CES Policy Council – Meeting Notes

October 20 - 22

Charleston, South Carolina
Members Present:

· Dave Dahlberg (CA)

· Roni Downey (TX) (by phone)

· Lincoln Dyer (CT)

· Pat Getz (BLS, federal co-chair)

· John Gordon (BLS)

· Larry Huff (BLS)

· Henry Jackson (IL)

· Kirk Mueller (BLS)

· Ken Shipp (BLS)

· Graham Slater (OR, state co-chair)

· Sheila Watkins (BLS)

· Bo Wynnyk (NY)

Members Absent:

· Alexandra Hall (CO)

· Eric Johnson (MT)

· Bill Parks (ID)

· Rebecca Rust (FL)

Guests:

· Alan Ballard (BLS)

· John Eltinge (BLS) (by phone, for specific agenda items)

· Chris Foshier (IA, ACES)

· Rachel Harter (NORC) (for specific agenda items)

· Dennis Reid (BLS)

***  NOTE:  All handouts from the Policy Council meeting are readily available to LMI Directors, state CES staff, or other interested parties.  Please contact Graham Slater if you would like copies of any or all handouts.

Review of July Action Items
· Pat, Larry, John, Henry, and Mike completed their action item regarding Small Domain Modeling and NORC.  This will be discussed later in the October meeting.  Action item is complete.
· Graham and Pat were to set up a conference call to discuss the Oregon and Washington requests for supplemental sample.  [July 2003:  This item has not been completed.  BLS will not be able to start supplemental sample in 2003.  This will remain on hold until some time in 2004.]  [October 2003:  Graham will contact Greg Weeks to determine if Washington is still interested in the supplemental sample.  If they are, Graham will arrange the conference call with Pat and Greg Weeks.]
· Larry sent Graham a spreadsheet summarizing supplemental sample needs for Oregon.  This will be discussed later in the October meeting.  Action item is complete.
· Chris and Kirk selected a new explanation code for births / deaths.  The change will be implemented in mid-November.  Ken and Chris will co-author an e-mail to states.  Action item is complete, except that the e-mail / documentation has not yet been sent to states.
· Ken sent an S-memo on published series to CES PC members for review; distributed the memo for comment at the Seattle CES meeting; and sent the memo to states on October 17.  The memo eventually encompassed more than just published series; it included publication, benchmarking, timeframes, ACES.  Action item is complete.

· Pat and Ken gathered input regarding cities and townships from New England states; BLS will support their needs for city/township designations.  Action item is complete.
· Ken, with the MSA Work Group, reviewed notes from July meeting and came to the October meeting with recommendations.  Action item is complete.
· Graham surveyed the LMI Directors regarding introduction of new MSAs and brought a final summary to the October meeting.  Action item is complete
· Chris has arranged for Iowa to host an ACES web site on an Iowa server, eliminating the security issues which prevented BLS from hosting the site.  The server should be up by the end of October.  Action item is complete.

· Pat reviewed UI coverage of non-office real estate agents and brought a recommendation to the October meeting.  Action item is complete.

· Kirk has drafted an S-memo regarding the unified database, updating rules, and timelines for implementation.  The memo will be circulated for comment by the end of October, after which the plans will be final.  After that, BLS will write specifications for the system changes.  Full implementation will take place in the first quarter of 2004.  Action item is complete.

· Graham asked LMI Directors to provide contact information for 5-10 key CES customers.  Action item is complete.
· Pat did not ask the DoL customer satisfaction contractor to attend the CES Policy Council October meeting because no qualified bidders responded to the initial announcement.  Action item is moot.
· Ted Gladden and John Filemyr discussed the possibility of the LMI Institute providing service to BLS in regard to CES training.  With Ted’s retirement, the result of this conversation is unclear.  This action item will be removed, but BLS and the LMI Institute may still pursue a partnership for training.
· Graham consolidated items from the initial two- and ten-year plan discussions in July.  He provided revised two- and ten-year plan lists for the October meeting.  Action item is complete.
· Graham e-mailed LMI Directors to determine the level of interest in making regional (multi-state) CES estimates.  He reported back to the Council during the October meeting.  Action item is complete.

