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 Minutes of the July 2004 Meeting of the LAUS-MLS Policy Council

Date: July 27-29, 2004
Location:  Washington, DC
LAUS Policy Council Co-Chairs:

Sharon Brown, Division Chief of the LAUS Program 

Phil George, LMI Director, South Dakota 

Present: 
BLS: Sharon Brown, Shail Butani, Sandi Mason, Richard Tiller, 
Lew Siegel, Denis McSweeney, Bill Pierson
                        States: Phil George, Gerry Bradley, Robert Langlais, William Niblack, Brian Baker, Richard Reinhold, Manuel Leon, Amelia Butts, 
Dave Felsheim, Naomi Harada
Guest:           Ken LeVasseur
Handouts:  

1. Agenda

2. Minutes from the April 2004 meeting
3. Advance Notification of Proposed LAUS Methodological Changes

4. Proposed Benchmarking (Redesign) Models (Danny Pfeffermann)

5. State Evaluation of STARS-web, Redesign Estimates, Tables, and Figures

6. State Responses on Implementation of New LAUS Procedures, June 2004

7. LAUS Redesign Areas Identified for Modeling

8. Area Models II (Dick Tiller)

9. STARS simulations for Chicago, Cleveland, and balances of Illinois and Ohio

10. MLS Managerial Tables

11. LAUS-MLS Budget Status, Claims Disaggregation and PROMIS AAMCs

12. Comparison of Official and Redesign Estimates, January-June 2004

13. MLS National Training Conference Agenda, June 2004

14. MLS Response Analysis Survey:  Cognitive Interview

15. Preliminary Report:  MLS State Training Needs Survey

16. State Research on Lowering MLS Trigger

17. State Comparisons of Employment Measures:  QCEW, Wage Records, CPS, CES

18. South Dakota Wage Record/Labor Market research

Tuesday, July 27, 2004
Welcoming Remarks
Ms. Brown called the meeting into order at 8:30 AM, Tuesday, July 27. 
Welcome and agenda review.  Sharon began by welcoming everyone.  She introduced Danny Pfeffermann who has been working on the LAUS modeling approach for a number of years.  Danny will make remarks on the redesign model and real-time benchmarking later in the meeting.  Both Tom Nardone and John Filemyr greeted council members briefly and departed for other meetings.
Sharon reviewed the agenda and noted that we were ready to provide area model detail for Chicago and Cleveland (and respective balances of Illinois and Ohio).  She offered to have this session for the entire group, or privately for Rich and Brian.  Council members agreed that all wanted to hear the details on area models.  The session will be Thursday morning.  Sharon also mentioned that a report on the DEP feedback from States will be presented during the session where redesign estimates from January through June are discussed.
There were no other suggestions for additions or alterations to the agenda.

Report on WIC Activity.    Gerry Bradley noted that the policy council members from even-numbered ETA regions were up for re-election for FY 2005.  Chris Miller has received nominations from States, but final new member decisions have not been made.  Most LAUS-MLS members from even-numbered regions indicated that they were nominated to continue for another term.
Gerry reported that the WIC devotes a good deal of time to the new ETA funding and approval procedures.  Some WIC members feel that ETA does not understand the role of the LMI units in States.

WIC has also established a committee on wage record research that includes three WIC members and three from the LED.

Issues relating to the CIPSEA requirements and the QCEW data have been mostly resolved.  A final notification of the procedures to be instituted will be issued shortly.

WIC has contracted with North Carolina to develop an ALMIS data system.  This system will facilitate the production of data files for ALMIS purposes.

The Skills-Window project is being undertaken by Utah.  The system will provide access to America’s job bank and job service data.   
Naomi asked about the role of the WIC with respect to individual policy councils.  Gerry indicated that WIC has been primarily focused on ETA issues and not with the operation of the policy councils.    Recently, though, there has been some concern at WIC that they do not know enough about what the program councils are doing.  WIC has requested that each policy council provide ‘quick notes’ in advance of the more complete minutes.  Sharon noted that WIC has also dealt with the positive aspects of the BLS programs.  For example, they highlighted the LAUS redesign initiative among their accomplishments.  Phil said that our minutes are good and provide WIC with complete details of our discussions.  He also agreed to do the “quick notes” to provide additional communication to the WIC and research directors.  In addition, the LAUS council has contacted research directors more frequently on important policy decisions than the other policy councils.
State Issues.    Rich raised the issue of the use of QCEW data in MLS and the relevant impact of CIPSEA.  This relates to the large and small establishment size file.  The 21D file (QCEW) is loaded into WINMLS.  Does this file then fall under CIPSEA protection?  Illinois had been distributing these data inside their LMI shop.  Rich also noted that assignment of NAICS codes could also be commingled with this file.  Sharon indicated that we may need to issue an MLS memo to clarify these issues.

