CES Policy Council

Meeting Notes 

June 21 – 22, 2001

Austin, Texas

Present

Policy Council Members:  Pat Getz (BLS, federal co-chair), Graham Slater (OR, state co-chair), Dave Dahlberg (CA), Lincoln Dyer (CT), Larry Huff (BLS), Ken Shipp (BLS), Debra Jackson (TX), John Gordon (BLS – Dallas), Kathy Copas (NE), Don Laughery (PA), Ted Gladden (SC), Dave Trzaskos (NY).

Regular Policy Council Guests / Participants: Chris Foshier (IA / ACES).

Guests:  Michael Levine (BLS-Philadelphia) (sitting in the Al Paisner spot), Mike Macaluso (IL) (sitting in for Henry Jackson), Roni Downey (sp?) (TX), Mike Butler (NE), Brandon Smith (Texas).

Review of meeting notes from March 

ACTION:  Ken … arrange for our March and June meeting notes to go on the OFO web site (stateweb).

ACTION:  Graham … update the action item list from March.

Debrief on BLS National meeting in Asheville, NC

Pat and Graham gave a brief report on the CES Policy Council presentation in Asheville.

Dave D raised the concern that some states still aren’t totally aware of the magnitude of changes coming to CES.  This led to a wide-ranging discussion of how we communicate with LMI Directors and with CES Program managers / coordinators.

Agreement:  all Policy Council members should feel free to communicate openly with LMI Directors in the region(s) they represent, and to communicate with CES program staff in those regions.  BLS regional representatives will communicate with BLS regional staff.

Policy Council members worked to ensure that CES program staff in all regions are receiving communications about the Policy Council:

· Region 1 – Lincoln

· Region 2 – Dave T

· Region 3 – Don

· ACTION:  Don – get list of CES e-mail addresses from Mike

· Region 4 – Ted communicates with LMI Directors; they prefer that he work through them, rather than going directly to CES staff.  Ted will revisit this issue with the LMI Directors.

· Region 5 – Mike will work with Henry to communicate with regional CES Program staff.

· Region 6 – Debra

· Region 7 – Kathy … has worked through LMI Directors, but will get a list of CES staff from BLS regional office.

· Region 8 – Kathy

· Region 9 – Dave D

· Region 10 – Dave D

Agreement:  Pat will allot some agenda time, at the CES Tri-Regionals, for updates on CES Policy Council.  Linc and Dave will co-present with Pat at the Washington DC meeting; Kathy will co-present with Pat at the Virginia meeting.

Role of the Policy Council

· Graham provided a brief report on his meeting with state WIC members, including their statements regarding the role of the Policy Council.  The WIC’s desire is to be kept fully informed about meetings and issues, but to only be “involved” if there are problems, funding needs, or unresolvable issues.  State WIC members emphasized that the Policy Council has the responsibility to make policy decisions for the CES Program

· Pat attended the previous WIC meeting, and knows that the BLS representatives also fully support the above-described role of the Policy Council.

· After the last Policy Council meeting, Pat summarized the NAICS –related recommendations in a table; took this to her quarterly update with the Commissioner; highlighted issues that the Council had agreed on, but which needed the Commissioner’s final buyoff.  The Commissioner agreed with all recommendations.

· The Commissioner also shared an idea on construction coding, which Pat is bringing back for Policy Council input.  See below.

· Pat also shared information (with the Commissioner) regarding hours and earnings (resolving the “spike” issue) and the “data issues” (women workers, etc.)  Pat told the Commissioner that the Policy Council had discussed the issues, but had not yet made a final decision.  The Commissioner agrees with publishing all employee hours and earnings, with keeping the current payroll concept, and with dropping women workers.  But she’s not ready to give a final opinion / approval on the issue of replacing production workers with hourly paid workers.

