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FULL CES POLICY COUNCIL -- DAY ONE – MARCH 28, 2001

Review of action items

Discussion of mailing list.  All members can use the list cespc@bls.gov.

ACTION:  Graham … update the November action item list.

DECISION:  Al will share the role of WIC federal sponsor, given that George is not actually on the CES Policy Council and will not attend all meetings.

DECISION:  Sandy Mason will provide a link role between the Small Domain Estimation Work Group and LAUS.
REMAINING OR FOLLOW-UP ACTION FROM NOVEMBER MEETING:

· Al … work with Ken and Kirk to make the RO “question and answer” CES web site available to states.

Significant Success:  Of the 29 action items from the November meeting, 27 were completed; progress was made one more; and only one was completely forgotten!

CES Policy Council Charter / Two Year Operating Plan

Pat overviewed the Two-Year Operating Plan, highlighting the specific deliverables for key issues such as small domain estimates and NAICS implementation. 

Members noted the Charter’s two-year term cycle for state members.

Discussion:  Is “Area” the appropriate word in the Vision statement of the Charter.  Henry believes it should include “local” estimates, as required under WIA.  

AGREEMENT:  We will change the word “Area” to “Local”, in the Charter.

ACTION:  Graham … change “Area” to “Local” … distribute revised Charter to all members and to WIC members.

Role of CES Policy Council

The Policy Council can be of great benefit to the program as new directions, new plans, new products are considered for implementation. 

Henry noted that the WIC expects Policy Councils to look at the various work statements, and make determinations regarding the workload and the amount of budget necessary to complete the deliverables.  There was some sense that the WIC would like the program deliverable review to be handled by the Policy Council, rather than the WIC.

ACTION:  Henry and Al … clarify, from WIC, the exact responsibility of the Policy Council, in regard to work statement development and implementation, and budget implications.

It’s not totally clear where a Policy Council’s responsibility begins and ends.  Al and Henry believe that if we’re thoughtful and deal with the issues as they come up, WIC will be supportive.  Policy Councils will tend to have an impact on the long-term issues, but won’t always be able to have impact on immediate issues (example:  late breaking news of budget cuts, etc.).

Question:  If CES Policy Council “decides” on a program issue, how does that actually get implemented?  There are two possible tracks -- internal BLS discussions and up through WIC.  For CES, we suggest the following flow of decision-making:  CES Policy Council discusses the issue; gets input from BLS staff and LMI Directors; reaches consensus; gets on WIC agenda; WIC reviews / recommends; final decision goes with Pat and Jack to Commissioner.  If the Commissioner makes a decision that the state WIC members strongly disagree with, they could write a minority report directly to the Secretary of Labor.  This hasn’t happened yet, and we don’t want it to happen.  Note that issues would be floated by LMI Directors before the Policy Council makes a recommendation to WIC, so there are no surprises at WIC.

What Is The Purpose of the CES Program?

Pat shared a handout summarizing the program’s purpose.  

Discussion:  Which is more important?  “Month-to-month change” or “level”?

Consensus:  The program’s primary purpose is to accurately measure month-to-month change, but that cannot be completely separated from the level.  At the national level, a high degree of attention is paid to the monthly change, but also to the benchmark revision.  Kirk suggested that while it’s possible to have poor month-to-month change, but a small benchmark revision, it’s almost impossible to have good month-to-month change if you have a huge benchmark revision.

Larry explained the importance of being able to tell customers when a month-to-month change is statistically significant.

Discussion:  Is it fundamentally wrong to do mid-course corrections when you know that your estimate is at the wrong level?

AGREEMENT:  This is a valid discussion item for the Policy Council.  Historically, the priority has gone to month to month change, even though change and level are important.  But is that still a good operating principle for the program?

ACTION:  Graham … add this as an agenda item for future meeting.  Key issue is whether CES Program principles (in particular, annual benchmarking, no mid-course corrections) are still good and useful.  Could there be some process for allowing mid-course corrections under certain circumstances?

