Minutes of the Meeting of the LAUS Policy Council

Date: October 25, 2002

Location:  San Antonio, Texas

LAUS Policy Council Co-Chairs:

Sharon Brown, Division Chief of the LAUS Program 

Phil George, LMI Director, South Dakota 

Present: 
BLS: Sharon Brown, Sandi Mason, Richard Tiller, Denis

McSweeney 

                        States: Gerry Bradley, Robert Langlais, William Niblack, Brian Baker, Richard Reinhold, Dave Felsheim, and Manuel Leon

Absent:           Bill Pierson, Shail Butani

Guests:           Ken LeVasseur, Lew Siegel, Craig Offutt, Pete Goodlatte, Hiram Quintana, Gwen Davis, Waltina Perry, Greg Podczaski, Frank Waligorski, Lori Graber, Deborah Brown, Matt Simonitsch, Martha Bowman

Handouts:  

1. Agenda

2. Draft minutes from the prior meeting

3. Comparison of current LAUS and CPS estimates for Census Regions and Divisions 

4. LAUS Time and Task Analysis Responses by State:  Percentages by State by type of work, September 17, 2002

5. LAUS Time and Task Analysis Questionnaire, November 2002

Thursday, October 24, 2002

Welcoming Remarks
Ms. Brown called the meeting into order at 1 PM, Thursday, October 24, following the just-adjourned LAUS National conference. She mentioned that Bill Pierson was recovering well from his recent surgery, but was still unable to travel.  Sam McClary has left the LPC.  We welcomed Manuel Leon, LAUS supervisor in Idaho, to the Council.  

Agenda review-budget update.   Sharon reviewed the brief agenda for the meeting.  She mentioned that the BLS was operating under a continuing budgetary resolution through November 22. We are waiting a decision from ETA regarding funding for the MLS program for the remainder of FY2003.  We expect to have something to report by the end of November.  

We also discussed the MLS policy council. Sharon reported that the membership of the proposed council was under review.  The WIC charter for policy councils states that one-half of the State members to policy councils should be at the Research Director or Assistant Director level.  The proposed State members for the MLS council included only two Assistant Research Directors.  BLS concerns were shared with Chris Miller, the WIC member responsible for State policy council membership.   There will be some effort to recruit more senior State staff for the MLS council.  Sharon made it clear that BLS had no problem with any of the individual nominees to this council, but rather was concerned only that the membership did not meet WIC requirements for a policy council.

Discussion of the minutes of the September meeting.  Phil and Rich provided some comments on the draft minutes.  Their revisions and suggestions will be incorporated.  Other members were asked to provide comments, if any, to Phil and Sharon.  Revised minutes for the September meeting will be forwarded to the LPC by mid-November.

LAUS and MLS workload factor review for WIC.  

LAUS.  Phil George sent an email to State LMI Directors requesting feedback on the workload factors.  The email requested that Directors review the three workload categories for LAUS (estimation, analysis, general), suggest other categories (if appropriate), and comment on whether the numbers of areas (MSAs, LMAs and total areas) are appropriate measures of workload in the program.  States responses were only required if the State had questions or problems with the factors.

There was some discussion regarding the use of base positions in LAUS and in LMI programs in general.  The WIC is reviewing the approach to base positions among the BLS LMI programs.  The program review of workload factors is one step in that process.  A few States responding to the LPC email indicated their support for base positions in LAUS.  Sharon indicated that she was strongly in favor of maintaining one base position per State for LAUS and was opposed to any scheme that would pool resources for overall LMI positions in States.  

Phil reported that he got a few responses on LAUS.  Some Directors requested more information on the funding algorithm.  Phil noted that most of the comments he received were related to actual funding rather than the workload.  Some states are unhappy with the use of the  ES-202 State salary figure for funding allocation.  Hawaii noted that they suffer under this mechanism because their labor costs are higher than other states.  Massachusetts also provided lengthy comments – but were misunderstood the query and were concerned with why a funding change was contemplated now, just following the WIC-inspired change of last year.

A few states commented on the workload associated with estimation of interstate areas.  Those states felt that the exchange and other data gathering issues for interstate area estimation should be reflected in the formula.  We discussed how such adjustment could be made.  We agreed that workload associated with interstate areas should be reviewed within the context of the time/task study.  The instructions will be amended to indicate that States should include all activity related to exchange/issues associated with interstate area estimation should be indicated in the “other” category.  Specific examples should be provided for these situations.  Bob Langlais will make the appropriate modifications to the time/task study before sending it to all States.  

