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Minutes of the LAUS Policy Council Meeting

Date:  December 3-4, 2002

Location:  Washington D.C.

LAUS Policy Council Co-Chairs:

Sharon Brown, LAUS Division Chief

Phil George, LMI Director, South Dakota 

Attendees:  

BLS:     Sharon Brown, Shail Butani, Sandi Mason, Richard Tiller, Denis McSweeney          

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

BLS Guests: Lewis Siegel, Ken LeVassuer, Steve Miller, Larry Huff 

Scribe: Vernon Irby

Census Bureau:  Tom Palumbo, guest speaker

Absent:  William Pierson

Handouts:  

1. Agenda

2. Memorandum to Workforce Information Council (WIC) – Report on Workload Allocation Factors for the LAUS and MLS Programs

3. Population Controls for January 2003 Implementation

4. Tables comparing 1990- and 2000-based annual average CPS labor force estimates for 2000 and 2001

5. Tables illustrating potential 2002 benchmark revisions based on 1990-base CPS labor force estimates

6. LAUS benchmarking schedule for model-based estimates

7. PowerPoint presentation handout – Update on Real Time Benchmarking

8. Graphs illustrating impact of real-time benchmarking on third-generation LAUS model estimates (for North Carolina, Florida, and Rhode Island)

9. LAUS Time & Task Analysis Questionnaire (December, 2002)

10. Letter of introduction to LMI Directors for the LAUS Time & Task Analysis Questionnaire 

11. Examples of job descriptions for entry and journeyman level State labor market analyst for use in evaluating persons responding to LAUS Time & Task Analysis Questionnaire (for 9 Policy Council States)

12. Paper on Modified Specifications for the CES Small Domain Weighed Least Squares (WLS) Estimator

13. Graphs illustrating various estimators, including the WLS estimator, for Pennsylvania and selected MSAs

14. Emails to and from Sharon Brown and Tom Palumbo regarding problems with the 2000 decennial census labor force estimates for Group Quarters 

15. Data note from Census Bureau staff alerting data users to problems in the employment status data associated with the ‘Group Quarters’ data problems

16. Table showing 2000 decennial census group quarters population, by State and type of group quarters

17. Table showing counts of interstate parts of interstate labor market areas, for controlling and non-controlling States, by MSA and SLMA  

18. List of interstate MSAs, including number of intra-state parts

19. List of interstate SLMAs

20. Outline for Applied Program Training Course status

21. PowerPoint presentation handout on APT course from LAUS National Conference

22. Outline of LAUS Geography module for APT course

23. Outline of LAUS Administrative Uses of LAUS Data module for APT course

24. List of Constraints in Developing LAUS Release Schedule

Tuesday, December 3

Welcome/Agenda Review 

Sharon Brown called the LAUS Policy Council (LPC) meeting to order at 9:00 AM, Tuesday, December 3rd.  She welcomed Robert Bowles from North Carolina as the newest member to the Council.  Sharon remarked she was taking advantage of the fact the meeting being held in Washington by scheduling several guest speakers with specific technical expertise. These guest speakers would be speaking on a number of the agenda topics, including:  implementation of 2000-based CPS population controls, problems with the 2000 decennial census labor force responses for group quarters, and CES small domain estimators. 

Sharon mentioned, in particular, that Tom Palumbo from the Census Bureau would be attending the meeting the next day and speaking on the problem regarding the Decennial Census group quarters labor force estimates.   Sharon distributed email between herself and Tom regarding the problem and a copy of an expanded “data note” that the Census staff planned to place on the Census Bureau’s web site.  Sharon asked the council members to review the data note and the emails prior to Wednesday’s session.  

Sharon also mentioned that the question regarding funding for the MLS program had still not been decided and that she would share that information as soon as she received it.  She mentioned that a meeting of senior BLS staff was scheduled for Tuesday afternoon and that she thought the topic of MLS program funding would be discussed. 

