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Handouts:

1. Office of Workforce Security: Description of Programs

2. Office of Workforce Security Organizational Chart

3. America's Workforce Network

4. Emails regarding benchmarking issues from IL, MN and NY.

5. Emails regarding CES small area estimation from PA and Graham Slater

6. Draft of the LAUS Initiative Substate Database AAMC

7. Draft of the LAUS Initiative Unemployment Insurance Validation project

8. Recent Changes in UI Law and Administrative Practices

9. LAUS Issues for State Input and Action

10. Annual Population Growth for Arizona

11. 2000 End-of-Year Averages for LAUS and CPS Estimates Forward Filter LAUS Estimates compared to Revised CPS

12. Table 1. Impact of Re-estimation, Smoothing, and Benchmarking, 2000 Labor Force --Total and Percent Revision for Each Portion.

13. Table 2. Impact of Re-estimation, Smoothing, and Benchmarking, 2000 Employment --Total and Percent Revision for Each Portion.

14. Table 3. Impact of Re-estimation, Smoothing, and Benchmarking, 2000 Unemployment --Total and Percent Revision for Each Portion.

15. Table 4. Impact of Re-estimation, Smoothing, and Benchmarking, 2000 Unemployment Rate --Total and Percent Revision for Each Portion.

16. Effect of the CPS SCHIP Expansion on LAUS Models

Ms. Brown called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. Ms. Brown and Mr. Anderson provided opening remarks and thanked the members for attending.  

Ms. Brown reviewed the agenda for the upcoming two days.  She advised the Council that the LAUS Initiative funding for FY 2001 had been made available to BLS and funding will continue into FY 2002.  There were no additional OEUS budget initiatives approved for FY 2002.

Summary of Comments on the 2002 Program Work Statements

Ms. Brown reviewed the Summary of Comments on the 2002 LAUS and MLS Program Work Statements.   We discussed the comment from Wyoming regarding the due dates for annual changes in UI law and administrative practices.   Wyoming's concern was that our due date for UI changes fell during many State legislative sessions.  Mr. Anderson commented that ETA publishes changes in State UI laws on an annual basis.  Ms. Brown explained that the ETA publication covers only a portion of what is needed by the LAUS program in that the publication does not interpret how the change in UI law will affect the claims counts or how it might impact the LAUS estimates.

Ms. Mason mentioned that the National Conference of State Legislatures web site has a yearly calendar of States' legislative sessions, but of course, it does not indicate when changes in State law will go into effect.

Mr. Anderson thought that the ETA publication would provide a good way to check what States are submitting to BLS on the UI changes. He noted that some States might not be aware of changes in UI.

Ms. Brown indicated that, ideally, the due dates should be coordinated with when UI changes are made.  Mr. Langlais noted that Rhode Island is required to submit any changes in UI law to ETA as they are made, usually around July of each year.

Ms. Brown said that we would amend the Cooperative Agreement requirement to provide more flexibility with respect to the due date and provide additional background and clarification on this issue in a technical memorandum to States. 

LAUS Initiative

A revised timetable for the LAUS initiative was distributed.  It is more detailed than the previous one and has additional milestones for CPS redesign and UI quality assurance activities. Ms. Brown noted that the timetable tends to evolve over time as projects are fleshed out.   Funds became available in February 2001 and will be used for providing new computer hardware and software to States and to finance two major projects with States.  Draft copies of both projects were distributed for comment within the Bureau and both are expected to be officially distributed by the end of the month.   One project funds States to provide BLS with historical claims data for the LAUS substate database. The claims data needed for the database include initial claims, continued claims and final payments. The other project addresses the quality of UI data and specifically the UI extract programs.  Ms. Mason will discuss both projects later in the day.

Ms. Brown mentioned that Council members should keep in mind that representatives from ETA will be present at this afternoon's session and they should think about issues to discuss with them.  She provided the ETA staff with a draft copy the UI validation package for their review. Ms. Brown also mentioned that she and Ms. Mason recently visited Ms. Betty Castillo and her staff to revitalize our ongoing relationship with ETA.  A brief discussion followed on the reorganization of the former Unemployment Insurance Services division at ETA, which has now been renamed the Office of Income Support and how we no longer have a clear picture of their duties.  Ms. Mason noted the presentation that the ETA staff will be giving this afternoon will describe the new organization and duties. 

Ms. Brown indicated that after the ETA presentations we will review the annual UI statements from States as well as benchmarking.  Tomorrow, we will discuss the SCHIP sample expansion, its impact on model estimation, and implementation issues.

Ms. Brown informed the Council that Ms. Mason and her staff completed programming to provide monthly CPS demographic data to all States.  Packages were distributed to each Policy Council State member.  A memorandum will be distributed to States shortly on the availability of these data.