MLS.  Phil also sent an email requesting similar feedback from States on the MLS workload factors.  A few States commented that they preferred annual claims counts  (the latest four quarters) rather than the ‘most recent quarter’ counts currently used in the formula.   It was also pointed out that there is no restriction on the changes in funding levels between years.  Some states could experience dramatic increases or decreases to their resource availability for the program.  The LPC can consider whether recommend that a  “hold harmless” provision be added to the MLS allocation.

Sharon and Phil will collaborate on the memo to WIC on our review of the LAUS and MLS workload factors.  At this point, the LPC feels that the categories/factors are appropriate but that some changes to the weights may be made following the completion of the time/task study.  Once the memo is drafted, Sharon and Phil will provide it to the LPC members for comment prior to submitting to the WIC on December 1.

Discussion of tasks in the time and task study.  We discussed each of the tasks in the time and task study to determine whether each was ‘estimation’, ‘analysis’, or ‘operations’ (the former general category).  We generally agreed with the categorization made by the LPC state members who had completed the form.  We did discuss in detail those items where the survey results were unclear.

Here’s the summary:

Estimation:  M1, M2, M3, M4, M5, M6, M10

                    A1, A2, A3, A4, A6, A7, A12, A14

Analysis:      M7, M9, M11, M12, M13, M14

                     A5, A8, A10, A11, A13, A17, A18

                      P1

Operations:  M8

                     A9, A15, A16, A19

                     P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8

M15, A20, and P9 are catchall categories “not included above”; so will not be assigned to Estimation, Analysis, or Operations until activities included (if any) can be reviewed.

Bob will make appropriate changes to the instructions and indicate how states should include activity associated with interstate (controlling or noncontrolling) activity.  A new draft will be forwarded to members for one last look.  The survey will then be sent to all states.  We did not establish a time frame for survey responses.

Regional groupings for LAUS benchmarking.  Sharon reported that she discussed regional groupings and the sum of States issue with Pat Getz, program manager for the CES program.  Pat indicated that CES was not currently contemplating a regional grouping arrangement for CES.

Dick Tiller said that the number one priority for the new approach is a reliable benchmark.   We could benchmark all States to the national survey– which means no intermediate groupings.  Or, we could benchmark to the four Census regions – each of which is probably reliable enough to use directly.  If we go beyond the four Census regions, we will have to develop intermediate models to accomplish the benchmarking.

With respect to how to group the States for the intermediate models, we could use the already-established 9 Census divisions.  States are grouped geographically, the divisions are well familiar to most of our data users.  

We could look at how unemployment trends behave over time and get to an objective statistical criteria.  We would need enough States in a group so that the constraint is not strong and thereby reduce the monthly adjustment.   Are regions distinct enough to experience their own unique shocks that perhaps aren’t shared by the rest of the country?  We could look at the stochastic properties of the states.  This is based on estimating the linear trend of the unemployment series.  We would see if the properties of the trend are stable within each class of States.  Statistical tests can be performed to see how correlated trends are.

We reviewed the table that provides the sum-of-States LAUS and CPS labor force estimates for 2000 through August 2002 for the four Census regions and nine divisions.  (The unemployment rate columns were mis-labeled.  For each labor force variable, the first column relates to CPS and the second to LAUS.   The rate column heads have been corrected and the table resent to the LPC.)  Basically, the table shows that the differences between the LAUS and CPS have been growing over the past several months.  This is one of the issues that real time benchmarking will address.

We then spent some time discussing the operational aspects of real time benchmarking.  We will need to make some accommodation for those States that currently make and publish estimates before the BLS due date.  We will also need contingency plans for those occasions when a State fails to transmit by the due date, or is unable to make estimates for a particular month.  Even though these situations are rare, we need to be prepared for them.  BLS will develop draft operational scenarios for discussion by the LPC.  Dick will continue to develop the State (and regional) models and will begin to run some simulations.

December meeting.  Our next meeting will be December 3 and 4 in Washington DC.  We will start at 9 am on Tuesday (the 3rd) and adjourn at noon on Wednesday (the 4th).  Items on the agenda include updates on all LAUS redesign activities, the time/task study, anticipated 2002 benchmark revisions, and the response to WIC on LAUS and MLS allocation formulas.

We adjourned the meeting at 4:30 PM.
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