DRAFT

Minutes of LAUS Policy Council Meeting

Date:  November 29-30, 2001

Location:  San Diego, California

LAUS Policy Council Chairs:

Sharon Brown, LAUS Division Chief

Dan Anderson, LMI Director, Arizona

Present:  BLS: Sharon Brown, Sandra Mason, Shail Butani, Richard Tiller, William Pierson, Denis McSweeney, Phil Rones 
States:  Richard Reinhold, William Niblack, Phil George, Sam McClary, Robert Langlais, Brynn Keith, Bruce Weaver, Dan Hall (for Gerry Bradley)

Not Attending:  George Sharpley

Visitors:  Carrie Okita, John Filemyr, Ed Robison, Lewis Siegel

Scribe:  Kenneth LeVasseur

Handouts:

1. Agenda

2. Minutes from prior meeting

3. Draft Work Statement for the LAUS Program

4. Draft Work Statement for the MLS Program

Ms. Brown called the meeting to order at 1:30 PM.
Welcome/Old Business/New Business
Policy Council Membership  

The first topic raised was the LAUS Policy Council (LPC) membership.  It was stated that, as with the Workforce Information Council (WIC), membership was for 2 years and half the membership was up for renewal every other year (DOL Regions 1, 3, 5, 7, and 9 this coming year).  Chris Miller had sought input regarding all program policy council participation.   Mr. Anderson said that the new terms would begin in January 2002.  The question was raised as to how travel funds were managed for incoming and outgoing States, and it was noted that travel funds are available by fiscal year, which is out of synch with the policy council membership cycle.  
Ms. Brown asked Mr. Anderson to bring up with the WIC the issue of lack of a member from Region II.
  Mr. Anderson noted that State WIC members vote on each regional nominee for policy councils.  Ms. Brown said maybe only one representative per BLS region (not ETA region) is needed.  Six, instead of 10, members may be adequate, especially now with more councils in existence than initially.  A brief discussion of whether or not MLS will have a policy council followed.  
Action Item: Dan Anderson will provide an update on Policy Council membership at the next meeting.
Employment Estimation  

Ms. Brown expressed her interest in adding small area employment estimation to the agenda, in light of the upcoming CES redesign changes.  Mr. George said that CES trends the ES-202, and he doesn’t know how much interest there is in sample-based estimates for small LMAs in the CES program.  Ms. Butani stated that they might need a synthetic estimator for the smallest areas.  Ms. Brown stated that LAUS needs just total non-farm employment, not NAICS supersectors.   Synthetic estimators can be programmed into ACES, according to Ms. Butani, whose group was to provide programming specs for ACES by December 31, 2001.  Ms. Brown asked that a synthetic estimator be included in those specifications.  Mr. Anderson noted that there were some useful tools in ACES currently, and asked that they be retained.  Ms. Mason said that, according to the CES Policy Council, ACES will include a bare bones synthetic estimator in next version.  

Ms. Butani noted that the general form of models in ACES is the same, but developing estimating parameters is the hard part.  In addition, the presumed non-covered (PNC) would need to be added outside the model.  Mr. Anderson said Arizona does small area estimates in ACES.  It was noted that the quota sample would no longer be supported in ACES, so an outside system would be needed if a State wants to continue supplementing the sample.  
Ms. Brown said it would be advisable to find out how States generate non-MSA estimates.  Mr. Anderson thinks that Graham Slater (via the CES Policy Council) surveyed States on the former question.  Ms. Brown expressed the need to be aware of what States are planning for small area employment estimation in 2003 and to be sure that LAUS is ready. Ms. Butani and Mr. Reinhold expressed the possibility of using the NORC model (a synthetic estimator), which builds up from county level.

Training

Ms. Keith said we need to focus on training, especially given State turnover.  Ms. Keith suggested that one day of training be offered for new staff next year prior to the State conference.  In addition, a tutorial should be considered.  Mr. Pierson said that regional office staff does ongoing training, because States often can’t wait for a formal course to be held.  Ms. Butani said we should look at computer based training (CBT).  Ms. Brown noted that it has been on the program’s plate for years but it is very labor intensive, plus other needs and crises have arisen.  Mr. Filemyr expressed his opinion that CBT was not effective for an introduction—that interaction with fellow students and instructors was needed.  Ms. Mason suggested listing materials for new employees on the Intranet, and placing LAUS Overview PowerPoint documents on the site.   

WIC-Sponsored Program Cost Study

Mr. Anderson, who was on the earlier cross-program workgroup on State funding, described its focus, which was not to look at a program-specific algorithm, but rather at how to convert FTEs to money.  A new approach was implemented on October 1, 2001, using ES-202 salary for State government instead of staff salary information from the Budget Information Forms (BIFs).

Regarding the cost study, Mr. Anderson noted that there were two alternatives:  (1) as the programs are currently conducted and (2) the more nebulous area of meeting all the requirements of Section 309 (of WIA)., Mr. Filemyr noted that Bob Cottrell claimed that there was not enough money in the system and that an independent cost figure was needed.  The WIC had contacted NASWA Administrators to look for money for the study.  It was noted that an outside source would be needed for credibility, but that data collection and education would be expensive.  Mr. George noted that one would need to know the Cooperative Agreement (CA) work statements and requirements in detail in order to pick up only legitimate costs.