· Pat pointed out that the decision-making process isn’t completely linear.  It’s actually iterative – Policy Council discussions take place; discussions with the Commissioner take place; discussions with LMI Directors take place; sometimes discussions with WIC take place; and eventually, the Policy Council reaches a consensus, and the Commissioner has final approval.

Residential and Non-Residential Construction under NAICS

The BLS Commissioner has asked the 202 to add a supplemental code to NAICS to differentiate between residential and non-residential construction.  At the national level, CES will be publishing these two separately.  The Commissioner asked for Policy Council input into this issue.

At the 202 tri-regional last week, the states strongly opposed this idea, because of the difficulty in coding the firms.  Many smaller construction firms move between residential and non-residential construction, depending on the demand.  

One option would be to add a code that represents firms who do both.  

Several members expressed concerns about an increase in NECCs, respondent burden, and cost.

Summary of Policy Council Discussion:  State representatives feel strongly that attempting to break out residential and non-residential construction will be very difficult, will cause significant additional workload (ie phone calls, asking for additional information from the companies), and cost.  In addition, the quality of the data would be questionable.  We believe that this would better be handled at the time of the next NAICS revision, possibly by adding the third code for firms that do both residential and non-residential construction.

State members generally feel that they would not attempt to make residential and non-residential estimates, because of the questionable data going in, and the fact that many firms switch back and forth. 

Two-Year Work Plan 

Pat distributed a new version of the work plan.  She has added “recommendations on LMI funding formula changes” as a work item due in February 2002.

Council members agreed that we should add this to our work plan.

The goal will be to have a work group that will develop proposed formulas, and bring them back to the November 2001 Policy Council meeting.

The work group’s charge will focus on:

· proposing a definition for base positions

· replacing the current workload algorithms with new, more relevant ones

· proposing a hold-harmless provision

The work group will consist of:  Pat, Kathy, Dave D, Ted, Debra, John.

ACTION:  Algorithm Work Group … develop first set of recommendations for discussion during November meeting.  These will be discussed at full Policy Council; reviewed / revised by Work Group; then finalized in March 2002 meeting.

Purpose of the CES Program – follow-up from last meeting:

Ken distributed copies of Pat’s handout from the March meeting and copies of the primary purpose / goal statements from the CES Manual.

The manual contains the following key phrases:

· “… designed to take the pulse of the economy by measuring the growth or decline in the number of jobs, hourly earnings, and the length of workweek …”

· “ … the hallmark of the CES survey is the timely collection and publication of information.”

Most CES documents emphasize the importance of tracking the trend, rather than setting the level.  Both are important, and they’re not always mutually exclusive …but sometimes, we have to choose between one or the other.

In situations where an estimate is clearly “off” in terms of level, there are essentially three options:

1. Do nothing until benchmark time.  (This is the only approved option.)

2. “Steer” the estimate toward a better level.  (This produces a false month-to-month trend.)

3. Realign the estimate, perhaps with quarterly benchmarking.  (This produces a “whipsaw” effect, which makes the tracking of monthly trends impossible.)

Don distributed some analyses that he completed, showing the contrasts of these three options.  The clear conclusion is that steering or realigning cause massive disruptions in the month-to-month change / trend in the estimates.

Probability sampling will give us the ability to provide error ranges for the data, including the over-the-month change.  With probability sampling, we have a more representative sample and should be able to better measure over-the-month change.  

Historically, CES estimates were somewhat “smoothed” by analyst judgment; pure probability sampling will likely appear more volatile.  But historically, we still risked missing turning points, because of over-smoothing.  Larry believes that we should not try to smooth the probability based estimates.  With the exception of outliers, we should let the estimates flow.

The issue of “sum of states versus national totals” is not going well.  In May, the difference is almost a million, though that’s down from where it was a few months ago.

ACTION:  Graham … add “sum of states versus national totals” as an agenda item for November meeting, with Ken to bring handouts and lead discussion.  State staff to bring first quarter over-the-year comparison … how CES compared over the year; how 202 compared over the year.