Ms. Brown then mentioned that she received emails concerning benchmarking from Minnesota, Illinois, and New York.  These messages are included in the folder provided to each Council member .  Ms. Brown also noted that there was an email from Pennsylvania regarding CES small area estimation along with related email from Graham Slater, the State Co-Chair of the CES Policy Council.

LAUS Issues for State Input and Action

The Council then turned its attention to the State input and action task assigned at the prior council meeting.   Five items were described. These included: 

1. Identifying sources of data, such as State administrative and program databases, that could be used to improve LAUS methodology,

2. Research on small area employment estimations and unique communities,

3. LAUS research,

4. Benchmarking concerns, and

5. UI data quality concerns.


Region I

Mr. Langlais of Rhode Island, the Region I representative, was the first to respond, addressing concerns on benchmarking.  New York told him that they could not explain their benchmarked estimates.  Massachusetts and Vermont stated that the trend of the benchmarked employment estimates did not track with their CES estimates.  Resident employment was down in their States and that is difficult for them to explain. 

Mr. Langlais than went on to discuss population controls. He reported that Northeastern University is conducting a study on the CES-LAUS convergence.  Mr. Anderson noted that the undocumented worker is really the issue.  Ms. Brown mentioned that Lee Price of the Census Bureau has published papers on this subject. Although the undocumented worker research is speculative, some significant underestimation problems may be eliminated with the use of new population controls.   Ms. Butani commented that new population controls would not cure all the problems. Undocumented workers should not be appearing in the CES estimates. Ms. Mason noted that they would show up in CES if they are using a valid Social Security number, even if it belongs to someone else.  With respect to benchmarking, Mr. Langlais said some of his States suggested range estimates or benchmarking to the 2000 Census. 

Region I States had no comment on small area estimation issues. Other comments included the following.  Massachusetts felt that the LAUS Program Manual needs to be updated, especially the chapter on UI. Vermont does not want seasonally adjusted substate data. Ms. Brown replied that there is no requirement for States to seasonally adjust substate data. Mr. Langlais noted that Rhode Island publishes unadjusted data because more detail is available.  Ms. Brown pointed out that many States publish seasonally adjusted data on their own. Mr. Anderson remarked that Arizona publishes seasonally adjusted data.

Mr. McSweeney commented that Ms. Kottcamp of Massachusetts is concerned that the incorporation of 2000 Census might decrease the sample size in her State and create LAUS quality issues.  Ms. Butani stated that that sample sizes will fall in a number of States.  Mr. McSweeney noted that was also a concern of Pennsylvania.

Region III

Mr. Sharpley of Delaware is the Region II representative.  He stated that he did not get any feedback from his States, but indicated that Delaware was experiencing email problems.

Mr. Sharpley expressed concern with Delaware's benchmarked estimates. He noted that there was a 4 percent change in the employment level that attracted some notice.  He would prefer to eliminate the benchmarking process all together and rely only on the model. 

Mr. Sharpley mentioned that he had collected data for all 50 states and regressed the CES-LAUS divergence.   Like other researchers, he was unable to discern a single cause for the change in the relationship of the series.

Mr. Sharpley noted that the UI staff in his State is only concerned with the growth of the UI trust fund and that LAUS issues were secondary. 

Region IV

Mr. McClary of South Carolina represents the States in Region IV.  With respect to benchmarking, he noted that although States may complain about the benchmarking procedure, they are reluctant to give it up because they feel the need to have some method to standardize the estimates for federal fund allocations.

Moving on to CES issues, States in Region IV were also concerned with the CES going to probability sampling.  South Carolina has a reliable non-CES employment estimation procedure in place now, that will be lost when the CES moves to the probability sample.  There are also concerns over the metropolitan area samples. 

Mr. McClary noted that we must support the CES policy council.  Ms. Brown said there is recognition of LAUS needs in the CES group. Ms. Butani commented that small area estimation has always been a concern of CES.  Poor data quality at the national level was the reason to use probability sampling.  If the data are poor at the national level, then they can't be expected to be any better at the local level. Mr. McClary remarked that South Carolina makes 38 CES-type estimates for its counties and has been getting good results.  Ms. Brown suggested that the Council members should plan on providing an update on the CES probability issue for the next council meeting.

The discussion then turned to UI issues. According to Mr. McClary, this is a hot topic for the Region IV States. He mentioned that Florida recently switched to Internet claims taking and that claimants can no longer file in person. He noted that other policy councils have been looking at UI data and suggested the possibility of the creation of a separate policy council devoted just to UI issues. 

Ms. Butani added that claims data could possibly be used in small area estimation based on Pennsylvania's research.  Mr. McSweeney asked what is a small area? Ms. Butani replied that it is defined as any area for which sample size is not sufficiently large to achieve the desired level of reliability.  The term can be applied to MSAs and counties. Some States want estimates below the MSA level.  