ACTION:  Ken … work with Pat, John G, Debra, Don to further frame this issue for discussion at next meeting.  Identify some key issues / discussion points for group discussion.

CES Redesign

Pat distributed a handout summarizing the numerical reasons behind the Bureau’s decision to move to a probability-based sample.  Under the quota sample methodology, with roughly 40 percent of the universe covered, bias adjustments (ie not sample) accounted for an average of 63% of all year-to-year change.  Even at the peak of sample size, year-to-year growth was 2.9 million, but the sample picked up only 0.9 million, with bias picking up the other 2.0 million. 

Discussion:  Given that the quota sample may not have picked up enough growth from new or young firms, will probability sample do any better?  The goal (and early indication) is “yes”.  The bias adjustment factor for wholesale trade has shrunk from about 150,000 per year to 30,000 per year.

Dave T. shared information from Shirley Goetz, requesting that the Council and BLS analyze the difference between pure probability estimates and analyst judgment-based estimates.  Numerous other states expressed the same concerns, and expressed interest in the opportunity to meet with Larry and John regarding their own state’s sample / estimates.

ACTION:  Larry … work with John E. and New Jersey, New York, Illinois, Texas, Nebraska, and Louisiana data, initially, to analyze volatility of wholesale estimates and the difference between pure probability and analyst-adjusted estimates. 

Discussion:  Analyst judgment, in terms of atypicals, is one thing; but analyst judgment in terms of just over-riding the sample-based estimate causes concerns with consistency, conservativeness with the estimate.  

Pat acknowledged that if probability sample size and non-response concerns result in states making estimates primarily based on analyst judgment, then we’re basically back where we started in terms of quota sampling problems.

Important:  Old rules of estimation (including atypicals) for quota sample may not be sufficient for probability sample.

Important:  A big gap is developing, over the past six months, between the sum of state estimates and the national estimates … just like 1991.

Key issue from Pat:  Many of the issues we’re facing with probability sample result from non-response and attrition.

Pat shared some ideas on how to make CES Redesign successful.  See handout – “CES Redesign:  Responses Rates and Usable Sample” (and see additional discussion in subsequent paragraphs.  We have to assume that a return to quota sampling is not a possibility, so the goal is to make probability sampling successful.  These ideas were shared with the Policy Council for comment and review, but do not yet represent official decisions or direction from BLS.

Kathy and Dave talked about attrition from CATI to TDE.  There may be a lack of communication with the employer at the point of that move.  One issue, though, is that when the employer moves to self-reporting, as opposed to being called, reporting drops as a priority.

Primary problems / issues for resolution with CES Redesign:

· registry / microdata control improvements

· basic sample design, especially for smaller MSAs

· small domain estimates

· raise probability sample response rates

Registry and Microdata Control Improvements

Pat’s proposed solutions / improvements included:

· improved EDI mapping and processing

· unallocated unit resolution

· LDB edit failures resolution

Kirk also shared a handout (“Previous Issues”), summarizing other improvements:

· sample code, report with, and weight of reports on probability sample different than that on crosswalk

· probability reports not present on ACES crosswalk

· quota-only sample reports with probability sample code (2, 3, 4) weights or report with structure

· ACES duplicate UI / RU – one report on quota sample, one report on probability – resulting from EDI mapping structure differing from the probability structure

· ACES duplicate UI / RU – one report with probability sample code, one or more quota

· ACES duplicate UI / RU – both / all with a probability sample code, one report has RU same as crosswalk, another is switched to cause the duplication

Larger problem:  We have several databases.  

Recent improvement:  Until recently, DCCs and EDI didn’t have a way to update registry, but now they do.

Recent improvement:  Iowa has made a software change so that no one but the states can change SIC, county, township.