Agreement:

1. The CES program cares about both month-to-month change and the level of employment.  But, when the choice has to be made, it’s the month-to-month change that is most important.  

2. We should not “steer” or “realign” estimates in order to minimize benchmark revisions, because both of these options will ruin the month-to-month trend, and thus defeat the state purpose of the CES program.

3. We support the statements used in the CES manual, focusing on “taking the pulse” and “timely” estimates of employment.

Agreement:  There will always be a need for analysts to intervene in the sample estimates, but the goal should be that the intervention only occurs when there is a clear lack of sample and/or a clear outlier / exception that needs to be handled outside of the normal estimation procedure.

There followed a lengthy discussion of sample size, funding issues, the need for a true probability sample, the issues we’ve faced in implementing the probability sample, and the need to take not just the short-term, but also the long-term view of program improvement (including sample size and funding).

Ted stated that LMI Directors in his region are in favor of having the ability to make mid-course corrections, so as to avoid the kind of aberrations that tend to occur in LAUS.  This led to another discussion of the “trend” versus “level” issue.  Consensus is that states must have the ability to use analyst judgment in their estimates, but we, as a Policy Council, do not support mid-course corrections (as in “steering” or “realignment”).  Ted will take this communication back to the LMI Directors in his area, and bring back to us their concerns, if any remain.

Mike noted that the reliability of the estimates isn’t just dependent on the sample size, but also on the quality of the microdata that we receive.

CES Redesign

Pat led a broad-ranging discussion on various CES redesign issues … 

Plans for Improvement to the Redesign … 

Pat distributed a handout summarizing actions planned to improve the probability redesign:

1. Shift more monthly collection to CATI and away from TDE.

2. Implement comprehensive, structured refusal and attrition conversion programs in both DCCs and states.

3. Reduce total probability sample size by roughly 25% to free up resources for increased CATI collection.

4. Restructure the CES program operating budget to cover the remaining increased collection costs.

5. Develop model-based techniques to produce small domain estimates and program them into ACES in order for the CES program to continue producing viable small domain estimates.

There followed a lengthy discussion regarding the current sample size, continuing problems with registry / report quality, and an already existing trend toward a much smaller sample size.  Several states noted that because they’re working with two different samples and methodologies, they no longer have time to make as many phone calls and contacts with employers, so response rates have suffered.  

Kathy noted that Nebraska is in the opposite position … their registry quality and crosswalk isn’t as high as they’d like, but they’re focusing more effort on delinquency control and follow-up.

One general issue still seems to be that we’re facing major disconnects between the various registries, in spite of BLS efforts to keep the different registries in sync.  DCCs are getting updates monthly, because their system won’t accommodate more frequent updates.

Dave D suggested that we should be using the probability sample reporters as part of the quota sample.

Mike suggested that BLS CES staff should make sure that state staff know when issues are resolved – when databases are matched, when registry errors are reduced, etc.

Dave D asked whether these sample changes would impact state funding.  Pat believes the answer is no … we can make it through the next two years with no impact on state allocations.  And if we can make it through the two years, we’ll be through the transition period, during which our costs are higher.

Ken let the Council know that new screening parameters were put into ACES a month ago.  These should ensure that the ACES data screening will be more efficient.  In national office, they’re finding that fewer reports are being rejected, but those that are rejected clearly have serious data issues … so time can be focused on resolving those big issues.

ACTION:  Graham … add to November meeting … “State Comments on Edit / Screening / Registry and Other Data Quality Issues”, particularly commenting on the success of data quality improvement and database registry type issues.

Chris is working on new “on demand” data management reports in ACES.

Graham brought this particular discussion to a close, summarizing by saying that:

· we clearly have a sample system that needs fixing;

· the reduction in sample size should not cause any actual reduction in usable sample; and

· there will be no budget reductions on states as a result of these proposed changes.  

Dave agrees with the proposals as short-term solution, but believes we need to revisit the issue after all the transition is complete.  We should not permanently agree to a lower sample size.