Sharon Brown reviewed the agenda.  Richard Reinhold requested that we add a discussion on LAUS due dates for 2003.  Sharon said that she would ask Ken LeVasseur to be prepared to discuss this topic with the Council. 

Denis McSweeney suggested that the Council needs to define job description, duties, and pay level for Journeyman level LAUS program personnel.  This would be an important first step in defining the basic pay level for LAUS funding.  We will discuss the position descriptions during the session on the LAUS Time and Task study.

LAUS and MLS Workload Factor Review for WIC

Sharon asked everyone to read the LPC response to WIC and review the LAUS funding algorithm on page 3.   Phil George indicated that he had gotten a few more responses.  One from Ohio had comments regarding base positions.

The Council reviewed the memorandum to WIC.  (There was a comment regarding some inconsistency in LPC minutes and other material regarding the number of positions in LAUS. The correct number is 188.38.  Sandi will make any necessary corrections.)  

Sharon questioned whether something should be added to the memo indicating that the workload factors describe the base position as a journeyman level position.   The LPC agreed that the journeyman level is what we are basing the funding on for States.  Phil noted that we would want to compare the journeyman level from State to State.

The last paragraph of the second page will be revised to refer to a “program base” position.  We want to identify the position with the LAUS program.

The LPC recommendation to WIC is that one base position remains in the MLS program.  (A sentence will be added to the recommendation section of the memo.)

There was some discussion regarding the treatment of interstate areas in the formula.  We will get additional information on how interstate area estimation impacts workload via the Time and Task Study.

The changes discussed by the LPC will be incorporated into the memo to WIC.  The memo will be finalized by the end of the day.

Population Controls for January 2003 Implementation

Sharon introduced Steve Miller to discuss the 2000 decennial census-based CPS population controls, new CPS race and ethnicity questions, and new CPS second-stage weighting procedures.  Steve passed out a handout that outlined the key points of these topics.   

Steve mentioned that he would be talking about the new race question paradigm, the new CPS ethnicity question, new CPS population controls, and the new CPS second-stage weighting/estimation process from a general point of view and that his presentation would probably have a ‘national data’ bias.  He noted that Sandi Mason and Chip Irby had prepared information regarding the new 2000 decennial census-based CPS population controls and their impact on State labor force estimates.  

Sandi mentioned that LAUS was currently preparing a memorandum on the above-mentioned topics and that it would be released in the very near future.  Sharon indicated that we could distribute copies of the tables comparing 1990- and 2000-based CPS labor force estimates that are attachments to the memo to the LPC.  However, she said she is always leery of providing attachments without the accompanying memo.   (The tables were distributed to the LPC during the afternoon session.)

The New Race Question/Paradigm

Steve discussed the new census/CPS race question paradigm – how the 2000 decennial census allowed respondents to classify themselves as being multi-racial.  Steve compared the 1990 and 2000 census race information collection process and the old and new CPS race questions (see handout).  He mentioned that approximately 2.4 percent of respondents identified themselves as multi-racial.  

Steve described how the new multi-racial CPS classifications would be used to create population controls based on the multi-racial decennial census responses.  These controls will then be used to adjust the old single race CPS population controls, thus controlling the (pre-2003) CPS to the new multi-racial 2000 decennial census population counts. First, a matrix was created that assigned the new 2000 decennial census racial classifications to 31 possible racial classifications associated with the new CPS multi-racial classifications – from ‘White only’ to a combination of ‘White, Black, American Indian, Asian, and Native Hawaiian,’ and everything in between.  Second, these 31 classifications were then mapped to the four racial classifications (White, Black, American Indian, Asian and Pacific Islander) used in the current (pre-2003) CPS.  The new Asian and Native Hawaiian race classifications were both associated with the old ‘Asian and Pacific Islander’ classification.  The mapping process used an allocation matrix that fractionally allocated the five new multi-racial CPS classifications to the four old single race classifications using ordinal fractions between 1/5 and 1.  Using these fractions the CPS sample data from January 2000 to December 2002 were re-weighted to incorporate the new 2000 decennial census-based multi-racial population counts (extrapolated from April 2000) and the new multi-racial CPS race classifications.   