· Ken, Dave, Kirk, Pat, Chris sent CES newsletter articles to Ted Gladden.  The newsletter was distributed at the September CES National Meeting.  Action item is complete.
Summary:  Of 17 action items, 14 were completed; two became a moot point; and one is outstanding.
CES Program Update
· Pat distributed a handout titled Household versus Payroll Survey.  She has recently spent a tremendous amount of time analyzing the fact that total employment (CPS) is showing growth while nonfarm payroll employment (CES) has showed continuing declines.  Analysis thus far has focused only on the national level.
· The CES Customer Satisfaction Project has fallen through.  There were no qualified bidders on the Department of Labor project.  In addition, the Workforce Information Council did not fully accept the recommendations of their Customer Satisfaction work group and did not endorse the idea of putting customer satisfaction in the LMI work statements.
· BLS is now publishing two quarterly news releases from the ES-202.  This may resurrect the interest in quarterly benchmarking.  The 202 is now being called the Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages.

CES:  Two- and Ten-Year Plan
Council members reviewed all two-year plan items.  
Members modified the goal relating to internet data collection to a broader one regarding data collection methods in general.  
Two-year goals will be standing agenda items for all Policy Council meetings.
Henry asked whether a two- or ten-year proposal should focus on the growing tendency of small-state LMI Directors to feel that the CES program meets fewer and fewer of their needs.  After lengthy discussion, members felt that several of the existing items will help states – including small states – feel that the CES program is taking steps to better meet their needs.  Sheila suggested that we develop a “Question and Answer” sheet, listing all the major concerns of states and addressing them with “here’s where we are now; here’s what we’re doing to address the issue.”

ACTION:  Graham – gather information from CES state representatives, then invite input from LMI Directors as we develop a list of state questions and concerns, with special regard to small states.  Provide the list to BLS so that they can provide responses to each one.  Discuss at April Policy Council meeting.  Some of the responses may be added to the two- or ten-year plan.
Council members reviewed all ten-year plan items.
In regard to the exhaustive county estimates, members agreed that the BLS role may not involve full funding of such estimates; they may provide leadership and guidance to estimating methodologies, with states providing or finding resources.

ACTION:  Graham – tell LMI Directors that we are planning to expand hours and earnings estimates to statewide super sector.  Ask if they would want to include government or not.  Note that we currently do not collect these data for government, so we would have to add the questions back to the survey form.

Regarding sample expansion, any increase in sample size would only be useful if response rates were maintained or further improved.  The ten-year goal of expanding sample should be approached by first identifying the purpose of the added sample (more sample-based MSA estimates?, more precise national estimates?); then by determining the amount of sample needed; then by working on the logistics of resources, funding, etc.  Policy Council members discussed whether “expand sample size” should remain as a ten-year goal.  After discussion, 11 meeting participants voted to keep this as a goal; three voted against.

ACTION:  Pat – provide Graham with updated Membership.

ACTION:  Graham – finalize two- and ten-year plan.  Send to WIC, along with an updated copy of the Charter and Membership.

Quality of Micro Data
Kirk distributed a handout titled Centralized Database Status.  Plans for the centralized database are being finalized.  The CDB will not only be the centralized “holder” of the data, but also the centralized “processor” of the data.  The CDB will incorporate rules for changing of data, a hierarchy for handling multiple updates, and a method for communicating rejections back to the source.
BLS will be publishing, on the state-web site, a table summarizing sample size by state.

An S-memo will be distributed in October; database specifications will be finalized in November; the centralized database will be implemented in late spring / early summer 2004.
Quality of Macro Data
MSA Estimation / MSA Weights
BLS transmitted revised weights to Texas, Oregon, and New York.  

· New York ran dual estimates on both the original and revised weights.  Initially, they didn’t find much of a difference and their first comparison with 1Q03 202 data (having recreated the MSA estimates using the modified weights) suggested that some cells were improved, others were not.
· Texas reviewed the results for a small, medium, and large MSA.  The changes were fairly small, but in some small MSAs, the improvements were sufficient to make a difference.

· Oregon tested the new weights in two smaller MSAs.  Their results were similar to NY and TX:  the changes were small, but analysts preferred the new weights.
All states agreed that it’s too soon to tell if the new weights were an actual improvement (because we’d need benchmark data to confirm that), but were interested in continuing the test.  Additional analysis will be useful after 3Q03 benchmark data become available, some time early in 2004.
Larry summarized the situation.