Discussion:  if units indicate that they are willing to come back into the sample (following delinquency call from a state) only if someone calls them each month, are states willing to handle a CATI-type phone collection each month … or would the firm have to go back to the DCC?  For small states, it might be feasible just to take care of a few; for large states, it might be impossible.  No consensus was reached on this issue.

There was clear agreement among policy council members that more use of web collection and e-mail is essential for us to get better use of our sample.

Decision:  Policy Council members expressed no objections to Pat’s five proposals, understanding that we have to do something to improve the function of the current probability sample.

Policy Council members also agreed that we want to see incremental improvements to the sampling and registry issues after every meeting.  We recognize that we cannot solve all of the data issues immediately, but we do want to be making progress consistently.

Pro-Ration

Debra Jackson (Policy Council member from Texas) asked that the group discuss this issue.

Pat distributed a handout summarizing this (and several other) redesign issues.

Pro-Ration is a simple ratio technique that assumes that the reported statewide employment and hours and earnings data are distributed and change consistent with the employment distribution on the sample frame.  Essentially, the statewide employment level is pro-rated across all sub-state reporters as if all were impacted equally by any change in employment.  Pro-ration assumes that the trend in the statewide report is shared across all units.  

This assumption clearly breaks down if just one unit of a company expands or closes.  States can update the ratios every quarter and can over-ride the existing ratios.  But in practice, it’s difficult to be sure that all changes are being picked up and placed in the right location.

Right now, pro-ration is a standard part of the sample redesign methodology.  If there were just operational problems, we’d want to fix the problems and move on.  But Pat expressed concern that there are actual methodological problems with the concept, problems that might actually result in worse estimates.  

Therefore, Pat proposes that we make pro-ration an option, at the reporter level.  ie, A state would be able to choose, for each firm, to switch the pro-ration on or off.

Members discussed the importance of getting actual local data, which would reduce the need to pro-rate in the first place.  There is a sense that DCCs are more likely to accept statewide data only, rather than aggressively trying to get more detailed information.

There are several levels of “ideal”:  the best is to get actual data for each location; the second best might be to have pro-rated data as long as the underlying assumptions are true for that particular firm; but if the underlying assumptions are not good, or if the data are bad, then we would not want the data pro-rated to existing firms.

After lengthy discussion of how ACES actually processes pro-ration, members agreed that some communication should go to states, informing them of their options in regard to pro-ration.

ACTION:  Chris … write up a summary of options states have, in terms of pro-ration on ACES.  Send to Ken, who will put it up on the state’s web site.  And Pat / Ken will provide an update on this at tri-regionals.

Agreement:  the Policy Council supports Pat’s proposal … states should be given the option of switching pro-ration on or off, for every firm.

Dave D expressed some concern about this, fearing that some states will just switch pro-ration off completely, thereby losing the benefit that can come from it in some cases nad perhaps jeopardizing some consistency between states.

Ted asked for more explanation about the DCC’s priorities in regard to getting the local, reporting unit data.  Pat replied that the DCC has a series of priority options that they go through if a firm doesn’t want to provide all of the requested data.  Pat will provide a copy of these priorities to all policy council members.

ACTION:  Pat … distribute copies of the DCC data collection prioritization list to Policy Council members.

Grandfathered Units

BLS expanded the definition of grandfathered units, thereby keeping more firms from the previous sample.  This was a follow-up to an action item from the March meeting.

Supplementation of Quota Sample

Retail trade supplementation from the probability sample will be made available to the states in late July.

Also in July, lists of UIs will be made available to states to resume quota enrollment, should they choose, for all industries except services.  This will be at the state’s option.  Units enrolled will not be eligible for grandfathering into probability sampling.

Government Estimates

Most states get a universe count of state government, but rely on a sample for federal government and local government estimates.

Government employment was not included in the original survey design.  Federal and state might still be based on universe counts, but local government will need to be sample based.

