but significant increases in web access to this information. BLS learned that most customers use the A to Z search to find occupations, but that search doesn’t work well. BLS got a lot of consumer feedback about the content (excellent) and the presentation (poor).
BLS developed goals:

1. Identify and meet customer needs.

a. Reinvent the Occupational Outlook Handbook – develop a product specifically designed for the Web.

b. Develop a process to continually identify customer needs.

c. Improve existing and develop new products and information.

2. Increase public awareness and use of the products and information.

a. Create and implement a marketing plan.

b. Create structured ways of interacting with other career resource providers and economic forecasters.

c. Educate customers on how to use products and information.

Discussion: 

· If BLS links national projections to state projections, customers may be confused when they find occupations increasing nationally, but decreasing in their own state (or the other way around).
· Change factors can have significant impact. There’s a need for documentation and explanation of large change factors, and for the analyst judgment that goes into these factors. 
· BLS publishes explanations of how they develop replacement rates and how education and training categories are developed in the Occupational Projections and Training Data Bulletin.
· ETA commended BLS for taking on this task and expressed the desire to support the work. The Occupational Outlook Handbook and state occupational information form the backbone for many of ETA’s career products. ETA’s career one-stop site contains links to all the states’ LMI web sites. See http://www.careeronestop.org/red/StateLaborMarketInformation.aspx 

Possibility of a Fed-State Projections Program:

· If a fed-state projections partnership were to move forward, it would have to be supported by ETA, BLS, and the states. 

· If BLS were to propose a new fed-state projections program, it would need to place BLS in a strong role of overseeing the development of BLS-endorsed national and state projections, incorporating elements of additivity. The WIC could develop a proposal and keep it on the shelf until the next opportunity comes to submit as a budget initiative. There’s the potential that this would be a lot of work, for a budget proposal might never be added by the Bureau or the Department to the budget request for BLS/DOL.

· The states’ general thinking is that in many ways, this would be a positive thing. But given the last several years’ discussions regarding CES, there are major concerns about the degree to which control totals and/or additivity would be problematic.

· Could this be part of ETA’s one-year review of the projections process? The ETA will start with documenting the BLS projections process; then document the Projections Management Partnership’s work and the states’ projection process. It was suggested that the review also document the history of the projections process. States expressed concern that ETA is only planning to contact “fewer than ten” states to seek input on the projections process. ETA suggested that states could develop a summary of the projections process in the states and provide that to ETA for the consideration of the consultant. 
ACTION: State Representatives – work with other states to decide a). What role should states play in the ETA review of projections? and b). Whether WIC should charter a group to draft a proposal for a BLS budget request to establish a Fed-State projections program?
NASWA Update
Don Wehbey shared an update on his activities at NASWA. The last few months have been a time of establishing himself and building relationships. Don staffs the LMI Committee, in addition to other responsibilities at NASWA. There’s an increase in collaboration among and within NASWA staff. Don gave updates on a number of legislative issues NASWA is working on.
The NASWA LMI Conference will be held in Indianapolis in October. Several work groups are planning the event. Details should be out on the web site this week. BLS and ETA will both participate.
NASWA is planning its annual conference, incorporating key issues from each of NASWA’s committees. There will be LMI topics on the agenda, but details are not yet known. ETA would like to participate in the annual NASWA meeting, to present information on the Workforce Information Innovators’ Network.
Don is planning increased communications with LMI committee members and improved information on the web site.

States emphasized the importance of LMI Directors knowing in advance what’s going to be discussed at NASWA Administrators’ & Board meetings, so they can brief their administrators on any LMI-related topics.

WIC Plan
Graham shared the draft annual plan
 and the development timelines. WIC members will review and provide input based on those timelines.
ETA would like the WIC to collect examples of workforce information being used for decision-making. State representatives discussed this in their earlier meeting, and will be providing one-page case summaries for Gary Crossley to compile into a single document.