1. We don’t want to change the weight for the statewide estimate.

2. We may want to change the weight for MSA estimates.

3. In order to fully implement the change, Larry would have to create two sets of weights and ACES would need to be modified to allow for two weights.

ACTION:  Bo, Roni, Graham – work with state staff to complete their review of the new weights – share final recommendation by e-mail.
ACTION:  Graham – contact new Policy Council members from Idaho and Montana; ask them if they would be willing to also test the new weights and share their states’ recommendations.

ACTION:  Graham – bring this discussion to a close, with final recommendation to Policy Council, by December 31.

Clean-up of History Series During Benchmarking 

Several states have asked for the opportunity to clean-up MSA series.  The ability to clean up history series is always available.  Typically, there are a very small number of them in any given year.

Each state should work with their Regional Office to handle the changes.  States should remember that all series were raked to the pre-NAICS total levels.  If a state is changing two series (moving employment from one to another), no re-raking will be necessary.  But if a state has discovered a problem in just one series, BLS will undertake a re-raking.
BLS would like these changes as soon as states know about them, but definitely by December 12.
BLS will send out a communication to all states, through the regional offices, within the next week or two.
CES Published Series – Annual Review
The S-memo has been distributed.  It became more of a general benchmark memo than a specific “annual review of published series” memo.  The published series review was discussed at the CES national meeting in Seattle.

Publishing guidelines require 30 UI selected (assuming pro-ration), 3,000 employment, and 50% UI coverage.  There is some flexibility.  States can work with regional offices to request series that don’t meet the basic criteria.

BLS would like to build variance and benchmark revisions into the published series criteria next year, when the new MSAs are introduced.  However, these would not be incorporated as mandatory criteria without a Policy Council discussion first.
BLS is assuming pro-ration when computing the publishing guidelines.  However, some states do not use pro-ration at all.  Graham suggested that we have an introductory explanation and discussion of pro-ration at the April meeting.  After discussion, there was agreement that BLS will make available sample data with and without pro-ration, for states to consider when determining published series selection.
Dave asked that a work group be established to review pro-ration methodologies and bring a report and recommendation back to the Policy Council at the next meeting.
AGREEMENT:  A Pro-Ration Work Group was established.  Dave, Roni, Linc, and Chris will be the state members.  Pat will determine the BLS membership at a later time.  The Work Group’s charge is to produce a one-page summary of pro-ration methodology and a one-page summary of recommendations for improvement.  Vickie Seegert (IN) and Mike Macaluso (IL), both of whom expressed interest in this issue at the September meeting, will also be invited to participate.
ACTION:  Pat … select BLS members; communicate with Dave and get kick-off meeting / conference call scheduled.
After discussion, BLS agreed not to change the published cell criteria until discussions of the pro-ration issue are complete.

Guidelines for Analyst Intervention
The Work Group headed by John Freely presented the draft guidelines at the July meeting.
Two workshops at the national CES meeting looked at related issues.  The first focused on identifying outliers and atypicals; the second focused on ways to resolve situations where the estimates seem to be getting off-track.  

Following the CES national meeting, it became apparent that the proposed guidelines need more work.  Once final, they will be incorporated into the CES manual and into CES training.

Sheila informed the Council that BLS OFO is seeking additional resources to beef up their ability to update and increase CES training and distance learning.  John Filemyr met with staff from the LMI Institute; they have agreed to do some joint projects during the coming fiscal year.
ACTION:  Pat … determine when the Guidelines will be final; finalize them; provide them to OFO to incorporate into training.

Statewide Control Totals
Larry continues to work on this with Ken’s staff.  There will be an update item for the April meeting.
Dave suggested that the name be changed.  “Control Totals” implies that something has been done wrong and needs to be controlled.  In reality, the intent is simply to provide a tool that will be useful for states in their estimation processes.
MSA Redefinition
LMI Directors supported the Policy Council’s MSA Recommendations – “publish for all MSAs and Metropolitan Divisions” – by a vote of 27-4.
Several broad themes came out of the LMI Directors’ responses:

1. Concern that sample will be redistributed as a result of the new MSA implementation:

Response:  It won’t.  Each state’s sample size remains the same.  

2. Concerns about LDB quality for the construction of a historical series.

Response:  LDB is one possible source for the historical series recreation.  Some states have historical county series that can now be converted to (new) MSA series.