ACTION:  Pat and Larry … look at the whole issue of government estimating.   Bring report / summary / proposals back to November meeting.

Cancellation of Wholesale Trade Quota Units

Now that some MSAs have transitioned to probability sampling, we are potentially in a position to cancel quota reports in those areas.  

· Some wholesale reporters are in MSAs that have completely switched to probability sample.  These firms would not be used in any estimates.  Why would we keep them?  Generally, it seems logical to get these reporters off the sample. 

· Graham asked whether some states might end up needing to move an MSA back to quota sampling, if they find that their first year of probability sampling went badly.  Clearly, the long-term goal is either probability sampling or model estimates, but until the model is ready, there’s concern about the adequacy of probability sampling’s reliability and effectiveness. 

· On the other hand, there’s a desire to have as efficient a sample as possible, so collecting data that’s never used definitely looks bad.  This would not sit well with OMB.

· Consensus of the Policy Council … cancel the wholesale trade reporters in MSAs that have switched to probability sampling.

Regarding wholesale trade in non-MSA (balance of state) areas … 

· Consensus of the Policy Council … keep these firms for now; re-visit this issue as the model is developed and introduced.  (Some members felt that all quota sample should be automatically dumped once the model is introduced; others felt that the issue should be revisited as the model is developed.  Other discussions, such as sample augmentation and additional funding need to be considered before final decisions are made.)

Regarding wholesale trade in non-probability-based MSAs …

· Consensus of the Policy Council … keep these firms for now, because they’re being used for the estimates in non-probability-sample MSAs; re-visit this issue as the model is developed and introduced.

Unified Database – update on workgroup

Ken shared a handout summarizing the work done on this issue.  At this point, there is no unified database, but conceptually, everyone is in favor of the idea.  All of the “issues” remaining are operational. 

In documenting the flow of data between different systems, Ken described it as “a miracle” that the data flow works as well as it does!

Ken shared a list of key issues that have to be decided upon … 

· Will the unified database be just for registry, or for both registry and microdata?

· Who has ultimate control / maintenance responsibility?

· What variables reside on the database?

· What’s the updating hierarchy for the database?  Can some fields only be udpated by certain groups?

· What’s the time line for having a new system?

Kirk, Ken, Chris, David Cooke (Oregon), Debra, Kathy all participated in these discussions.  Representatives of DCCs etc were also included in the initial discussions.

ACTION:  Ken and Kirk … work with the informal work group, and others, to develop answers to the existing questions.  

Ken suggested that they will track the flow of data through the system, attempting to identify who has responsibility for the data at each point; develop the next level of detail and specifications.

Pat and Ken agreed that work will continue on this issue, with a report back to the November Policy Council meeting.

One More Scope Discussion – Agriculture?

Graham shared some conversations that have recently taken place on this issue.  Why does CES not include agriculture?  Largely, because of historical limitations and decisions.  But as we look to the long-term future, we should at least consider expanding the scope of CES to include ALL employment, not just nonfarm.  This definitional limitation doesn’t make sense to many customers.  This will not be a priority issue right now, but Pat and Graham have discussed a tentative goal of 2005, for possibly including agriculture within the scope of CES.

Discussion followed, regarding UI coverage, sample frames, lack of a benchmark, self-employment.  

Mike suggested that an early step would be to conduct a user survey, to establish whether there’s demand.  Pat also noted that we’d need to determine the extent of coverage.  If there’s a lot of noncovered, it would be operationally infeasible to incorporate ag estimates into CES.

This will not be a major agenda item in the immediate future, but will come back for consideration in a year or two.

Larry will check on UI coverage for ag, just as a starting point for these discussions.

BLS Cooperative Agreements and CES funding – final report

Pat distributed a handout regarding the final changes to CES work statements.  They’ve been distributed before, approved by the Policy Council, discussed in Asheville, and now are being included in the state agreements.  This has been a good example of our decision-making process working well.

