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Minutes of the LAUS Policy Council Meeting

Date:  August 27-28, 2003

Location:  Washington, DC

LAUS Policy Council Co-Chairs:

Sharon Brown, LAUS Division Chief

Phil George, LMI Director, South Dakota 

Attendees:  

BLS:     Sharon Brown, Sandi Mason, Lew Siegel, Shail Butani, Richard Tiller

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

Guests: Ken LeVasseur, Sheila Watkins, Larry Huff

Absent:  Bill Pierson, Denis McSweeney

Handouts:  

1. Agenda

2. Final Minutes of the June 2003 LPC meeting

3. MLS Funding Scenarios 4 and 4A

4. LAUS Algorithm Comparison

5. Draft questionnaire regarding requirements for State LAUS Analyst position

6. Preliminary Real Time Benchmarking Estimates for States in the South Atlantic Division, September 2003

7. Small Area Research on Employment Estimates for LAUS Policy Council Meeting

8. Metropolitan Area Implementation Plans for the Fed-State Programs

9. Small Labor Market Areas for the Next Decade

10. Comparison of multi-county SLMAs, preliminary 2000 vs. 1990-based

11. Ohio Bureau of Labor Market Information Customer Survey

Wednesday, August 27, 2003

Welcome/Agenda Review 

Sharon Brown called the LAUS Policy Council (LPC) meeting to order at 8:30 AM, Wednesday, August 27.  She introduced Sheila Watkins, Regional Commissioner in Philadelphia who will be representing the Office of Field Operations during this meeting.  Sharon also mentioned that Deborah Brown had been promoted to Assistant Regional Commissioner for Federal/State Programs in the Boston-New York Regional Office.   Bill Pierson (Assistant Regional Commissioner in Atlanta) will return to the LPC as Deborah’s replacement.

Sharon reviewed the agenda briefly and asked if there were items to add.  (Agenda topics were added during the State Issues roundtable.)  She mentioned that LAUS staff had been compiling data in response to requests from staff at the Joint Economic Committee.  We will make copies of some of the charts developed for that project and share them with LPC members.  

Report from WIC 

Gerry Bradley reported on WIC activity.  He indicated that the WIA reauthorization bill was in the Senate.  The House version (HR1261) was not viewed positively within the WIC.  Several amendments were proposed for that legislation.  The feeling is that the Senate version will be more acceptable to the WIC community.   Gerry was aware of rumors that the original legislation would be extended for one year, but had no more information on that front.

Gerry reported on the WIC-sponsored wage records symposium, held in Washington in July 2003.  There were approximately 150-200 participants.  Commissioner Utgoff endorsed the wage records program in her remarks to the group.    Most of the presentations dealt with research associated with the ES-202 program.  There were some questions regarding communication with the LEHD program.  (North Carolina’s exportable system is available to States and was showcased at the Symposium.)  Phil George pointed out that Jack Galvin’s remarks at the NASWA meeting indicated that it would be difficult to merge the current LEHD program and the wage records program, because it was important that the wage data be stored in the states.  Gerry mentioned that there are no resources for States in the LEHD program whereas a BLS program would provide resources and institutional support.

ETA is holding hearings and town meetings on its environmental scan.  WIC provided input to the scan via Becky Rust and enumerated some management deficiencies.  ETA has not incorporated WIC comments, although they may have made some insertions in the scan document.

With respect to policy council memberships, the odd-numbered regions are up for renewal in FY 2004.  Travel continues to be a problem for staff in several States, perhaps limiting the number of volunteers for policy council membership.  Sharon noted that she hoped the current members of the LPC could continue, but felt that we needed additional members.  We need to deal with State coverage, particularly to ensure that information on redesign activities gets to all States.  Phil noted that the LPC minutes are read carefully by several LMI directors.

State Issues—State Member Roundtable

Phil George mentioned that he wanted to remind the Council that the CPS/CES discrepancy was still an important issue in his State, and in others, and wanted to have some discussion on that topic during the next two days.  Rich Reinhold mentioned his concern about the surprisingly low monthly agriculture change factor for Illinois in July.  Rich also wanted to share some results Illinois had using the Residency Assignment software to develop city claims data.  Phil George wanted to add a short discussion of the wage record AAMC project.  Bob Langlais was concerned about the CES program plans for implementing the new metropolitan area definitions.  He had heard that CES was not going to use the city/town concept in New England.  Sharon said that Pat Getz would be joining us on Thursday to participate in a discussion of CES plans in this area, but that she could confirm that CES plans to utilize the city/town definitions in New England – consistent with the LAUS approach.  Brian Baker mentioned that he compiled information from the Ohio internet customer survey and would like to share the results with the LPC.  Ohio was also interested in an update on the applied program training project.