Issue for action:  Part of the problem is that BLS and state CES staff, as well as DCCs etc., are using several different databases for their microdata / registry.  We need to move toward a unified database (for registry and micro data).  General consensus that this could be done, probably based on the ACES data files.  If there were a unified database, there would need to be agreed upon rules for updates and changes.

ACTION:  Kirk … work with Chris, Ken, Debra, Kathy to develop proposals for a unified database … logistics, rules for updating, implementation plan / timelines.  Bring proposal (or announcement of a fully completed unified database!) back to next meeting!

The old protocol for DCCs was statewide employment data.  So at times, the new data would be less satisfactory than the old, in terms of local data.  That protocol has been changed.

Sample Design Changes

· exclusion of “zero” units that are likely to be out of business – this has already been implemented
· expanded grandfathering – initially included only firms with more than 100 employment, but now including reporters that are in a class with selection weight of 5 or less, UI was not in 1999 probability sample, UI must be completely covered (all RUs in UI collected in current sample) … will add about 10,000 units to the usable sample, roughly 40% more than would have been grandfathered without the change in rules – this has already been implemented
· faster phase-in of newly solicited sample – original plan was for new panels to be incorporated during post-benchmark estimation … but while operationally simpler, it means that we’re burdening respondent for data, but not using it until benchmark time.  DCCs are currently solicitating a new 20% of wholesale trade sample.  New sample tends to have higher response rate, both because of attrition and fatigue.  One possibility would be to start using the new sample as soon as the panel is complete.

{Note:  in reviewing the meeting notes, it appears that we didn’t actually come to agreement / commitment on this issue.

ACTION:  Graham and Pat … discuss this further; get Council input through e-mail; make decision; implement.}
How long will a firm be in a panel, in the CES survey?  The largest sizes are certainty.  The timeframes for smaller size classes is unknown, until we get through the initial start-up, but something in the 3-5 year range is likely.

Discussion:  Could we not keep some of the current probability sample firms, under controlled circumstances, if the next panel of solicitation fell short of providing the required number of respondents?  

ACTION:  Pat and Dave D. – talk about grandfathering, resolve California’s concern about edit burden.

Small Domain Modeling

Discussed separately during full-day Small Domain Work Group meeting, and during later “update” agenda item.

Raise Probability Sample Response Rates

· refusal conversion … DCCs have hired 15 interviewers to follow up with refusals / attrition … will be fully functional by June 2001

· expand CATI collection … CATI is more successful than TDE in terms of response rates and smaller attrition, but cost is significantly higher

· according to Pat’s handout, a shift from TDE to CATI could produce a 70% survey response rate … 

· additional cost would be $4.4 million

· survey size would need to shrink by 20% (saving $3 million)

· additional within-BLS budget reductions of $1.4 million

· useable sample would remain unchanged – smaller sample, but more efficient use of survey = same number of actual responses on which to make estimates

· The switch to increased CATI use is “the big thing” we need to do, to make probability sampling more successful.

Discussion of Pat’s proposals:

· Discussion:  We need to consider and implement web-based reporting where appropriate.  E-mail reminders, links to the survey form, simple “click” to submit would likely improve ease of reporting for employers, and response rates.

· Question:  Why does sample need to go into the BLS system, which appears to be so limited due to firewall, digital certificate, and security issues?  We can’t continue to turn our backs on technology, because of BLS security issues.  Perhaps a private sector alternative for web-based data collection could be found?

· Discussion:  We need to push BLS to move toward an employer-useable data collection web site, considering the relative risk of collecting secure data versus collecting no data.

· Agreement and ACTION:  Graham … e-mail Jay Mousa.  Ask if Graham and Pat can see a copy of the paper that Jay and George are developing for OES, in relation to internet data collection.  We would likely want to add CES Policy Council support to their paper, so that the WIC hears from both programs working collaboratively.
· ACTION:  Graham, Pat, Henry, Al … review the OES paper, provide comments / suggestions to Jay, make sure CES Policy Council issues are reflected.
· ACTION:  Henry and Al … put forward the CES internet data collection issues, in support of the OES effort, at WIC.  