Next Mr. McClary commented on new data sources. The States in his region do not have many alternative data sources available. However, they are in agreement that there is a need for improvement in the handbook estimation procedure. Mr. Pierson mentioned that he attended a two-day meeting that was co-hosted by ETA.   At this meeting, there was concern over the quality of UI claims inputs into the LAUS and MLS programs.  He stated that we need to have a better relationship with ETA to keep on top of UI issues. Ms. Brown remarked that the regional offices play an effective role in our relationship with ETA. 




Region V

Mr. Weaver, Mr. Reinhold, and Mr. George reported on feedback from Region V States.  Bruce Weaver said he received no formal comments from his States.  Mr. Weaver felt that the use of administrative databases would be a good source of data since the databases tend to be similar across States. He suggested a broad review of administrative databases in a pilot State.  Mr. Weaver also suggested that we should first identify the handbook line items that need improvements and then come up with appropriate data elements to improve them.

As to whether to use ES-202 or CES data for small area estimation, Mr. Weaver said his States would support the CES. He remarked that the State analyst input is critical. Being flexible on industry detail is helpful. Employment residency adjustment has been static. Mr. Weaver noted that under current LAUS methodology, employment estimates for labor market areas with a large degree of out-commuting are not sensitive to layoffs in neighboring counties.  Claims levels and the LAUS unemployment estimate will rise due to a layoff in a neighboring county, but the LAUS employment estimate will not drop accordingly.  Ms. Brown responded that these areas should be linked to wage and salary data.  Changes in the wage and salary data outside the area will have an impact. Mr. Weaver also reported that unemployment tends to fluctuate in multi-county LMAs while employment remains stable. 

Another concern of Mr. Weaver was the unemployed exhaustees in the tourism industry that he believes are being overestimated in the summer because they are not removed from the pool of exhaustees fast enough.  A high percentage of these individuals get rehired quickly in the industry. He noted that a possible use of wage records is to check on rehires. Ms. Brown thought that this would be a good subject for research.  Mr. Weaver remarked that new and reentrants have been a problem, too.

Mr. Weaver continued on to the topic of benchmarking.  Michigan has had persistent problems with the end-point constraint and would prefer to discontinue its use.  Data users are mainly interested in analyzing month-to-month and year-to-year trends, and the use of the end-point constraint hampers this analysis.  Michigan favors some method of benchmarking to the CPS, since the estimates have more credibility when tied to the CPS.  At the same time, they recognize that changes are needed to the current methodology, particularly in small states with insufficient CPS sample sizes.

Mr. Reinhold said that the States he has spoken to echo these points. Benchmarking in Minnesota, for example, caused estimates to be revised upward continually.  In Illinois, the revision was fairly small, but there is an issue with the end-point-constraint. Employment was revised downward to a level lower than CES employment.  There have been eight straight months of decline due to the end-point constraint.  This is the first year that Illinois has experienced problems.  There seems to be more noise in the CPS.  Mr. McSweeney added that the end-point constraint tends to cloud analysis.  Ms. Brown said that she is aware of the problem.

Mr. Reinhold confirmed that States in Region V want to focus on handbook unemployment, particularly new and reentrants. He suggested that the age cohorts be updated or that the methodology be tied into the entrant levels from the CPS.  

Mr. Reinhold cited some potential sources of data for the new non-covered unemployed and a potential revision of the survivor methodology. These included wage records (that Illinois has back to 1993), new hire database, and LLD.   He noted that exhaustees could not be tracked for more than 2 years.  In addition, Mr. Reinhold stated that they do not have access to the driver license database that may prove useful.

It was also reported that Wisconsin suggested that the process of disaggregating of non-BLS reported cities should be incorporated into the LSS.

Mr. George listed some of the concerns of small States. These included a credibility issue with the methodology of employment estimation for small areas, employment growth that is faster than the population growth, the CES-LAUS divergence, and the availability of demographic data.  Small area estimation was a top priority. These States would like to see LAUS estimates for cities with a minimum population of 10,000 and more local area information.  Nebraska would like to research the relationship between UI claims and total employment.

Mr. George reminded the Council that initial claims were once a factor in the methodology. For the estimation of non-MSA employment, South Dakota uses the ES-202. The series are not tracking the same.  The seasonal and cyclical trends are different than total employment from LAUS.  Comparing LAUS and CES, CES is higher. Commuter pattern changes are not much different from 1990 figures. He suggested that there should be a work group for research and they could contact States on the availability of databases.

Mr. George then discussed unique communities, that in South Dakota include small rural counties and Indian reservations.  He suggested that 202 employment be used to develop trends for counties that can be kept current using local data.  Unemployment has high visibility in South Dakota, especially on Indian reservations. The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) generates unemployment estimates for Indian reservations. The latest estimates that are available from the BIA are for 1997. Ms. Brown added that BIA uses what's called a "not employed rate" which is not an official unemployment rate. 