Gerry thought that there should be a formal response to the issues raised during the LAUS/MLS program workshop during the LMI meeting in Omaha.  The original plan to put DEP estimates on the BLS website has changed based on the feedback from the workshop participants at the Omaha BLS LMI Conference.  The current plan is to develop a Q&A document based on input from Omaha and the June survey of research directors.  The Q&A document and a technical background paper will be put on the BLS website.  Bill Niblack also indicated that he had been hearing a lot of “lack of communication” concerns.  Most agreed that these topics have been communicated fairly well, just that some Research Directors may not be fully aware of the impact of the redesign on their labor force estimates.  We need to discuss how LMI staff can present the redesign to their administrators and to other users of labor market information.  

Gerry also expressed some concern that the communication within BLS (between national and regional staff) may not always be in one voice.  Sharon noted that regional staff had been asked to reinforce the BLS decision to not put DEP estimates on our website.  

We will return to this topic later in the agenda as we discuss Educating Users on the Redesign.
Budget review.   Sharon provided a brief review of the BLS budget.  The FY 2005 budget is in the House, but has not yet been acted on.  It includes a 3.17 percent mandatory increase and restoration of the small rescission that BLS took earlier in the year.  It also includes a funding increase for QCEW related to growth in workload.    We will have 2005 funds available to support additional State AAMCs, particularly in the areas of city claims disaggregation work and for PROMIS.  
MLS 
Movement of Work.  Sharon mentioned that the press release containing the Movement of Work data was well received.  Lew described the plan to implement an automated system for entering the MOW data into the database.  Data for the past two quarters have been entered manually.  States will stop entering interview data after the July 30 quarterly transmittal file is prepared.  Databases will be sent to the National Office and returned to the States in a 3-cycle conversion approach.  Lew indicated that this process was fully described during the recently concluded MLS National Conference and that a Conference workshop provided a demonstration of the prototype.  Details are also available on the LAUS/MLS website, and a technical memorandum on this procedure is in clearance.  The second MOW release (scheduled for August 26) will include more data than the earlier one.

Gerry had some questions regarding the BEA data on off shoring, particularly with respect to the payments overseas.  Sharon indicated that the OECD was also interested in the MLS data on movement of work and that the Economic Policy Institute had done some analysis on the array of MOW data.

Managerial Tables.  The MLS managerial tables have been widely distributed to States and regional offices, but no analysis of the data or questions to be resolved have been provided.   The LPC discussed ways that the tables could be used.  Information from these tables could assist the Council in discussing long-range plans for MLS.  More MLS series are being provided via LABSTAT, both monthly and quarterly.  Newly added data include age groups and industry detail (3-digit NAICS codes for all sectors).  Sharon suggested that we focus on the evaluation of employer interview responses, as reported in the Managerial tables.  Analysis of the information could be a guide for future training requirements.  Rich thought it would be useful to concentrate on the data from large states first, since the small states may not have enough information to analyze.
Conference Recap.  Sharon said that the MLS conference had been a successful one, and that she had not been able to attend all three days.  Four of the LPC members attended the conference – Denis McSweeney, Phil George, Bob Langlais, and Bill Niblick.  Sharon asked each to provide their reactions to the conference.  Phil remarked that many of the State participants at the MLS conference were pretty new to the program and he thought that indicated a need for MLS training.  He was particularly struck by many questions regarding movement of work and the UI data extract, indicating a lack of knowledge of basic program concepts.  Denis liked the interactive workshop sessions and thought that the participation level was good.  Bob also liked the workshops.  Bill Niblack liked the case studies approach.

A more general issue that surfaced at the conference related to communication between State and regional technicians regarding policy council activities.  Sharon pointed out that the Council is not a technical group.  There is certainly a role for both LAUS and MLS technicians (perhaps even as an advisory group), but that the main focus of the Council is policy and program direction.   
Training Needs Assessment    Sharon thanked Rich for his efforts in putting together the assessment questionnaire.  Rich also thanked the members for following up with initial non-responders and indicated that some regional staff had also assisted with this follow-up.  He described the results and indicated that more detail could be provided if members wanted.  State needs were to be identified based on current staffing.  Some needs can be met with our current products, and now that the budget picture is clear for MLS, we can offer courses more routinely.
How should we deal with the results of the survey?  We can focus on areas with high need indicated.  We could send out a follow up survey getting more detail regarding needs identified.  We could also look at the items identified as “additional” needs.  Gerry thought it would be useful to know the length of service of the MLS technicians.  How many have less than 1 year on the program?  Less than 2?  Bill Pierson agreed to get those data.