ACTION:  Larry … provide analysis of the difference in sample with the 20% cut … where would the cut take place, how would it impact state and local estimates?

Larry … a 20 percent reduction would not impact the national estimates a lot, but would impact the state estimates.  The impact is unknown.  But if the response rate for the smaller sample is higher than for the larger sample, the actual impact on quality of estimates may be minimal (because responding sample size is unchanged).

New York is considering starting an ongoing solicitation effort, geared specifically to non-BLS supported areas.  Henry emphasized that WIA requires local estimates, and the CES Policy Council needs to be willing to address the issue.

Discussion:  If states or ETA could come up with significant resources, specifically for local area estimates, would BLS be willing to consider expanding the scope of CES to include small areas?

ACTION:  Graham … provide Larry with required error ranges for local area estimates, and then Larry will provide the required sample size to achieve those estimates.

Once we know the sample size issues, we would then consider talking to WIC or ETA or ??? regarding additional funding and related proposals.

ACTION:  Graham … add “outside funding for local estimates” as an agenda item for future meeting.

2000 Benchmark:  Ken prepared a handout that was distributed to the group.  The main issue of interest is that as of March 2000, the national and sum-of-state estimates were very similar in terms of over-the-year change.  However, from March 2000 to December 2000, the sum-of-state estimate is growing twice as fast as the national estimate.  The national estimates appear to be showing a slowing pattern, whereas sum-of-states is continuing on the pattern of 1999 and early 2000.

Ken looked into the amount of “trending” that’s done at the statewide estimating level.  He found that there’s more than he thought … ie, more statewide estimates use a trend, rather than sample, than he expected.

Reluctance Workshop:  BLS has introduced a “refusal conversion” program, not just at initial solicitation, but now also after the employer has not responded for five months.  This is not focused on the regular non-response prompts, but rather on those who are on the verge of dropping out.  States have always been responsible for the long-term delinquencies, but it is now more important because of probability sampling.

Some states still do their own non-response prompting; others chose to have it handled by the BLS (Westat actually does the NRP calls).  Staff in the DCCs are focused on contacting firms – that’s their job.  Note that any grandfathered firms would be under state control for NRP.

The reluctance workshop is being given to BLS staff in all programs.  Feedback has been very positive, from BLS, DCC, and state staff.

ACTION:  Pat … develop guidelines for refusal conversion.  Talk to CES technical staff, at the tri-regionals.  Bring back to CES Policy Council November meeting after those discussions.
NAICS Implementation

Follow-up on discussion from last meeting:

· NAICS takes logging from manufacturing to agriculture.  Do we want to keep it in CES scope?  Consensus from LMI Directors is that we want to keep it.  No problem from BLS perspective.  

· DECISION:  Logging stays within CES scope.

· Under NAICS, part of animal services (currently covered) stays in CES scope and part leaves.  Do we keep both, or just keep the one that’s in scope.  Consensus from LMI Directors is that it doesn’t matter.  No problem from BLS perspective.

· DECISION:  Drop the part of animal services that will fall outside CES scope.

· How far back should we attempt to reconstruct the CES series under NAICS?  Pat originally proposed 1991, because LDB starts in 1990 (a good source to reconstruct employment estimates), but there was a break between December 1990 and January 1991.  CES Technicians felt that going back ten years would be sufficient.  LMI Directors were surveyed.  Three wanted to go back farther than 1991: Connecticut (1988), Pennsylvania (1988), and Arizona (questioned resource cost and methodology, before deciding on a specific year).  Primary reason was to get a business cycle into the history series, for the purpose of future projections.

· For the national estimates, they’ll be going back before 1990, using a ratio-based methodology.  It’s better for BLS to do this, creating one series, than for a number of other entities all creating their own.  The historical series will be at the division (or super-sector) level, probably all the way back to 1939.