NAICS

Pat distributed a copy of a proposed S-memo on NAICS.  It has already been shared with Council members; this is a last review, before it goes to all states.  The memo covers decisions relating to program scope, publication guidelines, time series reconstruction, small domain modeling implementation, new CES collection form.  The memo also provides the major activities timelines for NAICS implementation.

Members discussed the details of the LDB-generated historical data series.

ACTION:  Graham … survey the LMI Directors / CES Program staff … would they prefer the historical NAICS series:

· by county and detailed NAICS code -- so that they would sum to estimating and published cell, and they would have the easy ability to re-sum to new MSAs) or 

· only the actual estimating cells (as later determined) from Ken (with no flexibility).  

· Or both?  Note the timeframes for series review, and note that we will all be getting the micro data from Rick.

There will be an intense period of work in the summer 2002.  However, ACES will take care of a lot of the transition issues – links with EXPO are already developed, for example.

ACTION:  All members – last chance for comments on the S-memo … send to Pat by June 29 … then the memo goes into clearance.

Graham confirmed that the Policy Council will review and agree on estimating and published cell guidelines during the November meeting, prior to them being finalized and distributed in January / February 2002.  It will be important for states to see the actual consequence of the guidelines – ie to be able to apply proposed employment level and sample size guidelines to their existing state and MSA series, to really understand the impact.  Pat listed three things we’ll need to consider:  what’s adequate in terms of sample size, for sample-based publishing; what’s adequate in terms of modelling, to support model-based publishing; and where do we draw the line?

Pat confirmed that Rick Clayton has committed to having the LDB available in a timely manner, so it can be used for the historical series recreation.

Report on Small Domain Estimates Work Group -- Summary of Test Results and Next Steps

Larry and Graham provided a summary of the discussions from Wednesday.  All this information is included in the meeting notes from the Small Domain Estimation work group on June 20.  

Larry introduced a possible new model concept – using an area’s all industry trend to predict a specific industry employment level.  This is a variant on the existing Y3 (which uses state trend).

Dave T asked some clarifying questions regarding the use of the model in MSAs.  The need for model-based estimates was initially focused on non-MSA counties.  But then it became clear that the probability sample would not support sample-based estimates for all MSAs.  And today, we’ve agreed that model-based estimates may be used for some series, even in the larger MSAs and perhaps even at the statewide level.  The limitation continues to be the size of the probability sample, and whether it’s able to support the level of published detail that states need.  

Note that the probability sample is designed based on total nonfarm employment at the statewide level, so there are no guarantees of adequate sample at a regional or industry level.

Ken asked whether we’re compromising the quality of statewide estimates if we allow some cells to be estimated by model, others by sample.  One option would be to use probability sample to set the level of the aggregate cells, and force the more detailed model-based estimates to sum to those aggregate levels.

There followed a lengthy discussion of published cell goals, sample size, where to draw the line between sample-based publishing, model-based publishing, and no publishing at all.

Publishing Standards for NAICS

Ken distributed two handouts – one general discussion paper on publication team issues and one state-specific sample analysis.

Larry:  if you have fewer than ten sample estimates, you’re cutting it too close.  Ideally, 30 would be the number you’d set as a minimum.  

Lengthy discussion:  there’s clearly a tension between inadequate sample size, the need to publish information that customers want, concern about not switching between sample and model estimates for any given industry, concern about not mixing sample and model estimates within an area, impossibility of additional funding for sample, BLS staff’s sense that budget proposals would likely not go anywhere.

Ted and Dave T. supported the idea that we need to ask for additional funds, either through the BLS process or through other sources.

Pat noted that “the sampling answer” is that you estimate at the level your sample can support.  But we are trying to go beyond that – either by modelling, or by getting money to do more sampling.

One concept:  Tell the users … we’ve got a certain sized sample; it supports sample-based estimates for these series; we use model-based estimates for the other series.