Mr. George remarked that unemployment is still being underestimated on Indian reservations. Ms. Brown confirmed that there are measurement differences and conceptual issues between the BIA and LAUS rates. According to Mr. George, additivity is also as an issue.  Ms. Brown added that there are probably new entrants and non-covered employment issues too.  Mr. George mentioned that the unemployment rate did not capture layoffs that occurred at the egg farms.

Mr. George summarized the key issues that the small States have. These included benchmarking with the end-point constraint and unemployment in unique communities.  He added that these States are interested in using the most statistically reliable methods. Other issues related to the expanded SCHIP estimates that will be discussed tomorrow. 

Region VI

Mr. Bradley spoke about new data sources.  Several of his States have been investigating matching wage records, particularly New Mexico and Wyoming.  Colorado has just begun researching this.  Mr. Bradley felt that this would help with determining commutation patterns. The wage records could also be matched against other administrative databases.  Ms. Butani remarked that this is already done to track people who owe back child support. 

The next topic discussed was the unique communities, Mr. Bradley stated that casinos have increased employment on every Indian reservation in New Mexico except for the Navahos, who have turned away from casinos.

Mr. Bradley also mentioned that New Mexico is operating software by Map Info, a company also used by Texas. Map Info uses GIS technology along with Census data.  He suggested that we reintroduce initial claims to the methodology.  He observed that LAUS issues are not the top priorities for LMI directors. 

Mr. Bradley briefly described some UI issues. He informed the Council that the UI actuarial office is no longer in the LMI division.  The main focus is on the growth of the UI trust fund.  New Mexico is undergoing a UI system redesign and will be moving to a telephone call center.  The NM LAUS technician has had some input in the system redesign project.  They feel the redesign should not have a drastic impact on the level of claims.

On the topic of small area estimation, Mr. Bradley observed that the model research produced evidence that is counter-intuitive to the analyst's views.  Ms. Butani remarked that the models use sample data in the estimates. Mr. Anderson added that small areas are unique. Ms. Brown reminded the Council that these small area models are needed because LAUS needs the employment estimates generated from them. Mr. Bradley noted that the non-covered employment methodology in CES is foggy. Ms. Butani suggested using 202 data updated with local information, such as plant closings.

Due to the scheduling of the ETA presentation this afternoon, the remaining regions will report on State input and action at a later time.

ETA, Office of Workforce Security

Ms. Brown introduced Ms. Betty Castillo, Ms. Mary Montgomery, Ms. Esther Johnson, and Ms. Cynthia Ambler from ETA.

Ms. Johnson of ETA's Office of Workforce Security (OWS) gave a presentation on the new organizational structure of what was formerly the Unemployment Insurance Service office.  Ms. Johnson reported that the OWS has four major program components that comprise a national workforce system. This national system provides workers with information, advice, job search assistance, income support and training, as well as providing employers with skilled workers.  

The four major programs include One-Stop Operations; Unemployment Insurance Operations; Employment Services and America's Labor Market Information System (ALMIS); and Foreign Labor Certification. One-Stop Operations provide training, education and employment services at one convenient location in a community. Unemployment Insurance Operations provides policy direction and assistance to States on the administration of State UI and Federal UI programs. Employment Services and America's Labor Market Information System (ALMIS) provides training for UI claimants, provides information on job openings through the America's Job Bank web site, and posts resumes on the America's Talent Bank web site.  Foreign Labor Certification staff develop policies and procedures to assure compliance with the Immigration and Nationality Act for foreigners seeking employment in the US.

Ms. Johnson then described the divisions providing support to the OWS. These include Data and System Support, Fiscal and Actuarial Services, Legislation, Performance Management, and Research and Reporting. One research project recently undertaken by OWS that is of particular interest to LAUS is a UI Exhaustee Study.  The report is due out this June.  In addition, Ms. Johnson announced that in June a national research conference will be held by OWS in which 37 research papers will be presented highlighting models, demonstrations and empirical research.  More information on this conference can be obtained at the following Internet address: http:\\www.ows.doleta.goc/nrc. 

Mr. Reinhold asked about the Interstate Benefits Committee.  Ms. Montgomery reported that the Interstate Benefits Committee was created in the 1930s to oversee the Interstate Benefits payment plan.  The Department of Labor supports the Committee and provides guidance.  All States and Canada are members.  The IB Committee meets quarterly and each year has a national conference. 