3. General consensus that it’s worth accepting the costs / resource issues in order to have the added MSA detail.
4. Mixed opinions on hours and earnings.  Some felt that we should not publish H&E at all for MSAs; others wanted to expand coverage.
Response:  No decision will be made at this time.  The subject of MSA hours and earnings will be discussed and decided at the time of the switch to all employee hours and earnings.

5. Need for more detail and better accuracy.

Response:  We agree with the goal, but the two things may be conflicting if resources are fixed.
6. Concern that MSA Redefinition should not reduce the published lines.

Response:  The number of published lines will be determined by sample size and the publication guidelines.  In some cases, the level of published detail will decline.    
7. New England states want to keep city/township as the geographic level.

Response:  New England states can keep city/township as requested.
8. Allocations issues came up a few times.  

Response:  The Council already agreed to implement any changes with a “hold harmless”.

The Policy Council’s recommendation takes us from 274 MSAs to 399.  CES would add 75 new MSAs or Metropolitan Divisions, and reconstruct 190 current MSAs.  CES will double the number of modeled cells.

The MSA Redefinition Work Group made the following recommendations (in italics) regarding questions raised at the last Policy Council meeting or by LMI Directors:
1. Keep City/Township for New England states.  The Policy Council concurred.
2. Summations of metropolitan divisions would carry weight equal to other summations of published data.  The Policy Council discussed this recommendation at length.  Summing of divisions is mechanical and straightforward.  Should this receive as much funding as series for which actual estimates are made?  The Policy Council rejected the recommendation.  MSA series that are purely summations of metropolitan divisions will not count towards the allocation formulas.
3. We will attempt to publish expanded super sectors for all MSAs based on our existing publication criteria.  In some cases, BLS may recommend that super sectors are combined (for example, if AE<1000).  BLS will provide standardized options for the combination of super sectors.  States will make the final decision on which expanded super sectors to combine and which to keep separate.

4. We are not estimating the future budget implications of MSA implementation at this time.  The Policy Council decided that this issue would be dropped from future consideration.

5. We will not reallocate statewide samples as a result of the MSA implementation.  However, this issue will be considered as part of a broader sample sufficiency discussion. 

6. Regarding creation of MSA historical series, BLS recommends “start early, provide multiple sources and options to states, highlight state responsibilities, finish on time.”  BLS could provide each state with a template populated with LDB or ratio’ed NAICS/SIC data, then allow each state to modify the data and develop their historical series.  Dave suggested that Ken survey the states, asking how many even need BLS’s assistance with this.  Some states probably already have an historical series for their new MSAs, or can easily create one from existing time series.  The Policy Council supported the substance of the recommendation, recognizing that not all states may need BLS assistance.
7. Define the CES program to measure only official Metropolitan Areas and Metropolitan Divisions, i.e. no grandfathering.  Let states continue to produce unofficial areas to meet user demand, as long as they don’t conflict with official CES data.  Expand BLS coverage to New York City.  Policy Council members held a lengthy discussion about the recommendation not to grandfather in currently official CES estimates for large cities like Baltimore and Philadelphia.  Several principles conflict:  scope of the program; customer expectation and service; consistency across states.  After a lengthy discussion, Policy Council members voted 10-4 in support of a total “no grandfathering” policy, which would apply to both former MSAs and cities (including New York) for which estimates have historically been published.  Pat will take this issue, and the Policy Council’s recommendation, to Jack Galvin.
(Pat’s conversation with Jack Galvin is summarized as follows:  “BLS wil support the production and publication of New York City estimates because it is an important and unique area, both because of its size and because of LAUS program needs.  Other special areas can be produced and published at States’ discretion (this includes counties, small LMAs, former CES special areas), but will not be collected or published by BLS.  The areas would not count in the BLS allocation but States can use CES sample and the ACES system to produce them.”)    
8. BLS will provide a list of multistate metropolitan areas to regions and states with the potential for estimation responsibility.  The Policy Council supports the recommendation, relying on the regions and states to reach agreement on who has responsibility for multistate estimates.
Next steps:  Ken will distribute an S-memo with the whole plan; he’ll send a draft to the Policy Council for comment; he’ll distribute a draft of the published series for new MSAs before Christmas.  It will be important for this process to start soon, in order to develop the historical series in good time for the next year’s estimates.
Sample Issues:  Design, Rotation, Size, Supplementation
Design
Pat distribute a handout titled CES Sample:  Discussion Topics
There are two basic approaches to designing a sample:

· Set a total sample size (based on resource availability) and optimally allocate the sample.