· BLS would be willing to assist states that want to also create division (super-sector) series back to 1939.  This would not be a program requirement.

· AGREEMENT:

· BLS will provide reconstructed LDB to 1990, rolled up to published cell (methodology will be to impute a NAICS code to closed firms, using the same method the 202 uses for existing firms that don’t respond).  (Note that the LDB reflects whatever SIC the firm is in as of 1Q2000 … so you don’t have to worry about NECCs, but on the other hand, economic code changes aren’t reflected.)

· The CES program requirement will be an LDB-based historical series, all employee only, going back to 1991.  

· ES-202 will provide the entire recoded LDB to the states.

· BLS will develop a methodology, and share with states, for division level (super sector) estimates all the way back to 1939.  States can choose to develop these historical estimates, or not … it will not be a program requirement.

· BLS would plan to publish the LDB-generated series back to 1990, for all BLS-validated CES areas.

· ES-202 is not going to create any historical series.

· ACTION:  Pat … talk to Rick Clayton about ES-202 historical series recreation, particularly in light of plans to seasonally adjust 202.

Dave T. shared a summary of New York’s plans for developing a historical series.  Their goal is to re-code each firm in the ES-202, working back, by quarter, to 1975.  If other states are interested in looking more closely at the New York plans, they can contact Dave.  New York would be happy to work with other states.

Pat shared a copy of the most current NAICS timeline.

ACTION:  Pat … send out a copy of the draft NAICS-based CES survey form.

AGREEMENT:  Final timelines and guidelines for implementing NAICS estimation will be presented at tri-regionals.  S-memos and training will follow, all during 2001.

Before these guidelines are presented, we need to have all the issues settled … scope (logging, etc.), series, historical recreated series.

ES-202 data, based on NAICS 02, will be available in September 2001.

We also need to agree on publication standards under NAICS – the minimum number of series published for a particular area; and standards for publishing at a more detailed level. 

ACTION:  Ken … set up a work group to develop publishing standards for NAICS.  The group will include Debra, Graham, Kathy, Larry, Dennis Reid.  This group would look at both probability and model-based estimates.

This group will report back to the full Policy Council at the June meeting.

ACTION:  Graham … add publishing standards for NAICS to June agenda.

Discussion:  the timelines will be very tight, and somewhat dependent on getting the LDB from 202 (in order to recreate historical series).  Ideally, we would switch states in January 2004, but the decision has been made that all areas switch in 2003.  Consensus is that there should not be a mid-year switch for states.  So we have to plan on starting full NAICS publication with the January 2003 estimates, published in February 2003.

ES-202 has committed to dual-coding through 1Q02.

ACTION:  Pat … talk to Rick Clayton … we need a firm date and commitment on the timing of ES-202 LDB historical data availability.

ACTION:  Pat … develop a summarized NAICS timeline specifically focused on state activities.  This would be used for the CES technician meetings, but also should be circulated to CES Policy Council and used as a handout at BLS National meeting.

Future Meetings

CES Policy Council will meet three times each year.  For this year, we’ll attempt to meet during the third week of June (18th) or third week of July (23rd), and again during the week of November 26.  Locations will be Austin, Denver, or Washington DC.

Starting in 2002, we will meet during the third week of March, June, and October.

ACTION:  Graham … send e-mail confirming dates, seeking input on June or July, then finalize locations.

AGREEMENT:  We will not meet during the Asheville LMI meeting.

MSA Redefinition

OMB is releasing official census data right now.  We should have population and commuting data, for final redefinition of MSAs, by end of 2002, possibly even 2003.  We may not be able to implement new MSAs until 2004 CES estimates.

Key issues:  there’s no grandfathering of areas; the commuting threshold has changed.  The key distinctions are megapolitan, micropolitan, and outside of metropolitan areas.

Currently, OMB defines about 350 MSAs; we publish about 270.  Pat distributed two handouts, showing MSAs by state and by size.