Mr. Anderson commented that there are 50 UI programs and Arizona tries to keep track of UI changes in each. Ms. Castillo remarked that an annual publication of UI changes is available from ETA.  Ms. Brown said knowing how many States are going to Internet claims would be very helpful to research. Ms. Castillo replied that UI redesign activities are based on each State's initiative and funding. Ms. Brown commented that the UI validation package will identify any systems changes. Ms. Castillo added that the regional ETA offices are usually aware of system changes.

Ms. Butani asked if States share best practices. Ms. Castillo responded that they do, but mainly on appeals issues. States typically know what the best system is to suit their own needs.  ETA does not conduct on-site reviews due to lack of national and regional office staff. The implementation of telephone and Internet claims taking brings up the need for reviews.  Ms. Brown commented that the LAUS on-site reviews, in the form of the UI validation package, would begin in about a month. Copies of the findings can be sent to ETA.




Ms. Ambler remarked that ETA claims data include county information by the place of the employer not by the residence of the claimant.  Ms. Castillo said we must continue to educate the UI staff on the fact that funding to the States is based on county of residence estimates.  Ms. Brown reminded the Council that in the past ETA has informed State UI staff on the importance of the place of residence data through a UIPL memorandum. She suggested a re-issuance of such a memorandum with the UI validation package. Ms. Montgomery said she has been talking with UI Directors. She explained that even though there are two address fields in the LADT, one for mailing and another for residence, there is typically only space for one address in the State's UI database.  When States redesign their UI systems is the ideal time to add space for the residence fields in the database. Ms. Castillo noted that ETA funds can only be applied to the benefits side.  Ms. Montgomery added the BLS will have to provide the additional funds.

Substate database and UI validation projects

Next Ms. Mason described the two projects and the associated R-memorandum drafts. First she explained the AAMC for obtaining claims data from each State to build a database for the research of substate models. LAUS Initiative funds were earmarked to provide each State with financial assistance to compile 10 years of monthly claims data by county and by city and town for New England. Ms. Mason reviewed the list of required data elements that are needed to populate the database. To assist States financially, BLS developed funding targets of  $100 per county or a minimum of $1,000 in the case of Delaware and the District of Columbia, to gather the necessary claims data.  New England States will receive $25 per city/town.  Ms. Mason mentioned that the regional and State staff should discuss the list of data elements and funding targets and propose amendments as necessary. 

Ms. Mason then talked about the UI Validation and Review Project. She noted that there have been several projects undertaken in the last several years regarding UI data quality.  South Carolina had previously published a very informative brochure to educate employers on the importance of providing residence information for employer-filed claims.  BLS plans to visit all States in the next 3 years to examine their UI extracts.  Funding is available to address problems, if any, identified during the review.  After all States have been reviewed, we will establish a schedule of regular  re-certification visits to keep our information on the UI extracts current. The target for FY2001 is to complete the package for ten States by the end of September 2001. 

Mr. Pierson asked if the regional ETA/UI staff would participate. Ms. Brown replied that Participation of UI directors might not be appropriate.  Mr. Pierson remarked that each State has its own protocol. Ms. Brown stated that is just part of the normal LAUS program. The BLS and LMI have a responsibility to review the operation of the Fed/State activities. Mr. Sharpley added that UI directors would want to be notified ahead of time.  Ms. Mason assured the Council that we would be talking with the Assistant Regional Commissioners who would use appropriate channels of communication within their regions. Actual participants may only include the LAUS technicians. Ms. Brown thanked Ms. Mason, Mr. Sylva and Mr. Quintana of the New York office for their work on this project.

Ms. Mason added that part of the review is to identify problems.  She noted that funds are available to put toward the correction of any problems. Ms. Brown clarified that funds are not for the actual visit but for the correction of problems. The BLS will have the ability to provide funds for re-writing the extracts. 

Mr. Pierson asked whether the traditional AAMC form would be used to transfer funds. Ms. Brown answered by explaining that AAMCs will only be used to transfer funds for the corrections. She then asked the States how they felt about. Should it be included as part of the regular contract? Mr. Bradley was concerned that in the past reviews required a lot of time.  Ms. Brown noted that the new validation questionnaire is smaller than past ones and focuses on the UI extract. Mr. McSweeney pointed out that the review might increase the workload on the UI staff, which may involve a cost to us. Ms. Brown replied that if a State has to charge us, then we would produce an AAMC to cover the costs. We have enough time that this can be done in a phased in approach.  Mr. Anderson noted that AAMCs  in themselves cause an increased workload for the State.  The cost of a State tracking the AAMC may outweigh the actual value of the AAMC.

Recent Changes in UI Law and Administrative Practices

Next Mr. Sylva gave a presentation on the recent changes in UI law and administrative practices based on responses from States to LAUS Technical Memorandum S-01-09.  First Mr. Sylva briefly reviewed the memorandum and its requirements. He provided a summary of the responses.  Twenty-seven States report that there were changes in their UI laws and administrative practices. There were a total of 88 changes reported, 67 were legislative, 11 involved system changes, and 10 were administrative changes.