States continue to be concerned about the divergence between the employment estimates from the CPS and CES.  (Later in the meeting, Sandi distributed graphs for LPC States that track the State employment series (CPS, LAUS, and CES)). 

Sharon noted that we would make room on the agenda to cover each of these topics over the course of the meeting.  She also mentioned that LAUS had been preparing some tabulations and charts for Joint Economic Committee staff that focused on the relationship between unemployment insurance data and CPS measures of unemployment.  One particular set of charts that she shared with the LPC compares the UI input to the LAUS models (continued claims without earnings for the week including the 12th of the month) with the ETA series of initial and continued claims.  

In addition, Bill Niblack mentioned that the LMI forum would like to have a presentation from the LPC during its October 6-8, 2003, meeting.  Sharon indicated that someone from the LPC would attend.

Budget Review 

Sharon said she had expected to be able to provide definitive information regarding MLS funding status by now.  However, congressional activity on the FY 2004 Department of Labor budget was delayed by other issues.  Congress recessed in August with no movement on the DOL funding.

BLS must wait for Congress to reconvene.   We will have to advise States of MLS funding status in September.  It will be difficult for BLS if Congress enacts a Continuing Resolution instead of finalizing the DOL budget, and then recesses for campaign activity in October and November.   The MLS program has a number of supporters, but at this point, it’s very difficult to predict how things will turn out.

There is an MLS monthly release scheduled for September 25.  There will be a box note in that release regarding program status.  (Note: Such a box note was not included in this release.)  Rich Reinhold asked about the possibility of funding for FY 2005.  Sharon responded that FY 2005 is not being considered now.  Our focus is entirely on funding for 2004.

There was a question regarding support at the Department level for the MLS program.  Sharon responded that Department staff has asked for MLS data, and information comparing MLS and the CPS dislocated worker supplement.  The GAO report on WARN that uses MLS data will be issued shortly, and will be sent to States as soon as it is available.

Since funding for the base MLS program is unclear, there will be no AAMC’s funded at this point.  The LLD project is not impacted yet; since North Carolina has sufficient funding to carry on for the remainder of FY2003.  The next version of the system will be issued in October. 

Revised MLS Allocation Algorithm

Lew Siegel distributed spreadsheets with revised MLS allocations based on a new approach to base position funding and the re-weighted workload factors (suggested during our June meeting). The new allocations presented utilize three-year averages of the workload measures, workload weights were revised from 40 (initial claims)-40 (establishments > 50) -20 (establishments 20-49) to 35-35-30, respectively. Scenario 4 is the new base funding with a workload dimension.  Scenario 4A is a strict application of the new base position approach 

The new base position approach, promulgated by Jack Galvin, falls apart somewhat for MLS mostly because the funding pot is so small.  The Galvin approach assumes that workload is not covered by the base position.   

The revised MLS allocation in Scenario 4 gives each State the dollar equivalent of one base position plus 50 percent.  The remaining funds were then distributed based on workload, subject to the following constraint, that assumes the base allocation covers some share of workload:

If the States’s share of workload is 1 percent or less, the State gets no funding other than the base position plus 50 percent.  It is assumed that the base distribution is sufficient to cover the State’s workload.  The remaining money is distributed to States with workload in excess of 1 percent, proportionately.

Under Scenario 4, 23 States would receive funding for one position plus 50 percent only.  Comparing the State allocations to the original base position proposal discussed at the June meeting and updated here to reflect the proposed new weights (Scenario 4A), nearly all of the States that lose money lose less under Scenario 4 than 4A.  In turn, States that gain money under 4 gain less than under 4A.

Phil George recommended that the LPC endorse Scenario 4 for use with the FY 2005 allocations.  He also suggested that FY 2004 allocations be run using the Scenario 4 algorithms for review purposes.

LAUS Allocation Algorithm

Bob Langlais presented a revised LAUS allocation for FY 2003 using the Time and Task study results and the new base position approach.  LPC members thought the changes in numbers of positions looked reasonable across the States, but some expressed a desire to see the new allocations in dollar terms, in addition to the positions presented in the spreadsheet. 