ACTION:  Graham … work with Ted and Dave T to develop request for Larry.  Something like:  “What would the sample size have to be to produce sample-based estimates with an error range of +/-5% at the 95% confidence level for:

· all current CES state and MSA published series;

· all current CES state and MSA series, with the error range only applied at the total nonfarm payroll level;

· all state and all MSA series, with the error range only applied at the total nonfarm payroll level.

ACTION:  Larry and Pat …compute sample size needed for each of the above scenarios; compute cost of these sample levels.

ACTION:  Graham, Ted, Dave T … draft budget request / summary for state WIC members, based on Larry and Pat’s information.

Larry distributed a handout summarizing sample size needs for Oregon counties and MSA.  Achieving probability based estimates at the detailed local level would require a huge increase in sample size.

Ken summarized the key issues from his general handout: “Discussion topics for CES Publication Team.”  These included:

· CES Redesign Publication Issues Under SIC

· CES Redesign Publication Issues Under NAICS

· timing

· suspension of benchmark error measures for March 2002 benchmark, because there will be no estimated series

· development of sample variances for all NAICS sectors

· historical reconstruction

· publication guidelines

· scope … level of detail and data types needed by users

· scope … MSAs, incorporation of all MSAs after Census?

· relevance … comprehensive hours and earnings might be easily available, why not use it?

· accuracy … how to determine initial publishability levels

· accuracy … interim benchmark revisions revisited

· implementation and maintenance … ACES, LABSTAT, user education

ACTION:  Ken will lead the NAICS Publications Standards work group … consisting of Ken, Chris, Graham, Dave D, Debra, Larry, Lincoln …. to develop a paper of recommendations for Policy Council review at the November meeting.

Ken will also consider including someone who works on the national estimates.

Seeking Solutions on Local Estimates

· A new proposal from Oregon

· Graham shared a handout summarizing discussions to date, and some possible next steps.  Graham and Pat had already discussed this paper; most of the issues would be agreeable to all Policy Council members; a few things have not been discussed widely or agreed upon.

· Sample augmentation options for BLS

· Pat shared a paper she wrote for the Commissioner, summarizing a number of options for augmenting the CES sample.  Options include:

· grandfathering of all existing sample

· *** draw a larger probability sample under the current probability design (sample selection based on minimizing statewide total nonfarm payroll error)

· change to an MSA-based sample design (this would imply starting from scratch, and has significant workload implications, in terms of having to start solicitation from scratch)

· modify existing probability design to gradually augment with firms selected based on MSA sample needs

· *** Larry said that it is possible to draw additional sample units for a particular area, and recompute the weight for that area … but we would not use the firm for higher aggregations (state or national), because there’s no way to incorporate them into the sample design at the higher level

· The primary options are shown with asterisks.  The benefit of the larger statewide sample is that the survey responses would be used in area, state, and national estimates.

· Scope – what is our ideal?  

· Graham asked the group to think, long-term, about our vision for the CES program.  Would it be just national and state estimates?  Would it be just national, state, and MSA?  Or would it be state and MSA and at least total nonfarm payroll estimates for every county?

· John suggested that as we look that far ahead, we need to look across program lines, not just within particular programs.  The need for reliable, detailed, geographically exhaustive data crosses lines of CES, 202, and LAUS.  Don, Mike, and Pat expressed agreement with John’s thoughts, though this would represent a big shift in focus for BLS.

· Pat pointed out that there are three things needed:  timely, industry detailed, and geographically detailed employment data.  The CES, 202, and LAUS programs each produce employment series that meet two, but not all three, of the criteria.

· Graham suggested that the very name of our program … Current Employment Statistics … suggests that we should be willing to take the lead on developing the current employment numbers.  LAUS should focus on labor force and unemployment rates; 202 should focus on detailed records based on quarterly UI reports; but CES should and does focus on current employment statistics.

· Further discussion focussed on the budget situation of various BLS programs; pressure that BLS gets from oversight agencies.

· Consensus … we’re not ready to articulate the long-term vision.  Policy Council members will ponder this further.