ACTION: WIC Members – provide comments on the draft annual plan to Gary Crossley, by July 25.

ACTION: State Representatives – provide copies of the draft annual plan to State LMI Directors, inviting their input by July 25.

ACTION: Gary -- send the document of additional funding and outcome information (full section submitted by Tom G. & Roger T.) to all WIC members.
QCEW

QCEW System Redesign: See handout
 titled QCEW State System Redesign Status Summary. The Oversight Team has made key decisions: a new system on a new platform will be developed; WIN will be used as the model from which to build; states will have the choice of local system or central system; the software platform will be .Net; Oracle will be used in the central BLS facility and SQL Server will be used for the state site database; Utah will be the lead for development, Maine may play a role also. Numerous other teams are working on different aspects of the development.

States would like to see a more detailed cost estimate for the entire project – they need to know whether funding will be sufficient in the time period it’s available. States also asked for continuing good and rapid communications on this entire project. John Filemyr offered to send rapid updates on key decisions to Regional Offices, who will send to LMI Directors. States emphasized the importance of incorporating new and improved reporting/analysis tools in the new product.
QCEW Suppressions: BLS earlier agreed to “honor” state suppressions of confidential data. An S-memo will be released soon, after review by the Policy Council, setting out an annual review process in which states could flag series that BLS would otherwise publish but the states feel is confidential.
“Value-Added Study:” Rick Clayton is compiling documentation of the value added by the QCEW program, primarily as a way to demonstrate the importance of QCEW edits, reviews, improvements to the data. 
States shared that, due to the last few years of CES discussions, there’s a degree of suspicion that some BLS activities, including this “value-added study,” are one step toward centralizing more programs. BLS stated there is no intent to centralize QCEW, nor does this study have any intention of advocating for earlier release of QCEW data.

States suggested an increased level of communication about key decisions. 
Data Sharing Legislation: BLS, BEA, Census, Treasury, and the Council of Economic Advisors have been working, since November 2007, to agree on a narrative describing desired changes to US Tax Code, allowing the sharing of Census data (which is commingled with Federal Tax Information) with BEA and BLS. Many approaches have been considered; none have met with approval from all parties; a new BLS proposal would give the states access to the Census list  identity elements (business name, business location, business industry code), but those items would not be added to the BLS business list unless they were first independently verified. 

OES
Restoration of the OES sample: OES will select the regular (full-size) sample for November, even though that selection will have to be made long before actual budget figures are known. If FY09 does have more budget reductions, the OES spring sample size will be reduced.
Reallocation of OES sample: OES is working on methods to remove the “fixed sample size” (state sample sizes have been fixed for a decade, regardless of trends in different states’ economies) and introduce sample sizes based on geographic needs. The new allocation process will probably be distributed to MSA and Balance of State geographies, without a state control. This reallocation may result in significant changes in sample size for some states, therefore also resulting in changes in funding levels. Sample and funding changes will be phased in over an as-yet-unknown number of years.
The OES Policy Council is also taking an in-depth look at the concept of Balance of State areas.
The new sample distribution will be implemented (i.e. phase-in will start) in FY10.
OES-NCS Integration: See handout
 titled NCS-OES Integration Project. BLS is taking a “cascading approach” to implementation. As key decisions are made, components of the programs will be brought closer together. For example, NCS is introducing revised wage and worker definitions in Spring 2009.
SOC Revision: OMB published a Federal Register notice
 on the proposed revised SOC structure. Comments are due July 21. The proposed structure has 833 detailed occupations; 19 are new “splits;” 12 are collapses; and 31 are revised code titles/definitions. The hope is to have the new SOC completed by the end of the calendar year. The earliest states would actually use the new SOCs would be November 2009.
LAUS

Smoothed seasonally adjusted estimates: These estimates are being provided to the states for information and review. The Policy Council meets next week, and will continue discussion of this issue. BLS is willing to implement the smoothed seasonally adjusted estimates, but they’re not convinced there’s enough support from states.
There has been concern about big changes in LAUS data in recent months. BLS has provided tables of analytical data to assist states in interpreting and understanding the changes and trends in their LAUS data. BLS emphasized that unemployment rates can change substantially due to sample changes. 