Mr. Rones said that BLS was lukewarm at best on this idea due to (1) the cost of study (e.g., by KPMG as suggested by Mr. Reinhold) and (2) the low probability of getting more money from Congress in current budget environment.  Ms. Brown noted that the definition of “adequate” in running the programs is subjective.

LAUS Funding Algorithm and Workload Measures 
Mr. Anderson presented a review of the LAUS algorithm, noting that there was some similarity across BLS programs.  To start, it is 1 base position with the remainder based on workload.  The amounts are $7.5M, and about 188 FTE (136 based on workload, using a 1992 study on program activity).  Time spent is distributed 55% for estimation, 32% for analysis information dissemination, and 13% for general.  A preliminary allocation is equal to FTE per State *Salary.  The preliminary figures are then summed to a regional total; regional offices negotiate with States and may reallocate between States.  The number of positions (188) is based information at the time of the 1996 budget cut.


Mr. George said that his States saw a disconnect between the CA and funding algorithm.  In particular, small States are required to do cross training, but that is not covered in the Work Statement.  Ms. Brown said that a cost study (to measure the percentage of hours or resources, not money) would be useful for examining the algorithm.  Mr. McSweeney suggested that a representative sample of States might be adequate for a cost study. Others agreed that the bottom line is how State money is impacted (who wins, who loses, and by how much).  While this is true, Ms. Brown and others said it was important to know how time is spent in the program, aside from any algorithm issues.  Mr. Filemyr said that Jack Galvin had tasked him and Mike Horrigan with coordinating across all Policy Councils.  Mr. Reinhold stated that he has a list of LAUS tasks that he recently sent to States.

Action Items:  Mr. Anderson, Bob Langlais, and Mr. Filemyr agreed to work on this project.  Mr. Reinhold will provide them with a list of LAUS tasks.  Mr. Anderson said he would try to have a questionnaire for the next Policy Council meeting.

LAUS Model Review



Ms. Mason said that responses to the annual model review were received from all but 6-7 States.  There were concerns, as usual, with the benchmark revision, end-point constraint, and occasional CPS aberrations, though many (about 20 States) had no issues at all.    Mr. Reinhold asked if the model review response requirement could be put into the CA.  Ms. Brown said removing the end-point constraint will eliminate much distortion but may increase the December-January break.  There was a brief discussion regarding the impact of the SCHIP sample expansion on benchmark revisions.  Mr. Tiller said that there should be less revision due to greater reliability of CPS data for States.  

It was noted that the gap between the sum of States and national estimates increased noticeably from July to August.  Mr. Tiller said there was no protection against failure to pick up September 11-type shocks because the models discount such movements.  Ms. Brown said there would be more and larger benchmark revisions this year.   Based on the data available at the time of the meeting, employment will be revised downward in 47 States (compared to 41 last year) and the magnitudes are generally larger (14 States revised by 2 percent or more, compared to 8 States last year).  Ms. Mason said often there is compression at end of the year (reducing the revisions), but this is not a typical year.  Unemployment will be revised upward in 48 States (compared to 39 last year), and the magnitudes are larger (greater than 10 percent in 15 States).  In terms of the rate, 50 States are expected to have upward revision including 9 with revisions of 0.5 percentage point or more.

Ms. Brown explained that BLS will not employ model interventions until we feel we understand the nature of the shifts in State model estimates.  The interventions in 1994 in anticipation of the CPS redesign effect were unnecessary, and, in retrospect, a 
mistake.  
Action Item: BLS will place the year-to-date tables displaying model and CPS estimates by State on the Intranet site.
LAUS and MLS Cooperative Agreement Work Statements for FY 2003
(Friday 9-10 AM)
Ms. Brown distributed copies of the draft Work Statements for FY 2003, and the members provided feedback from their States.

In regard to Quality Assurance item C.9, the question was asked whether claims inputs for research should be obtained on an ongoing basis – especially initial claims, which are not in LSS.  Ms. Brown said that some type of update would be necessary, for example, 12 months of input once a year, or BLS would change LSS to maintain the claimant input.   Mr. Tiller said we need to update the database regularly, as an extension of STARS, to develop parallel runs for metropolitan area modeling and to add data on a monthly basis.  