The New Ethnicity Question

Steve then discussed the new CPS ethnicity question.  He noted that the new ethnicity question would be used beginning with the January 2003 data collection.  Steve said that both the ethnicity question and the placement of the question had changed.  Prior to January 2003, respondents were first asked to classify their race and then asked to identify their “origin or descent” from a list of twenty choices.  Of this list, seven choices in the middle of the list were associated with Hispanic ethnicity.   Starting with January 2003 data collection, respondents will first be asked directly, “Are you Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino?” Then, respondents are asked to identify their race.  Steve pointed out that the total number of people defined as Hispanic or non-Hispanic should not be affected by the question change.  However, the make-up of those who identify themselves as Hispanic or non-Hispanic may change.  Therefore, comparability of post January 2003 data with historical ethnicity data may be affected.  Steve told the LPC that unfortunately BLS had only one data point with which to evaluate the impact of this change, because only one month (May 2002) of CPS data had been dual coded with the new race and ethnicity information.  Steve noted that this lack of data severely limits the inferences that can be made, even at the national level.  Although the new ethnicity question should not affect the total number of people defined as Hispanic or non-Hispanic, there is evidence that more people are classifying themselves as Hispanic.  Nationally, about 4 to 5 percent more respondents are classifying themselves as Hispanic 

The New Population Controls

Steve briefly discussed that beginning with the January 2003 estimates, BLS will use 2000 decennial census population-based controls directly in CPS weighting and estimation.  As a result, many demographic groups will see an increase in their population controls when going from a 1990- to the 2000-base.  He mentioned that care should be exercised when comparing Race groups before and after January 2003.  Steve apologized for not being able to share any actual numbers with the LPC.

Sandi Mason said she would provide copies of the tables comparing 1990- vs. 2000-based annual average CPS labor force estimates after lunch.  Sandi pointed out that CPS data from January 2000 through December 2002 would incorporate the 2000 decennial census population counts through the modified weights calculated using the 2000-based population controls and the fractional multi-race allocation matrix applied to the 1990-based CPS estimation cells (discussed in The New Race Question/Paradigm section, above).   Thus, to the extent possible, 2000 decennial census-based CPS estimates will be introduced beginning with the revised January, 2003 CPS estimates, which should be available during the benchmarking process in February, 2003. 

The New CPS Weighting/Estimation System

Steve briefly discussed the new CPS weighting/estimation system.  Beginning with the January 2003 estimates, the CPS will use a new estimation system with new weighting control cells, new weighting algorithms, and new processing procedures.  The new estimation process adds an additional control step, called the “coverage step” at both the national and State level.  This coverage step should reduce the variability for key demographic components at the national level.  Most important for State users is that the new “coverage” step will introduce an additional set of race, gender, and age controls at the State level [non-black, by gender, by 3 age groups; black, by gender, by 3 age groups].  These controls replace the single “16+ total” control previously used for each State.  The combined effect of the national and State “coverage” controls should be to greatly reduce the “unexplainable” variations in the State demographic components. 

Sandi mentioned that a description of the new CPS weighting/estimation process is included in the technical memorandum on population controls mentioned earlier.

Sharon mentioned that currently BLS is looking at potential breaks-in-series between December 1999 and January 2000 and another between December 2002 and January 2003.  Sharon hopes that BLS/Census would be able to reconstruct the historical CPS estimates from 1990 to 2000, since this would permit comparison of data prior to January 2000 with later years.  Sharon noted that a number of CPS data users make over-the-year comparisons with respect to various labor force statistics.  However, she indicated that there were no firm plans for this reconstruction at this time.

Denis asked if the Census Bureau was going to release an estimate of the undercount?

Sharon responded that Census does not believe there is evidence of any systematic under or over-count.  The under-count question is a dead issue.  Census was going to use the ACS to evaluate the census post enumeration study.  However, the ACS turned out to be too flawed for this purpose. 