· Set a desired error level and calculate how much sample is required to achieve that error level.

The current CES sample size was pegged to the existing quota sample size of each state at the time of the move to probability sampling.

Important:  the current CES probability design maximizes the reliability of the statewide total nonfarm estimate, given the fixed sample size.  It does not minimize error for either the national estimate nor the MSA estimates.  

Pat shared a list of possible sample design changes that have been proposed, along with the rationale for each one and the likely outcome.
· Optimally allocate the sample to maximize reliability of national total nonfarm payroll estimates.

· Optimally allocate the sample to maximize MSA reliability within current fixed sample size by state.

· Require equal variances for all statewide estimates.

· Set a maximum acceptable error level for statewide estimates.

· Set each state’s sample size equal to the proportion the state comprises of national employment.

Larry distributed two handouts titled 2002Q1 Sample Summary.  The handouts reallocated sample by using each state’s percent share of total nonfarm payroll employment to determine the number of UIs in each state’s sample.  Larry developed the handouts to demonstrate that huge shifts could occur in an individual state’s sample size if the allocation methodology is changed.  The handouts did not contain actual proposals for change; just examples of the impacts of possible proposals.
After lengthy discussion, Larry was given the following action item:
ACTION:  Larry … run the following analyses for total nonfarm:

· Allocate existing sample to minimize error on national estimates.  Determine impact on states.

· Determine national sample size required to match the existing error level.  Determine how many sample units are left over.  Allocate those units to states, based on reducing the largest state errors.

· Allocate current sample size in order to reach the minimum equal error across all states.  Determine the error range for the national estimates.
· Compare with the current relative errors.
Graham commented that any move to allocate sample solely based on national estimation needs would not be palatable to the states.
Size
BLS is not planning any major sample size increases at current funding levels.  But with the 2003 redraw of the sample, they are considering expanding the sample moderately.  

Larry is analyzing current practices relating to grandfathered units and EDI units in the sample.

Supplementation
During initial discussions of sample supplementation, three states expressed interest in sample supplementation.  Thus far, only Oregon has submitted specific information to BLS.  Larry distributed an analysis of the additional sample that would be needed to meet Oregon’s needs.

Larry’s analysis suggested that Oregon would need something between 700-1200 additional sample units to produce estimates at a level of detail and precision required to meet customer needs.  

Supplemental sampling of this nature could cause significant complication of the sampling procedure for BLS.  Sample would be drawn for specific industries in specific MSAs.

Henry commented that he does not think it’s a good idea for states to pay additional money for BLS to add sample.  He believes it’s the responsibility of the BLS program to provide the necessary sample for a state’s estimates.
Pat reminded members that BLS might be able to support a supplemental sample for a small number of states, but they could not support it for a large number of states.  The workload would be too great.  States that want supplemental sample would need to make a commitment for four years, before BLS would be willing to take on the project.

Larry will recomputed the Oregon numbers after adjusting for pro-ration.  

No conclusions were reached on future directions for supplemental sample efforts.  

Small Domain Estimates -- BLS
Research is continuing on improvements to the current models.  Larry will have a report at the April 2004 meeting.
Larry shared a handout presented at the recent LAUS annual meeting.  LAUS needs an employment count as an input to the LAUS model.  LAUS had considered using a pure ARIMA estimate for the total nonfarm employment estimate for all areas.  Larry analyzed the benefit of using a combination of ARIMA and statewide trend (based on the CES small domain model).  The results were mixed.  In terms of employment level, the decision was made to use only the ARIMA estimate.  But in terms of employment trend, using the CES model appeared to offer some benefits.  Research is continuing.
Larry commented that he is not hearing from states, about model estimates that are not working.  The only state BLS has heard from thus far is Pennsylvania.  Larry would like to hear about specific cells where the model is not working well.  Pat has provided resources so that Larry can conduct his own analysis of model performance.
Small Domain Estimates -- NORC
Illinois has been able to retain the services of NORC to continue their research into the development of “very local” employment estimates.
Rachel Harter distributed two handouts.  She then gave an overview of NORC’s work to date and their future plans.  The NORC model has now been converted to NAICS and they are developing historical series requested by forecasters.  They are also starting work on a GIS-based method for developing estimates for the City of Chicago and two other sub-state workforce areas.