There was some discussion related to the impact of the new metropolitan area definitions on the algorithm.   There is a shift in resources toward smaller States with lots of areas.  We discussed refining the analysis workload piece, but there was reluctance among LPC members to ignore the results of the Time and Task study.  There was general agreement that the current LAUS allocation methodology does not reflect State workload appropriately.  Sharon pointed out that the change to the new allocation based on the Time/Task study is not as dramatic as the institution of the average State salary to the allocation process.

Phil George indicated that he was still a little uncomfortable with the distribution of positions within the analysis part of the formula.  The States voted to accept the new base position procedure, to incorporate the new geography in 2005, and to continue to work on refining the analysis percentage in the allocation formula.  North Carolina voted against the adoption of the revised algorithm and New Mexico abstained.  The LPC position will be conveyed to the WIC.

LAUS Analyst Position Review

We then turned to the LAUS analyst position review project. Denis and Gerry developed a short questionnaire on the LAUS position requirements.  The document includes a list of Knowledge, Skills, and Abilities (KSAs) that describe requirements for a journeyman LAUS analyst/technician.  

Bill also noted that the LMI Institute has a certification program for Labor Market Analysts underway.  Some States want a certification program; some pay additional salary for certain kinds of certifications.  Bill noted that continuing education credits may be part of the Institute’s program.

Bill said that an individual in South Carolina did a skills analysis study.  The review of skill requirements in the State was very interesting.  Four or five additional States have volunteered to have this skills study done.  If this pilot is successful, it may be expanded to additional States and cover additional programs.

Brian asked about the makeup of the LMI Institute.  It’s an ALMIS consortium funded by ETA and training fees.  Its mission is to provide training for the entire labor market information system.  There are 12 State members who change over time.  BLS and ETA are also represented.  Training is geographically dispersed.  The Institute is also exploring the potential for distance learning.  Gerry Bradley added that the Institute fills a real void in training that is very positive for ETA staff, but also helpful for staff working on BLS programs.

We discussed whether it would be useful to have a focus group on this topic at the LAUS national conference.  There was a suggestion for the South Carolina individual to come to New Orleans and conduct the session.

This review provides us with an opportunity to describe the LAUS State position in a very meaningful set of skills and requirements.  The questionnaire is still very preliminary, and may not include all the KSA’s that are necessary. The Council felt it would be good to establish guidelines regarding minimum requirements for LAUS staff.  With respect to the national conference, who should participate in the focus group?  Some suggested it should be in the research director sessions, targeted at the person doing the hiring.  We agreed that there probably wasn’t time on the agenda to add another workshop session (second day afternoon is already full).

We agreed to include this topic in the research director roundtable session on the first afternoon.  It’s important for research directors to know that the LPC started this project with the move to average State salaries in the allocation algorithm.  We want to be able to demonstrate how the LAUS technical staff differs from staff in other programs and from other state government staff.  Our goal is to fully describe the KSA’s for all levels – entry, journeyman, supervisory.  We can also use this project to identify training needs.  A good starting point is to match up the tasks in the Time/Task study with the KSA’s on the list Bill provided.

Report on Models and Benchmarking

Dick Tiller provided an update on the third generation model work.  He distributed estimates for South Atlantic Division States and reviewed the graphs with the LPC.  He also spent some time discussion trend correlations using the graphs as examples.

We discussed the methodology for the monthly benchmark adjustment.  Dick indicated that the end result was very close to a pro rata mechanism.  We discussed the use of Census Division as benchmark groupings.  They have the advantage of being published currently, so are familiar to data users.  They are geographically contiguous.  The sample sizes are similar across the Divisions.  There is no strong statistical basis for different groupings at this time.  LPC members are anticipating questions from research directors regarding the groupings.  This is a topic that will be addressed during the roundtable session for research directors at the New Orleans conference.

Thursday, August 28, 2003

Wage Record research

Phil updated the LPC on the research underway by four States (Nebraska, New Mexico, South Dakota, and Wyoming) to utilize wage record information to improve estimates of unemployment.  Phil said that the challenge is to relate wage record transactions to labor market concepts.  Procedures to adjust for residency are being explored within the group.  There will be an article in South Dakota’s Labor Bulletin on this topic next month.  The group is also developing a wage record/CPS cross walk.