Anticipated 2002 Benchmark Revisions

Sandi reviewed the 2002 potential benchmark revision table.  She noted that these data are 1990-based and don’t incorporate the 2000 decennial census revisions.  These are merely comparisons of LAUS labor force end-of-year averages with the respective CPS averages.  It provides an early look at potential revisions for States. Actual benchmarking will commence in late January with the delivery of population controls for 2002 from the Census Bureau.

Update on LAUS Models and Benchmarking

Dick Tiller presented “Updating Real-time Benchmarking”.  He indicated that currently, we are using the Census Divisions as the geography for the supermodels.  Other choices will be tested and LPC should consider what grouping they would like used.

There was some discussion about how the error was distributed to the States estimates in the real-time benchmarking approach.  

In preparation for meeting with Tom Palumbo of the Census Bureau Wednesday morning, Sharon led a discussion of the group quarters issues.  We feel that these errors impact the commutation data.  We need to ask whether Tom has shared these findings with the metropolitan area standards committee?  There was also agreement that the Note on the error is not very visible to general public.  It needs to be somewhere where it can be seen. 

There was a suggestion that LAUS could continue to use 1990 data if the problems with the current group quarters data are not resolved.  There was some discussion on which path would be worst – current data that are incorrect or 15-year old data.

Sharon points out that the note indicates that about 15 percent of the CNP group quarter data are in error.  Can we exclude this 15 percent and/or impute estimates from the 85 percent that are good?  Someone asked about using the ACS data.  LAUS feels there are unresolved problems with ACS data that would limit their use.  In addition, they don’t plan to incorporate group quarters in the sample until at least 2004.  

Sharon again asks the LPC to review Tom’s note and her email and prepare questions for Tom, who will join the group Wednesday morning.

LAUS Substate Research Activities

Sandi reviewed topics in ongoing LAUS sub-state estimation research activities, including:  

Employment: 

· Small area employment estimation 

· Agricultural employment estimation

· USDA labor survey no longer published

· less data available and only by special request 

· looking at alternatives – using CPS data in aggregate?

· C2SS data with CPS

· All-other employment

· looking at alternatives such as use of C2SS data with CPS 

· Residency adjustment 

Census and C2SS data

Unemployment:

· New entrant/re-entrant research 

wage records research

· Agricultural unemployment  

atypical estimates

synthetic estimates

looking at agricultural regions, particularly for States that repeatedly ask for 

            atypical treatment 

· Survival rate issues 

· Wayne Vroman’s research

We expect to complete the research so that proposed changes to the methodology can be tested during the period of dual estimation (January-June 2004).   States are invited to propose alternatives to current procedures.  Sharon suggested that LPC members review relationships, look at disaggregation methodology, look at neighboring counties etc., and provide suggestions for research to us.

Time and Task Study

Bob Langlais distributed the LMI Director request letter, describing the Time and Task Study and asking for State participation.  There was some discussion of the letter.  Bob agreed to add a due date.

We agreed that LMI directors should not adjust their numbers for the positions they current have budgeted for LAUS operations.  Since State salaries are not uniform, the numbers of positions working on the program will not necessarily match up with the BIF numbers.  

There was also a lengthy discussion regarding ADP costs and how they are accounted for across the States.  The study looks at work elements, but doesn’t necessarily indicate where the positions are allocated within a State.  

Sharon asked if we need to know the position titles associated with each respondent.  She also suggested that we provide a list of the types of people who may be working on the LAUS program, including analysts, computer support, administrative support, etc.  

We also need to remind LMI directors that we are focusing on activities, not on dollars spent in the program. 

The LPC consensus was to mail the questionnaire to States during the week of December 9 and ask for responses by January 10.  LPC members will follow-up with their States in mid January, so that results can be provided during the February meeting. 