The basic concept of the NORC estimator is:  CES data for sample businesses + model-based estimates for nonsample businesses + adjustment factors for noncovered workers.

Illinois has been using the system since January 2001.  Benchmark revisions at the county level have typically been within four percent.

Rachel outlined the steps that would be required to standardize the NORC model for implementation in additional states.  She was not able to determine costs at this time, due to the number of variables impacting different states in different ways.  If a particular state wanted to work directly with NORC to develop an installation process, that process could then be used by other states.  Alternatively, if a number of states wanted to collaboratively work with NORC on an implementation development, the individual costs would be lower.

Pat reminded the group that an earlier analysis suggested that using NORC as part of the existing CES small domain model did not add sufficient benefit to be worth the operational time and cost.  No one expressed the desire to revisit that earlier decision.

Dave noted the likelihood that use of the NORC model results in improvement to the CES/202 data match.  

Graham suggested that Henry work with him to communicate to other states the possibility for a county-level (non-CES scope) expansion of the NORC model.

CES Policy Council Meetings in 2004
Members reached a consensus that the Council will meet twice in 2004, with conference calls as needed.  Each meeting will last three full days.  Next year’s meetings (and future meetings if a “twice yearly” schedule continues) will be held during the third weeks of April and November.  For 2004, we will meet during the week of April 19 (California) and November 15 (Florida).
Real Estate Agents
Kirk distributed a handout showing that current CES employment for offices of real estate agents is higher than the County Business Patterns level.  Therefore, at the national level, there would be no need for an adjustment for noncovered in real estate.  UI coverage varies across states.

Conceptually, real estate agents are in scope for CES.  If a state is gathering information on noncovered agents, they should be added into the totals.  However, at the national level, there appears to be no need to adjust for noncovered, given that County Business Patterns
Hours and Earnings
The hours and earnings series will change in February 2006, moving to an “all employee” concept.  This is the same date on which we would introduce hours and earnings estimates at the super sector for statewide estimates, aggregating to an “all private sector” estimate.
The CES survey form will change in January 2005, to start collecting data on the all employee concept, and also eliminating the women worker series.  BLS will communicate the elimination of the women worker series in their news releases and other publications.
Production worker data will be continued for a three-year overlap.

Pat distributed a handout titled CES Payroll Availability Response Analysis Survey.  This relates to the one outstanding hours and earnings issue – whether to introduce a “total pay” concept to CES.  BLS will conduct a survey of respondents, determining the impact of a change to a “total pay” definition.  Results of the analysis will be tabulated and presented to BLS management in December or January.  The goal is to make a final decision by the end of January 2004.
Customer Satisfaction
Pat provided an update regarding the Department of Labor “program effectiveness” (customer satisfaction) analysis.  DoL did not get any qualified bidders to work on this process.  The project is no longer active.
WIC had also started a customer satisfaction work group.  However, at the last WIC meeting, the work group’s recommendations were not fully accepted or endorsed.  So there is no formal WIC methodology or proposal for customer satisfaction.  WIC considered whether some level of customer satisfaction should be incorporated into the cooperative agreements, but eventually decided not to do so.

Policy Council members considered whether CES would want to develop its own customer satisfaction program.  After discussion, a consensus emerged that customer satisfaction is important, but a formal program would be time-consuming and costly, it may largely tell us things we already know, and the program’s ability to respond to possible new customer demands is limited.  Example:  if customers tell us they want more local data, can the CES program realistically do anything to respond to that information?
Dave offered to share information gleaned from California’s customer survey.  
Pat proposed assigning this to a work group, to develop an overall plan and to carry out the survey.  She noted that state participation, to the point of committing resources and staff time to survey work, might be necessary to make this happen.  Discussion was tabled until the April 2004 meeting.  Pat will sketch out a “high-level” plan and share with Council members before April.  She will also communicate with management at BLS.
(Pat’s conversation with Jack is summarized as follows:  “It is probably not a good idea for the CES PC to try to pursue this on our own right now.  Since the DOL proposal and the WIC workgroup recommendations both fell through, we should wait for possible further guidance/information from WIC and/or BLS top staff.  Otherwise we risk wasting time and having to re-start.”)    
ACES User Group
Ken distributed a handout titled ACES User Group Update.
The new ACES User Group was announced at the CES national meeting in Seattle; reaction was positive and a list of nominees covering all regions has been submitted.  The first meeting will be held in Kansas City or Des Moines as soon as possible.  Ken will poll User Group members to determine possible dates.