Graham shared a suggestion from the San Francisco regional meeting – that the next BLS national meeting include a “layperson’s terms” overview of the entire LAUS process from raw data to published unemployment rates.

MLS

Sharon Brown has invited LMI Directors to be part of a “round table” at the upcoming MLS national conference. States would like more clarity on the agenda for the conference, the degree to which both LAUS and MLS would be discussed, and the purpose of the round table. 

Local Employment Dynamics (LED)
Jeremy Wu (Census) joined by phone.  47 states have joined LED, covering about 96% of the nation’s workers. LED recently moved to Census’ Center for Economic Studies, a good fit and an area where they’re getting strong Executive level support.  LED is developing a five-year work plan.

LED has expanded storage capacity, allowing computation of quarterly indicators for all states on a quarterly basis (Before that, they could only run California once each year.).  They’ve had 100% on-time production for two consecutive quarters. They are updating to 2007 NAICS codes and 2006 TIGER geo-codes, this quarter. On-the-Map Version 3 will be released in September 2008, bringing data up to 2006. Navigational tools will be Google-like.

LED On-the-Map has been used for analysis of Iowa flooding and California wildfire situations.

The Corporation for a Skilled Workforce coordinates the LED monthly steering committee conference calls and face-to-face meetings every six months. Minutes are posted on the LED web site. Jeremy will make sure the minutes are distributed to LMI Directors. LED might create a listserve just for the LED partners.
Becky suggested that LED continue the pattern of including training before each annual meeting. The next conference will be held March 5-6, 2009 at the Brookings Institution in DC.
WIC members discussed LED data quality, the danger of customers using the data beyond its quality limits, and the length of time needed before states can start publishing LED data. Applications of LED include mapping of labor sheds and commute sheds, knowing the age of workers by industry, and turnover data by industry.

WIC Budget

WIC spending is under-budget. The WIC State Representatives will make recommendations for using these funds.

Dissemination of WIC and Policy Council Meeting Notes

See handout
 titled Discussion Paper: Should WIC and Policy Council Meeting Notes be Posted on the WIC Web Site? 

Should WIC meeting notes be published on the Web? Should Policy Council meeting notes be published on the Web? Members discussed pros and cons, the desire for openness versus the risk of meeting notes being misunderstood or misrepresented. Alternatives included posting meeting notes to the BLS StateWeb or developing a listserve for distribution of meeting notes.

DECISION: WIC and Policy Council meeting notes will continue to be published on the Web. Co-chairs will have particular responsibility to make sure the meeting notes are appropriate for this type of public dissemination and all members will share in that responsibility. 
Future Meetings

The WIC’s next meeting will take place during the week of November 17. Location is not yet known. BLS will work with their budget staff to get permission to set up this meeting.

WIC meetings in 2009 will be during the weeks of March 16, July 20, and November 16. 
Other Business

BLS will do their second “Quality of Service Survey” of Regional Offices this winter. If states have suggestions to improve the process or the questions, they’re welcome to share those with John Filemyr.

There are probably 25 LMI Directors who have not yet attended a BLS National Meeting.  We need to have one for sure in 2009. BLS may not have final budget information in time to set up a formal meeting on the scale of the previous ones, but simply having a meeting is what’s important.
Members discussed the importance of WIC finding the right balance between dealing only with high level policy issues versus taking some time to talk about detailed program issues. WIC does not want to delve into topics that should be handled at the Policy Council level. Deep suggested that the Policy Councils should be asked to provide meeting notes to WIC members before each WIC meeting; WIC members would review the notes; and WIC meetings would only deal with questions or concerns from those Policy Council notes instead of too many details or technical issues. 
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