Mr. Reinhold asked about the requirement of loading new software within five days of receipt because some States have problems with that.  Mr. Siegel said the reality is different, and the point is to make the next set of estimates using new software.  The requirement could be defined as:  “LSS will be installed according to guidelines in the accompanying technical memorandum and used to produce LAUS estimates.”
The same comments regarding installation of software apply to the MLS CA.  The language in that work statement will be changed in line with the LAUS discussion.  
Mr. George asked whether BLS could provide more specific information in the cooperative agreement on planned training and systems releases for the year-- specifically what BLS will commit to do, to assist States in planning.  Ms. Brown said this was an excellent observation, but BLS views the agreement as a contract, specifying what we want States to do, in exchange for money, and not as a vehicle for planning.  Any change in that view would have to come from WIC.
Mr. George said BLS needs to provide training regarding ASUs (item B.2).  It was noted that an ASU module had been added to the LAUS Overview, and that the regional staff could also conduct this type of training.  Ms. Brown pointed out that BLS is not responsible for the geographic identification of ASUs, only for the validation of LAUS estimates.
Mr. George raised the issue of customer feedback.  Mr. Anderson noted that OMB had killed the earlier customer satisfaction survey because the anticipated response rate was below 75 percent.

Mr. Langlais said the State wants a guide for State staff that would be a handbook on using UI data in LAUS.  Ms. Brown committed to review a draft chapter on the UI Program by January, and will look at the UI modules in the LAUS Overview and LAUS Models courses as possible supplemental information.

Action Item: Ms. Brown will send the Policy Council members draft LAUS and MLS work statements reflecting the comments and discussion by December 5, 2001.

Identifying Issues for the Policy Council in 2002 (Friday 8:30-9 AM, 10 AM to 1 PM)


The Council members began the discussion with the following issues (discussed at the LAUS Annual State Conference) and their status:
• LAUS Initiative 

• Annual Benchmarking 
• UI Data Quality Issues 
• Estimates of Small Area Employment 
• End-point constraint 
• Disaggregation Techniques 
• Estimation in Unique Communities

• Training

• Evaluation of Census 2000 Results 

• Assessing User Satisfaction 
• Estimating cities under 25,000

• Demographic CPS data for all States 
• LAUS monthly analysis

• State CPS Supplementation 
• LSS edits
Ms. Brown then led the members in brainstorming and discussing issues to be added to the list and considered as possible objectives of the Policy Council.


















Ms. Brown proposed adding “Analysis of State LAUS Activities “(a.k.a. time study) for this year’s LPC topics.  
Ms. Brown also cited the incorporation of 2000 Census into CPS population controls in January 2003, the need to revise State controls back to 1990, and how to bridge the period as an important issue.  Mr. Tiller pointed out that we need to account for breaks in series in modeling and that the current models have 1990 level shifts in employment in some States.

Mr. Niblack raised the topic of residency adjustment and how to keep employment in line with population over the decade (place of residence vs. place of work adjustment).  Can we use ACS for this purpose?  He asked about the status of prior work by BLS.  Ms. Brown noted that, after the 1990 Census, LAUS had proposed using an equation that reflected commutation among all component areas of a labor market area, but the operational considerations (programming issues) precluded implementation.  Ms. Brown suggested that States could do it now, but it would address only one part of the residency adjustment issue because it would still use decennial census-based relationships.

Mr. Anderson raised the issue of  a Policy Council for MLS.  
Mr. McClary asked about updates to the Handbook methodology.  It was noted that that is part of the LAUS Initiative.  
Ms. Keith expressed her interest in small areas and unique communities, and also in training.  
Mr. Reinhold asked about counts of website hits by page and by topic.  In response to a question from Mr. Niblack, Mr. McSweeney agreed to follow up on LAUS requests in the regions.

Because of the SCHIP sample expansion, it was decided to drop CPS sample supplementation from the list of issues.
A total of 22 issues were identified through this process.   The Policy Council will consider these issues in determining priorities for 2002.
Action Item: Ms. Brown agreed to develop the list of LAUS Policy Council Issues and send it to members by December 7.  Details on the LAUS Initiative activities and timelines will be included.
Agenda topics for next meeting





Topics identified for the next meeting included:  small area employment estimation, LAUS priorities, a benchmark status report, incorporation of 2000-based population controls in 2003 and historical revision, the impact of removal of the end-point constraint, the time allocation study, UI validation, and a detailed presentation on all aspects of the LAUS initiative.  In addition, Mr. Anderson will update the group on Policy Council membership.

Next LAUS Policy Council Meeting

The members agreed to meet on February 26-27 (and possibly 28).  The location will be Washington, DC (or New York City).

Attachment 1

Proposed Schedule of Upcoming Meetings

	Meeting
	Date(s)
	Location
	Notes

	
	
	
	

	LAUS Policy Council
	February 26-27, 2002
	Washington, DC
	Denis also looking at NYC; may be 3-day mtg.

	National LMI Conference
	May 20-23, 2002
	Portland, OR
	

	LAUS Policy Council
	May 29-30, 2002
	Chicago, IL
	Week after LMI Conference.

	LAUS Technicians Conference
	August 27-29, 2002
	Seattle, WA
	

	LAUS Policy Council
	Sept. 17-18, 2002
	Providence, RI or New York, NY
	

	National LAUS Conference
	October 22-24, 2002
	Scottsdale, AZ, Charleston, SC, Chicago, IL, or other
	New time for meeting

	LAUS Policy Council
	November 19-20, 2002
	St. Louis, MO
	Week before Thanksgiving.
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