Mr. Sylva summarized the comments provided by States on the anticipated effect that these changes would have on claims counts.  Over half of the total changes were thought to have no effect on claims. Almost twenty percent of the changes reported had no description of the anticipated impact on claims.  About 8 percent noted there might be an increase of claims due to the changes, five percent were thought to decrease the amount of claims and another five percent reported that the effect was not known. 

Mr. Sylva also commented on the quality of the responses and gave a summary of the points of memorandum S-01-09 that were addressed and the ones that were not. He highlighted the replies from Wisconsin and Illinois as examples of formats that addressed all the points of the memorandum. He mentioned that one State had reported no changes in their UI laws or practices when there actually had been a major system change that affected the UI counts for several months.

Ms. Brown remarked that the person who prepared the response might not have been aware of when their legislators meet and what changes in UI law were made.  She suggested that at the next LAUS conference this topic be included to that people are aware of changes in their UI and their effect on LAUS.  Mr. Anderson added that memorandum should be given to the UI staff as well. The LAUS staff and the UI staff may see thing differently. The UI staff may not think of the use of a call center as a change since it doesn't change how they process the claims. 

Ms. Brown noted that some improvements can be made to the memorandum, but all changes, whether in law, administrative practice, or systems must be identified. Ms. Mason suggest that we collect responses on a State by State basis since the timing of legislative sessions vary by State, although it would create more work for LAUS.  Mr. Anderson added that Arizona was not aware of their move to telephone claims taking until after they responded to the memorandum. Mr. McClary point out that we need better communication with ETA. Ms. Brown recognized that we must work on our relationship with ETA. She noted that in the past, LAUS has given presentations at ETA conferences on the importance of UI data to State for receiving federal funding.  

Ms. Brown pointed out that it is important for the BLS regional offices to have a relationship with the ETA regional offices.  Mr. Anderson concurred. Mr. Weaver suggested that there be a UI workshop at the LAUS conference to address how memorandum S-01-09 should be handled in the States. 

Ms. Brown noted that the memorandum was instituted around the time telephone claiming was just starting as way to get advance warning on issues that might affect LAUS.  Ms. Brown said that States can use the memorandum as a basis for a request to modify estimation procedures with an atypical or exception treatment, but the focus of the memo is more for quality assurance.  Ms. Mason expanded on this by explaining that if a State sees an unexpected change in claims, knowing that a call center had been established might help to identify where the problem lies.

Mr. Anderson noted, for example, that when Arizona's call center went on-line that there was a decrease in claims. Claims have a status code identifying them as a telephone claim, which had to be added to the extract. 

LAUS Issues for State Input and Action

Next the Council returned to finish the topic of LAUS Issues for State Input and Action. 

Mr. Niblack spoke on behalf of Missouri, Colorado, Kansas, Montana, Utah and Wyoming. Mr. Niblack noted that in regard to benchmarking, many of the issues his States have had already been mentioned by previous Council members. Missouri falls in line with the rest of the States.  Even though States are not fond of benchmarking, there is a reluctance to do away with it. It tends to be a small State verses large State issue. 

As for small area estimation, Mr. Niblack noted the problems with unique communities, such as rural communities and Indian reservations, and he added college towns.  He felt that college towns are areas that are difficult to estimate and that there is a tendency to underestimate employment. 

On the topic of research, Mr. Niblack suggested updating our procedures using Census data. He felt that residency adjustment was an issue, having glaring problems for over a decade. There are a handful of areas that have changing populations and commutation patterns.  There has to be a better means of explaining what is happening in the labor force that just sticking to the CES.

Mr. Anderson gave a presentation on LAUS Issues for State Input and Action for Arizona.  He briefly described five items that are involved and addressed each one. 

For identifying sources of data, such as State administrative and program databases that could be used to improve LAUS methodology, he mentioned the use of accurate UI claims, the possible use of the American Community Survey, the use of TANF participants, and driver licenses conversions. He also mentioned the possible direct correlation between employment growth and job leavers/new and reentrants.

On the topic of research on small area employment estimations and unique communities, Mr. Anderson thought that we should consider how unemployment within a State is distributed among the counties and the similarities of methodologies between States. 

For LAUS research items, he listed interstate metropolitan areas, small area estimation, benchmarking to the CPS, the incorporation of the American Communities Survey and CES model-based estimates into LAUS.

Concerning benchmarking, Mr. Anderson discussed how the benchmarking procedure completely changes monthly trends at all levels and the difficulty involved in explaining these changes.

UI data quality concerns are of paramount importance. There have been many changes in UI operations over the past years, such as telephone and Internet claims taking. However, there have been no reviews of UI operations or the database extract. 