Revised CES Schedule – Group Review / Discussion

Pat shared a handout summarizing proposed changes to the CES forms.  The forms have to be changed because of NAICS, so the goal is to also make a few other improvements, to make the form more user-friendly and streamlined.

California and Oregon sent comments in already.  One of the key issues is that the design of the survey form precludes machine folding and mailing.  This would be a big issue for states that print the shuttle forms each month, like California.

ACTION:  All members … if you have any comments on the new CES forms, get them to Pat by July 6.  Pat will send to all states whenever she wants, after that.

Ted asked why we still have women workers on the new form.  Pat replied that no final decision has been made yet, on women workers.  Most likely, the new form will be introduced in 2003, for NAICS.  Any changes to data series would not take place until 2004, because we want to make them all at once.  The Commissioner has agreed on dropping women workers, but the issue of earnings for production or hourly paid or all workers is still hanging out there.  Once final decisions are made, BLS has to go through a period of notification to data users.

Web-based Data Collection 

Pat provided an update.  CES is the only program using the BLS data collection web site, and CES is not using it aggressively because the system is not user friendly.  Whereas the old system required just a password, with the new system respondents are required to have a “digital certificate”.  About one-fourth of old web reporters stopped when BLS moved to the new system.  The digital certificate relates to a particular individual and a particular PC.  A change in either one means that the respondent must get a new digital certification.  In addition digital certificates expire every two years.  And in order to get the digital certificate, the respondent has to go to a different web site.  

During a recent meeting with the Business Advisory Committee, reaction to the data collection aspects of the web site were positive, but reaction to the digital certificates (security) was uniformly negative.

The BLS IT staff are now planning to re-work a password security system.

Mike noted that similar security issues apply to e-mail collection. The Bureau does allow e-mail collection, mostly in cases where it was already taking place before security concerns were raised.  Several states already collect some data by e-mail, at the employers’ request, and with the employer’s full knowledge of the security limitations.

Data Collection from Payroll Processing Companies

Pat shared a handout regarding a BLS-wide strategy for approaching payroll processing firms and payroll software providers.  Historically, BLS programs have worked closely with these companies, but the long-term goal is to have more of a Bureau-wide approach.

BLS program chiefs have started to put together a master list of all data requirements.  They have also defined three “levels of service”:  

· payroll processing firms directly supplying data to BLS (CES, JOLTS, 202)

· payroll software developers providing features that allow clients / respondents to produce the needed BLS data elements (ES202 for MWRs, OSH)

· payroll firms providing information on how to find needed data elements during personal visits (NCS)

Pat’s handout outlined the plan for initial contacts with companies and with trade associations.

Miscellaneous Issues / Communications from States

Dan Anderson had asked about the availability of error ranges for published cells under probability sampling.  Ken will send printouts to Dan, and will post similar listings for all states to the web site.

Lincoln raised the issue of Indian tribal activity.  The ES-202 is now going to start coding tribal activities in local government, so we won’t have to adjust at benchmark time.

Funding for Area / Local Estimates

State members shared examples of funding sources other than BLS and ETA.  States have used funds as varied as UI contingency money, WIB contracts, ES 7a and 7b, and lottery funds for development of local area-related estimates.

Next steps

Council members reviewed and agreed on all work groups and action items.

Members discussed a possible joint meeting with the LAUS Policy Council.  The main issue of overlapping interest would be Small Domain estimates.  John would also like a discussion of LAUS methodology for ag. estimates.  The goal would be for us to make progress toward joint agreement on small domain estimates.

The general feeling is that we should not push for a joint policy council meeting with LAUS at this time, but we could invite Sharon and Dan to attend part or all of our Small Domain Estimates work group.

Pat suggested that we eliminate the distinction between the small domain work group and the full Policy Council.  We will meet for three full days (Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday) in November.

· Washington DC in November.

· Denver in March.

· Chicago in June.

Slater
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