ACTION:  Ken … review and redistribute the two MSA sheets; include information on the probability sample that goes with each MSA.

AGREEMENT:  We are not planning to make structural changes to the MSA publishing guidelines at this point, because the Census changes are so close.  Once the new MSA data are available, we will develop guidelines for CES publishing of MSA data.  We will either commit to publishing all MSAs, or using some standardized criteria for deciding which MSAs to publish (ie all areas over 150,000; the biggest 200 MSAs; all megapolitan areas).  The goal would be to maximize coverage of all MSAs.

BLS Cooperative Agreement Work Statements

Pat distributed copies of the CES work statements and the comments received from states.  The formalized review process is currently taking place through regions and WIC.

Discussions / comments from CES Policy Council:

· The first closing percentage for final transmittal has been reduced from 40% to 35% … primarily relates to mail surveys … and is basically a recognition of reality.

· Regarding C.2.i., the wording clearly needs to be improved.  However, the plan was always that once probability sampling becomes effective for each industry (wholesale, at this time), the states would resume their normal role for data collection and related activity.  The first few months of this switch will be a significant workload for states, because sample reporters need “hand-holding” when they switch from DCCs.  Several states note that what has been gained in not doing the collecting has been more than lost in having to do much more editing.  Concern that the registry is in poor shape; the number of firms on registry is relatively high; but we’re getting less usable data.  State members expressed high frustration about the number of registry changes, the size of edit printouts, the fact that state edit changes are sometimes overlaid with the original information.  One recent improvement – DCCs can now update their databases.  See yesterday’s notes for other improvements.

· ACTION:  Kathy …send Pat detailed information on the firms that were being shifted from CATI to TDE.

· ACTION:  Kirk … work with Chris, Rick Rosen, Debra, Dave D. to investigate ways to improve the registry change situation.

· ACTION:  Debra and Dave D. … send examples of your registry problems / printouts to Kirk.

· Henry suggested that BLS CES staff should acknowledge the work statement comments, and respond to them / discuss them during the CES technicians’ meetings.

· NAICS time series … the contract will spell out NAICS activities that will occur in FY02.

· Re. C.1., with the exception of wholesale trade, BLS could provide a list of firms from which states could solicit, to help maintain sample through the next few years.  There are questions of how useful this would be, given uncertainty over grandfathering, etc.

· ACTION:  Larry … longer-term, early in FY02 … provide states with lists of firms from which they could solicit.

· Dave D. suggested that CES needs to develop new measures of overall estimate quality, in addition to (or instead of) the reliance on the March benchmark revision.

· ACTION:  Graham … add CES quality measures as a discussion item for future meeting.  The question is, how do we know if the analyst / system is producing good estimates?  It’s not just the March benchmark revision.

Additional discussion focused on state concerns about probability sampling, and agreement that we need to work, together, through the problems which are perhaps inevitable when an entirely new methodology is introduced.

BLS LMI Meeting

For the CES Program Workshop, Pat and Graham will jointly present information on various aspects of CES.

· Redesign issues

· NAICS

· Work statement

· Update on Policy Council activities

· Upcoming issues … changes on hours and earnings, women workers, MSAs

One of the issues to cover is the fact that several CES initiatives are bringing additional workload … so we need to discuss ways to minimize workload where possible, so states can accomplish the workload in the new areas.  (Example:  save time on registry and editing, so there’s time for redesign and NAICS.  Need to emphasize how BLS is attempting to minimize the pain where possible.)

Small Domain Estimates

ACTION:  Graham … send Work Group meeting notes to all members, especially Al and Chuck.

John E. shared additional handouts, showing the various errors that impact the estimates.

CES Allocation Formulas

Al informed the group that there was no decision on this issue at the WIC meeting in December.  The primary issue at WIC is the method for calculating state salaries.  Beyond that, workload distribution issues will be decided on by the policy councils.

We will need to decide on workload distribution allocation methodologies no later than the March 2002 meeting.