LAUS Publication Schedule

Ken LeVasseur reviewed the LAUS due dates for 2003.  He indicated that the dates are later then normal, particularly for the first few months of the year.  Factors impacting the dates include CES processing (incorporation of NAICS into the CES benchmark), BLS publication rules, LAUS processing activities, and LAUS database updating limitations.   In response to an earlier question, Ken indicated that there are 337 metropolitan areas in the LAUS database and approximately 40 of them have interstate components.  There are also approximately 13 interstate Small Labor Market areas.

Bill Niblack suggested that the States are bearing the burden of LAUS’ publication schedule.   Ken responded that States could try to coordinate activities with neighboring States.  One problem is that the LAUS processing system can’t handle two months of “production” data at the same time.  Sharon reminded the Council that LAUS needs to protect itself from accidental early submittals of data.

Wednesday, December 4

Sharon indicated there was no news yet on the MLS funding.  She reported on a meeting with GAO staff regarding a project to evaluate the use of MLS data in the WARN program.  GAO may not have been aware of the MLS program status when approaching BLS regarding this project.

CES Modeling

Sharon then introduced Larry Huff of SMD who has been working on the CES modeling project.  Larry reviewed the work SMD has been doing regarding CES modeling for small domain areas (i.e. areas for which BLS does not have adequate sample data).  He indicated that some programs had been changed due to ACES system requirements.  They had to give up a little precision changing from levels to links.  

Larry reviewed the graphs presented in his handout.  He indicated that the results using the early EQUI data are erratic. EQUI data do not represent full reporting and are not completely edited.  Spikes in the estimates occur less frequently when the LDB are used.   

First estimates will be based on weighted least squares (WLS) method.  However, States will still have the ability to overlay the estimate if State has firm knowledge that WLS estimate is wrong.

Phil suggested that dropping the quota sample could result in ascribing the statewide trend to area estimates.  That could be a problem if an area doesn’t follow the statewide trend.

There was some discussion about alternative models (NORC, UI claims).  Some States are under contract to research these models.  Larry indicated that in SMD the priority has been developing the first generation of models for January 2003.  Once that work is complete, they will turn their attention to additional model development.

Census Bureau Group Quarters

Sharon introduced Tom Palumbo from the Census Bureau.  Tom reported that the Census review of SF3 data revealed unusually high unemployment rates in areas with group quarters, particularly college dorms.   Census did some research on the responses to the questionnaire used in college dorms – the Individual Census Report (ICR).  

It turns out that Census imputed labor force responses based on assumptions that respondents saw all labor force questions and answered them appropriately.  However, this assumption is false if respondents either didn’t see all the questions or the responses were missed when the data were processed.   The impact of these potentially incorrect assumptions is statistically significant (relative to CPS estimates) even at national level. 

Tom discussed the problem with the ICR collection form – there are multiple pages that are folded in a way that could lead to a respondent missing entire pages.  The data problem is directly correlated with survey questions that appeared on the backside of a page.  Errors appear consistent with respondent missing an entire page of the collection instrument.  Or, the problem may be due to data processing missing the back page.  Unfortunately, collection forms were copied to microfiche and then destroyed.  Microfiche is being archived by a private contractor and will not be available until entire job is complete, which is not for another two years.  According to Tom, there is no way to interrupt the archiving process until it is completed.  

There was some discussion about the other data that may be impacted by this error.  Commutation (journey-to-work) data would surely be affected.   

Tom Palumbo indicated that Census would explore the possibility of getting labor force tabulations that relate only to households (excluding the group quarters information).  This may be useful to LAUS in determining how best to utilize the Census information in our methodology.

State members noted that users had already begun to question the high unemployment rates in college towns.  Census’ user note needs to have wider visibility.  State users and State data centers have noted the differences between LAUS and Census data.  Sharon affirmed that these differences are due to a number of factors.  She cited Ann Polivka’s research which noted that passive vs.active job search accounts for about 0.5 of the difference in the unemployment rate.  The Group Quarters error accounts for another 0.4 of a percentage point.    Together, these two factors account for more than half of the overall difference in unemployment rates between the 2000 census and the CPS. 