Illinois Report on RAS Use
Rich Reinhold reported that Illinois has been comparing residency assignment outcomes using Finalist software, Zip-to-FIPS tapes, and First Logic software.  He indicated that for statewide estimates, all three produced the same counts.  He had some problems below the State level, particularly with the assignment of Chicago city codes.  LAUS staff has been working with data provided by Rich to sort out data anomalies.  We appreciate the work that Rich has done in assisting us to assess the quality of the city coding module we recently purchased for the First Logic residency assignment software.

Employment Estimation

Shail Butani introduced Larry Huff, the SMS Branch Chief for CES.  Larry and his staff have been exploring the use of the CES model methodology for LAUS employment estimation.  They utilized the LAUS employment forecasts developed for the SAEE States.  These forecasts were rerun to exclude all government estimates because CES does not have a probability sample for governments as yet.  

For LAUS purposes, the CES model uses a weighted-least squares estimator.  The components include the sample-based estimate for the area (if available), the ES-202 predicted value (the forecast), and the month-to-month change at the Statewide all industry level (Statewide trend).  Weights are assigned to each component based on variance.  Since the month-to-month statewide trend has small variance relative to the ES-202 forecast and to the sample estimate, most of the weight is assigned to the statewide component.  Consequently, the CES model uses month-to-month change at the State level to predict month-to-month change at the labor market area level.  There was general agreement that this is not a good predictor of employment for small areas.

Larry suggested additional time and research would be necessary to refine the models for LAUS use.  For the short-term future, the quarterly ES-202 forecasts are the most reasonable alternative for small area employment estimation.

Larry will present these findings and his thoughts on additional research at the conference in New Orleans.  LAUS and SMS will continue with the production of quarterly forecasts for the SAEE States, and will expand that production to include all States for the dual estimation period.

Implementation of New Metropolitan Areas and Metropolitan Divisions

Sharon and Pat Getz discussed the implementation of the new metropolitan area definitions in OEUS programs.  Sharon distributed a draft Implementation Plan that will be sent to States in an all-program technical memorandum shortly.  

CES and LAUS will produce estimates for all metropolitan areas and metropolitan divisions.  CES will not develop estimates for micropolitan areas, but LAUS will produce estimates for micropolitan areas.  Both programs will introduce the new definitions effective with estimates for January 2005, and both will revise the respective historical series back to 1990.  

Ken LeVasseur reported that LAUS has begun the process to identify small labor market areas.   He presented draft standards for small labor market areas, and some estimates of the number of such areas created using the draft standards.  The LPC endorsed the draft standards and suggested that LAUS continue the project to define these areas.  Preliminary area definitions will be presented to States during dual estimation training.

Ohio LMI Customer Survey

Brian presented the newly developed customer survey.  The survey resides on the Ohio LMI website and invites visitors to the site to respond to the survey.  Preliminary results indicate that LAUS gets more “hits” than the other cooperative programs.  Brian invited comments on the survey.  LPC members agreed it was useful, and a few indicated they would try for something similar on their websites.

PROMIS

Lew Siegel reported on the PROMIS project.  The 8 original States (Idaho, Iowa, Montana, New Mexico, North Carolina, Ohio, South Carolina, and Texas) continue to make good progress.  They have all agreed to continue into FY 2004 with the system.  There are 12 additional States for FY 2004 – Rhode Island, Maine, New York, Puerto Rico, Maryland, New Jersey, South Dakota, Louisiana, Oklahoma, Oregon, Minnesota, and Nebraska.  Equipment has been ordered for the new States and training is scheduled for October 28-29 in Washington, DC.  The key activity in getting started with the system is communication with the UI and MIS staff in the State to get the appropriate files for the system.

Sharon would like the system to be in production mode in 2005.  Gerry Bradley asked how the costs would be allocated when the system was in production.  Sharon responded that availability of funds to operate the system beyond the next few years remains to be seen.  We would need to evaluate current ADP/UI extract costs versus new costs for the PROMIS system.  Perhaps there are some savings for States using PROMIS.

We need to demonstrate the success at the State level for this system.  There is tremendous potential with the use of this system.  The possibility of better and more timely data, for development of characteristics of insured unemployed, and generation of additional reports all exist within the system.

Lew agreed to give a more detailed report on State progress at the next full LPC meeting.  Bill indicated that Missouri was close to the point of considering PROMIS.  Sharon indicated that more States could be added after the start of the fiscal year.  If Missouri is interested, they should send someone to the training for new States in October.

Next meeting

We will meet in New Orleans following the conference (Thursday afternoon, 12:45-5pm).  The next full meeting will be February 3-5, 2004, outside of Washington. 
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