ACTION:  Graham … add workload allocation methodologies to the November 2001 and March 2002 meeting agendas.

Two principles came out of WIC so far:  allocations will be made at the regional level (based on total funding “earned” by the relevant states); no states will receive less money than they received in the prior year.  So it’s unknown how many years it will take to fully implement the new funding methodology.

Al believes that the WIC will make a decision at the April 2001 meeting.

The new salary level component will be introduced with the FY02 funding; the new workload based methodology will be introduced with the FY03 funding; new MSA and other changes would be introduced with FY04.

CES Data Items

Pat distributed a draft write-up, addressing several issues impacting hours and earnings, production workers, and women workers.

There are five main issues:

· production and publication of all employee hours and earnings series

· resolution of production / non-supervisory worker series; options include retaining, eliminating, or replacing with an hourly paid worker series

· modifying the current payroll concept to include lump sums and other non-wage cash payments

· correcting calendar-related spikes in underlying microdata and not seasonally adjusted hours and earnings series

· elimination of women worker series

Some employers report the same number of hours each month, regardless of the length of the month.  This especially impacts FIRE and services.  When these are adjusted for length of period, artificial spikes appear in the data.  National CES have tried varied forms collecting different hourly and salaried separately, etc.  

Pat’s (long-term) recommendations:

· publish all-employee hours and earnings

· replace production workers with hourly-paid workers, possibly just for goods-producing … so you would have hours and earnings data for all employees and hourly paid

· retain the current payroll concept … keep the pay period of the 12th, continue the “regular earnings” concept

· drop women workers.  

· Discussion:  Kathy surveyed her regional states:  two wanted to keep women workers; two said they don’t use it; Wyoming uses SSNs to track employment by various demographics.  CPS doesn’t provide good information for the smaller states.  Only one state has women worker data on LABSTAT; Ken has had only a handful of requests in years and years.

· Key issue from Kathy:  We want to make CES as good as we can, so if we can get better basic information, by eliminating the additional questions (like women workers), then it may be a good trade-off.

Pat will be taking her recommendations, as an information item, to the Commissioner.  After that, if the ideas get the OK to move forward, the proposal would come back to CES Policy Council for further consideration and development.  BLS would go to major national data users; states could go to their customers.  WIC would be involved.  And the final decision would go back to the Commissioner.

ACTION:  Pat … communicate with CES Policy Council after the update with the Commissioner.  Policy Council members would then begin checking with LMI Directors, customers, and key staff.  Graham would send e-mail summarizing the proposals for LMI Directors.  Pat and Graham would share this list at the BLS National meeting, and invite discussion.

Note:  Timelines on this are long-term.  We would not make changes and start collecting different data items until at least 2004.

LAUS data needs for area employment data

Graham shared an e-mail exchange between Sharon Brown and Graham.  LAUS funds will not pay for sample-based estimates, but some type of estimates, for all labor market areas, are needed for LAUS.

CES and LAUS – Differing Trends, CPS, etc.

Pat shared the Thomas Nardoni presentation from San Diego.  This will be presented at the BLS National meeting in May.  BLS has looked at numerous possible reasons … immigration, differences in CPS coverage … none turned out to be the key to the discrepancy.  The main belief now is that population controls are causing the recent narrowing of the gap between LAUS and CPS.

Next steps

ACTION:  Graham … e-mail Chris Miller; ask about plans for rotation of CES Policy Council members; ask if we (the Council or the Co-Chairs) can request that our members continue for another term.

ACTION:  Graham … send draft notes to Al (for conference call) and Pat (for review) by April 3; get comments from Pat by April 9; draft notes to all members by April 10; comments back by April 13; one-page summary, action / decision summary, and possibly complete notes to all LMI Directors and others by April 16.

IMPORTANT:  Council members expressed great appreciation to Dave Dahlberg and other California staff for their hospitality and hard work in handling the logistics of the meeting.

Slater
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