According to Mr. Anderson, driver license data provides additional information on where people came from. He noted new and reentrants are related to employment growth.  Mr. Anderson explained that Phoenix tends to attract workers but unemployment in Yuma seems to be affected.  It's not likely that unemployment would spread that far from Phoenix. 

Mr. Anderson also suggested that we develop a similar relationship with Census as we are with ETA.  Ms. Brown responded that Census has been to LAUS conferences in the past.  She noted that Census would be invited to another LAUS conference. Ms. Brown thought it would be helpful to invite Census to a LAUS Policy Council meeting to give a presentation on what they do and how they do it. 

Following Mr. Anderson was Ms. Keith from Alaska. In addition to Alaska, she represents Idaho, Oregon and Washington.  Ms. Keith started off discussing administrative database sources.  In Alaska, the wage record contains Social Security numbers and other data that can determine where people live.  She added that transactional analysis, from sources such as the Job Bank, yields spotty analytic quality but might be useful at some point.  

Ms. Keith noted that the small area estimation issue was already addressed.  Most of Alaska is made up of unique communities, but she doesn't feel that that is a LAUS issue. 

As far as benchmarking, all her States would like the end-point-constraint removed. Her States had identified no UI issues.

Review of 2000 Benchmark

Ms. Brown informed the Council that she has received several email messages concerning benchmarking procedures on Monday, April 16, and that the she would review them and provide feedback. 

Ms. Mason distributed two handouts; one entitled 2000 End-of-Year Averages for LAUS and CPS estimates and the other entitled Table 1. Impact of Re-estimation, Smoothing, and Benchmarking, 2000 Labor Force. She began the discussion by providing an explanation of the 2000 End-of-Year Averages for LAUS and CPS estimates.  Looking at the employment level on page 2, she pointed out that the differences in the population controls were small and did not account for much of the change.  Mr. Anderson noted that virtually all States had downward revisions and the model overestimated employment. Dick Tiller pointed out that the model overestimated the CPS. Ms. Mason added that at benchmarking time, people tend to focus on the employment level and the unemployment rate. Ms. Mason noted that even if benchmarking to the CPS was dropped, we would still revise estimates based revised inputs such as CES and population controls and re-estimate and smooth the models. 

Mr. McSweeney inquired if the model for the Balance of State for New York was closely related to the New York State model.  Ms. Mason clarified that there is no model for New York State, the statewide estimates are the sum of the New York City and Balance of State models. Mr. McSweeney then asked if there were plans for additional models within the Balance of State, such as Buffalo.  Mr. Tiller added that is the direction we are headed. 

Getting back to the email messages that Ms. Brown previously mentioned, Ms. Mason stated that Minnesota was concerned about the end-point-constraint and Ohio was concerned about the direction of their employment series.  Mr. Reinhold noted that the email messages were similar to what we've already discussed. 

Dick Tiller commented that Minnesota is satisfied with the model and would like to do away with benchmarking. Ms. Mason added that the model behaves appropriately.  Ms. Brown pointed out that the real concern is not benchmarking and the end-point-constraint, but the convergence of the CES and LAUS series.  Mr. Reinhold remarked that the CES is higher than LAUS in Illinois. 

Ms. Brown then brought up the question of the potential Census undercount and how it will be distributed.  She asked Mr. Reinhold about Illinois' experience. Mr. Reinhold replied that the City of Chicago will challenge the Census Bureau’s 2000 population estimate because it feels that the 2000 count does not accurately reflect Chicago's employment growth.

Mr. George expressed concern over the CPS.  Ms. Butani informed the Council that there are many types of statistical controls and tests to ensure the reliability of the CPS.  Ms. Brown noted that we get monthly information on the actual maintenance of the CPS, and that the response rate is generally good.   Ms. Butani added that the CPS is well monitored and reports can be made available.  Mr. McClary mentioned that the CPS has a Web site and that you can receive information about your State's sample. 

Mr. Reinhold commented that the response rate is good, but the sample is small. Ms. Keith said Alaska is concerned with where the sample is located.  Ms. Butani replied that the sample in Alaska is representative.

SCHIP Expansion

Ms. Brown began the discussion on the importance of the SCHIP expansion.  She informed the group that we were looking at January to April SCHIP data and will announce our decision on whether to use it in June. She then turned over the discussion to Ms. Butani.

Ms. Butani stated that four months of SCHIP data will be analyzed. So far three months have been examined and we are seeing what we expected--less variation in the data because of more sample.  The sample is representative and resulted in the same expected values from the CPS, just less variability.

Referring to the Comparison of January-March Average Employment/Population Ratios and Unemployment Rates, the first set of tables handed out, Ms. Butani pointed out that the noise over the three month period was virtually zero.  Of the 32 States using the expanded sample (31 States plus the District of Columbia), ten experienced average unemployment rates changes of 10 percent or more; these changes were significant only in Connecticut. 