Update on AAMC Projects 

Sandi discussed the Small Area Employment Estimates (SAEE) project.  Noted that this LAUS research wasn’t intended as an alternative to the small domain estimates, but rather, focused on a methodology to produce total non-ag. wage and salary input data needed to make estimates for LAUS areas.  The project won’t produce the industry detail that States may want – that is not its goal.  The meeting was good and productive.  The group evaluated 202 forecast models.  They discussed creating synthetic estimates for small areas to be compared with current estimates.

Lewis Siegel gave a brief update on the PROMIS meeting.  The project is moving along well.  System development and file creation steps are underway.

Phil George discussed the Wage Records Research Project.  This project is an attempt to improve entrant and re-entrant estimates for unique communities.  The use of wage records will allow States to match UI claimants with wage records entries and exits.  BLS will provide CPS gross flows data and will participate in the matching of wage records results to CPS concepts.

Update on APT

Ken LeVasseur reviewed the status of the Applied Program Training (APT) course.  Ken reviewed the APT outlines for the Administrative Uses of LAUS Data Module and the LAUS Geography Module. The APT course will focus on “what States do” and “how they do it” and it will be more “hands on” in its instructional approach.  The course development team felt that if they included LSS training in the APT, it would be too much material to cover in a reasonable time.  So, they’ve decided to have LSS training in an additional course.  The team also felt that the “LAUS Models” course should remain a separate offering.  Currently, there is more material than can be reasonably covered in 3 days included in the APT course.  The idea of having people attend a portion of the APT training, leave, and then attend another portion in a separate session seems impractical.  Therefore, the development team is considering splitting the course into two parts or levels of training, such as, an intermediate level and an advanced level.  LPC input on this would be helpful.  

Phil indicated that two levels of training might work.  One level for relatively inexperienced staff and another level for staff that know how to do the job but may be weak on some program activities.  Sandi noted that both the Overview and Models courses would be revised, depending on what gets covered in the APT.  

Ken reported that the APT development team would continue to refine the course (outline) and share it with the LPC at a later date.

Position Classification

Denis brought up the classification of LAUS technicians, which is loosely related to providing titles and position information for the LAUS Time and Task Survey.  The LPC had asked members to provide the position description for LAUS technicians at the entry and journeyman level.  Denis wants the results reviewed by the LPC and some assistance in clarifying descriptions.  What is the journeyman level – 4 to 5 years of experience and a college degree?  What kind of degree? There is the question of educational degrees, knowledge, experience, and whether the degree should be program (subject) specific.  

Rich noted that position requirements typically include “equivalent” experience/education provisions.   Denis would welcome suggestions of how to compare this information across States.

Sharon suggested that we identify journeyman position and identify qualification elements.  Then, compare journeyman criteria in one State to another.  Look for elements that are “typical” and compare results with information from the Time & Task survey.  It will be interesting to see what will be defined as “journeyman” for the LAUS program.  If it is a “supervisor” so be it.

Phil said he was not sure which is more important – senior supervisory position from an operational standpoint, or, program experience.  Most journeymen are probably supervisors.

The LPC reviewed the position description examples provided by Denis.  Many were “job offering” descriptions.  Sharon noted that we need to have descriptions of positions for people who actually spend time performing LAUS activities.

The Council agreed that the collection of salary information, though interesting, might make some nervous about providing the data. 

Action Items:
 

1. Scheduled next LPC meeting for February 25-27 in Miami.

2. Robert Langlais will make suggested revisions to Time & Task survey and draft follow-up notice

3. Denis McSweeney will work on occupation classifications

4. Dick Tiller will provide updates on LAUS models and real-time benchmarking at the next meeting.  LPC members will provide suggestions for alternative geographic grouping for supermodels at that time.

5. We will discuss scheduling of future meetings during the February meeting.  Also, members will try to send materials out in advance of meetings so that members can review materials before discussions.
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