Some States noted that their own funding difficulties impact training.  These include difficulty in traveling out of State, reorganizations, and other turnover.

The Council agreed to look at the content of the current MLS Overview course and assess what needs are already addressed.  The Council can also indicate whether the course needs to be expanded and what can be revised.  (Changes to the program made after the course was developed will need to be incorporated.)  There was some interest in knowing who (State/regional staff) participated in the pilot offering of the Overview.  (Lew Siegel will look for the attendee list.)

The LPC will decide the appropriate course of action following the needs assessment survey.  We would like to send the survey results to all States, along with a list of actions we plan to take, by the end of the fiscal year.  Rich would like any additional comments by August 16, and comments on the MLS Overview course should be forwarded to Lew by the first week of September.  

Response Analysis Survey.  LPC states will be the pilot participants to evaluate the RAS approach.  The survey will be a cognitive interview to explore what the employer understood from the original contact.  It is not a validation of responses.  We discussed the value of sending an advance letter to respondents.  There were some concerns regarding impact on future cooperation.  Jim Esposito indicated that it is common practice to tape these interviews – respondents need to agree to the taping.  It is important that the RAS occur as soon as possible following the initial contact.  Recall of information can be a problem the farther we get from the target quarter.  It will be useful for the State to provide some information regarding the quality of respondents selected for RAS.  It may be useful to shy away from reluctant respondents for this activity.
Updating MLS reason codes.  BLS had always planned to review the current reasons codes in MLS and update them as necessary.   The MOW emphasis pointed out the need to review the reason codes.  A workshop at the conference focused on these codes and attempted to identify appropriate reasons and review the wording as well as to identify new reasons.   We will also want to involve other areas within BLS (research and cognitive staff) as well as BRAC in this effort.  Once proposed changes are identified, the LPC will be given the opportunity to review and comment.  Impact of changes on the time series need to be considered.  As a larger issue, is the list appropriate, and are the codes being applied appropriately?  It will take some time to consider all the aspects of potential change to the reason codes.  Since we typically implement changes like this in January, 2006, is the most likely target for implementing changes to the reason codes.
Results of Lower Trigger Levels.    The impact of lowering trigger levels was discussed during the previous meeting.   State members presented information on the use of different triggers for data collection (and not employer contact) and discussed the impact on the number of events in a roundtable session.  Not all States used the same procedures to extract the number of events.  BLS will review the results and formulate a specific procedure for the State members to use for the next comparison.
We discussed why it’s useful to review the trigger level.  There are thoughts on expanding MLS scope to events with fewer than 50 employees.  We need to determine a rouge measure of additional workload and cost associated with lowering the trigger.  We also want to consider whether we want a “BLS small State” trigger.  This review will also allow us to evaluate what we are actually measuring with the 50 trigger.   Are we truly getting 50 workers per layoff; what is the impact of nonfiling?
 Wednesday, July 28, 2004

Sharon provided a quick review of Tuesday’s discussion and then introduced Signe Wetrogan of the Population Estimates Division at the Census Bureau.  Signe described the history of population estimates production at the Census Bureau and provided an annual time line for that work.  She also described the State cooperative program (FSCPE) and indicated some of the ways that staff in States collect and review data on population.  This group meets twice a year – once with the Population Professional society and once in DC.  Signe has invited LAUS to attend the Fall meeting this year.  

There are four States (California, Oregon, Alaska, Virginia) where State-developed substate population estimates are accepted and used by the Census Bureau.  (These estimates are controlled to the Census-produced statewide totals.)  

Betsy Guzman of Signe’s staff described the international migration methodology.  The Census Bureau has secured funding to improve the estimation model and to assess the use of the American Community Survey in the model.

Signe agreed that it was useful for BLS and Census to discuss development of state and substate population estimates more fully with State staff, and volunteered to attend another LPC meeting, or come to a LAUS conference if warranted.