Mr. Sharpley inquired about the sample distribution.   Ms. Butani explained that the sample is distributed throughout the PSUs currently in the sample by using households that were retired CPS sample units from five years ago. 

Mr. Reinhold asked if new interviewers were being used.  Ms. Butani replied that no new interviewers are being used for production CPS. However, for SCHIP, some are new and some are from the 2000 Census.  Ms. Brown remarked not to be concerned about the new interviewer effect.  It is not evident in the data.  Ms. Butani noted that the first two months of data (November and December) were excluded to avoid this problem.

Mr. Sharpley asked if the weights are expected to fall.  Mr. Tiller indicated that they would not; he noted that the weights are getting the full impact of the reduction in CPS variability. 

Next there was a brief discussion regarding whether the January to June estimates would be smoothed, assuming a July introduction of the SCHIP estimates.  Dick indicated that smoothing those months could cause big changes in the data.

Mr. Tiller then spoke on the expected effect of the SCHIP expansion on the LAUS models and presented a preliminary report.   The use of the additional SCHIP sample has little impact on the national estimates and has a slight effect on some States.  The main effect is expected to be a reduction in the CPS sampling variability.  He provided an explanation of the LAUS model and reviewed its mechanism for accounting for changing reliability in the CPS.  He discussed efficiency gains in the model and how the improvements in reliability will reduce the standard deviation for State estimates. 

Ms. Butani mentioned that there are no systematic differences with the use of the SCHIP data.  Mr. Sharpley questioned if the sample would behave like the regular CPS.  Mr. Tiller replied that once it is fully phased in, it would.  Mr. McSweeney inquired about the cost of the expanded sample. Ms. Brown noted that it cost about $10 million, but it was at no cost to the BLS.  

The increased sample size due to SCHIP almost brings the sample back to its pre-1996 size, but with better distribution among small States. Mr. Sharpley asked if the sample size is permanent.  Ms. Butani responded that it would take an act of Congress to change it. 

Mr. Reinhold inquired about the timetable for implementing the expanded sample data. Ms. Brown responded that we are waiting for April data, although she felt an additional month would not alter the results.  A decision will be made in May and announced with the releases of June CPS and LAUS estimates. Actual implementation would be with July data. The expanded SCHIP sample will be discussed at the upcoming LMI conference and will be announced to States prior to the June CPS release. 

Mr. McSweeney asked if the use of the expanded sample would increase the workload for the States.  Ms. Brown ensured him that it would only affect the handbook additivity adjustment, which is easily done in LLS.  Mr. Reinhold agreed. 

Mr. George thought that States would prefer to incorporate the SCHIP data mid-year rather than wait until benchmarking at the end of the year.  Other States agreed.  Mr. McSweeney was concerned that this might cause benchmarking problems. Ms. Butani assured him that the expected value is the same so benchmarking shouldn't be a problem.  Mr. Reinhold recommended that since the difference is small, why not wait until annual revisions to introduce it. 

Ms. Brown suggested that State members make a recommendation regarding implementation.  Mr. George said his States don’t want to wait.  Mr. Anderson asked when is a reasonable time to expect a decision?  Ms. Brown said that electronic copies of Dick Tiller's report will be sent to each Council member to distribute to their States to review.  Council members should provide us with their States comments by the end of April in order to have an impact on the BLS decision. Mr. Anderson stated that he'd bring up this topic at the next WIC meeting.

Mr. Sharpley inquired if the States not affected by SCHIP should be able to choose. Mr. Niblack commented that some States will get more unemployment and some will get less. No State will be completely happy. This is based on a decision, not the actual data.  Ms. Butani added that if you have better data, the BLS would question why you aren't using it. Mr. Niblack remarked that revising data midyear would be suspicious to some data users. Ms. Brown noted that mid-year revision has only been done in the past when a problem with a State input data was identified.  Changing data midyear is not taken lightly.  Mr. Niblack added that it creates an administrative issue, not just an issue of better data.

Next Meeting

The next meeting is scheduled for late July. Ms. Brown thought that there will be much to discuss at the next meeting. Ms. Brown asked that Council members encourage their States to submit claims data for the substate database project. By the next meeting we should have more information on the American Community Survey, CES models, the SCHIP implementation and research ideas.  Ms. Brown suggested there be a presentation on wage record data for commutation and job flows, as well as one on the administrative uses of LAUS data for agriculture estimation. Presentations can be for just for informational purposes.  More States should get involved. Guest speakers will continued to be invited.

Mr. McSweeney offered to host the next meeting in Boston.  He will reserve 15 rooms and a conference room.  Mr. Niblack offered to host it in Missouri if rooms weren't available in Boston. 

There was no further discussion and the meeting adjourned at 1 PM. 
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