The Kansas City regional office and Iowa ACES staff are developing a new ACES class, responding to needs expressed by the Policy Council and state CES staff.  A pilot class will be held in mid-December.  The training will be revised in January and then made available to all users.

The ACES web site will be hosted by Iowa.  
Regional (Multi-State) CES Estimation
Graham related the results of the survey of LMI Directors.  Only 14 responded to the question; the majority of those felt that multi-state regional estimates were not of primary interest; only one LMI Director felt that this was a near-term priority.  During the September CES national meeting, some CES analysts expressed concern about developing multi-state estimates.
The Council agreed that this proposal will not be a priority in the foreseeable future.

CES Training
Current Situation:  there are three basic CES classes:

· Basic CES

· Advanced Estimation

· Benchmarking

All three are offered twice yearly.  New estimation techniques and NAICS coding have been incorporated into the classes.

There are two other classes offered on an “as requested” basis:  Analysis Training and Seasonal Adjustment.
BLS is willing to send their staff to individual states (or groups of states) to provide the training, if there are at least 12-15 participants.
States continue to struggle to be able to send as many people as they’d like to out-of-state training.

Policy Council members discussed various possibilities, options, and concerns:

· Would there be benefit in blending the OFO methodological training with ACES training, rather than having one class focused on methodology and the other focused purely on the computer programs? 

· Would it be better to have fewer, longer, more intense classes (full week?) rather than more, shorter classes (two- or three-day?).

· Regional Offices can send staff to provide on-location training for states.  

· BLS training, whether by OFO or regional office staff, doesn’t always present a consistent message about methodology or guidelines.  Similarly, state staff tend to “shop around” for the answer they want, either among regional office staff or between the regional office and national office.

· Some states have found that WinStamp doesn’t meet their needs; parameters are not set at correct levels.
Final consensus:  No specific action will be taken on CES Training during the next few months.  ACES Training will be introduced; regular BLS CES training will take place on a normal schedule; Ken and Chris will bring a report on ACES training back to the April meeting.

CES National Program Meeting
The September 2003 CES meeting was the first national CES meeting.  Roughly 180 people attended.  A strong majority of participants supported the idea of continuing a single national meeting, rather than two tri-regionals.
The meeting was excellent.  All states heard the same message at one time.  Large numbers of BLS CES staff were able to attend and meet all state CES staff.

Policy Council members particularly discussed the state-staff-only session, the conversations that came out of it, and ways to improve that particular part of the agenda in future years.  Several suggestions for future meetings were discussed. 
Internet Data Collection
Pat distributed a handout titled World Wide Web.  
BLS collects a small amount of data electronically.  Respondents can report their data through the web site.  There are many advantages; security has historically been the biggest disadvantage (or concern).

BLS currently has 1,100 respondents using the web reports for CES.  About 150 are being added each month.  Recent response rates were 68% for the September first closing, compared with 49% - 82% for the other methods of response.  Response rates were 81% for the August third closing, compared with 82% to 94% for other methods of response.

If states find respondents who want to use the web system, they can refer them to BLS at cesweb@bls.gov.

BLS will continue to develop this capability.  They are currently offering it to new respondents, but not contacting existing respondents to see if they want to switch.
Newsletter / Web Site
With Ted Gladden’s retirement, members agreed that we should no longer ask South Carolina to take the lead on producing the CES newsletter.
ACTION:  Chris and Roni will check with their state LMI Directors, to determine whether they could take the responsibility for publication.

Possible items to include in the next edition:

· Ask Mr. ACES … updates on ACES training.  (Chris)

· Pro-Ration Work Group.  (Dave)

· MSA Weights.  (Larry)

· Two- and Ten-Year Plan.  (Graham)

· CES Training … summarize standard and custom training.  (Ken)

· NORC update … offering to other states.  (Henry)

Communications with Regions
With so many state representatives not in attendance, members contemplated ways to make sure all state CES staff receive information about this meeting.
Dave will forward the notes to Dennis and Sheila; they will ask regional offices to send notes to all CES staff, for this time only.

Next Steps / Future Plans
The next Policy Council will take place in April 2004, in California.
The Policy Council meeting adjourned at 3:10pm.
Slater
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