Promis.  Lew expressed appreciation for the work that members had done on evaluating different trigger levels.  He noted that one advantage of being a PROMIS state is that BLS provides a new PC for PROMIS.  That machine could also be used for developmental work—like the assessment of different trigger levels.  The WINMLS system could be loaded onto new machine, and ‘tweaked’ to support research projects.
There are seven new PROMIS states – Georgia, Illinois, Kansas, Missouri, New Hampshire, Virginia, and Wisconsin.  They join second round States (Maryland, Minnesota, Nebraska, New Jersey, New York, Oklahoma, Oregon, Rhode Island, and South Dakota) and first rounders (Idaho, Iowa, Montana, New Mexico, North Carolina, Ohio, South Carolina, and Texas) for a total of 23 States in all.
Sharon noted that Unemployment Insurance Staff in ETA have been briefed on PROMIS and have indicted their support for the system and the potential reports that could come from it.  Work is underway on the production system, and enhancements to the system will come at a slightly later date.   A meeting for PROMIS states is scheduled for August 3-4 in DC.  
BLS Plans for Advance Notice of LAUS Redesign and User Education.  We started with a discussion of the comments received from States about the BLS notice of the implementation of LAUS redesign initiatives.  Phil sent questions to State research directors (June 3).   Responses were charted and provided to the LPC.    As we discussed earlier, States were not in favor of BLS releasing DEP estimates prior to January 2005 implementation.  BLS will make background information and Question and Answer materials available on the website, but will not provide detailed tabulations of State DEP estimates.  A Federal Register notice will be published on November 8, announcing methodology changes and requesting comments by December 10.
BLS staff provided a list of questions to help educate users about the redesign changes.  These questions were based on input from the LPC and other States.  Members will provide any additional input to BLS within the next week.

BLS will develop a power point presentation on the Redesign for States and other data users.  Council members also suggested that BLS provide additional background information on the pro rata adjustment, smoothing, and seasonal adjustment.  The LPC also suggested that the rationale for grouping States in Census regions and divisions be included in the explanatory materials.
Phil emphasized the importance of the research director session at the national conference.  This will be a good opportunity to provide information and documentation to help directors understand the impact of the redesign.  Handouts for the directors should include a non-technical explanation of all aspects of the redesign.

Other materials to support the redesign should include ASA papers, Sharon’s OECD paper, Questions & Answers on area models, 2000 census incorporation, substate methodology, and CPS redesign.  Sharon asked that members send us suggested additional questions as soon as possible.

Analysis of January-June DEP Estimates.  Sandi presented a summary of the State comments on the DEP process and estimates.  (Comments from states had been provided to BLS on July12.)  All states commented on the DEP experience.  For the most part, states were satisfied with the models and the new system.  Many states remarked that additional training, particularly with respect to STARS output tables and error measures, would be useful.  BLS will prepare a formal response to the state comments in a technical memorandum.

BLS also provided tables of DEP estimates through June 2004.  Danny Pfefferman spoke to the LPC on real-time benchmarking.

Thursday, April 29, 2004

Area models.   Sharon provided background information on the development of additional metropolitan areas for modeling, and on the actual selection of areas.  We have selected six areas for potential implementation in January 2005:  Chicago, Cleveland, Detroit, Miami, New Orleans, and Seattle-Everett.  She also described some of the issues associated with population controls for these areas, the impact of changes to the area definitions, and CPS data reliability.  Bill Niblack expressed some concern about implementing area models in January 2005.  He thought that area model development would continue for some additional time prior to implementation.  Sharon responded that implementation of additional area models has always been part of the Redesign plan.  We feel that the selection process has been valid, and has been described at several LPC meetings, at the LAUS national conferences, and during the LMI workshop.  A LAUS technical memorandum on the area model development and selection is in preparation.  Phil will send an email to the research directors in the six states advising them of the development and planned implementation of area models.
A short training session for relevant state and regional staff will be held in Chicago, September 21 and 22.

Dick Tiller presented the results of the Chicago and Cleveland (and respective balances of Illinois and Ohio) models.    He explained that at this time all area models are univariate – like the Division models—and thus require no State-specific inputs.  However, we will continue to research bivariate models for the areas.  In that light, we will ask that States provide the CES and claims inputs via STARS.  The area module for the STARS system has been developed, and will be available to states following the training session.  
APT Status.  Ken had already provided all APT modules to LPC members for review.  We discussed what specific training is necessary for States over the next year or two.  Sandi pointed out that implementation training will be conducted for state staff in January.  We are targeting May-June 2005 for completion of a revised Model Analysis course.  The LAUS Overview will also be updated to reflect the changes in methodology and APT coverage.  Sharon asked the members to consider what APT modules should be given priority for completion, and to send their suggestions to BLS by the end of the month.

Employment Differences.  State members presented comparisons between wage record counts, QCEW estimates, and employment estimates from CES, LAUS, and CPS.  We will continue to review these data to explore differences among the various employment measures.  The divergence of the LAUS employment series compared to the other measures is a concern often voiced by state staff. 
Redesign Timeline and other Redesign Issues.  BLS provided a revised redesign timeline and a brief summary of residency adjustment, new and reentrant unemployment, small area employment, and new geography.  Gerry Bradley agreed to survey research directors to ascertain who would be interested in using ARIMA forecast data for small area employment inputs to LAUS.    
Wage Record research.  Phil provided a brief report on wage record research.  Substantial progress has been made in analyzing wage record data in a labor market context.  Phil presented a wage record tabulation that showed apparent multiple job holding over the past several years in South Dakota.  The SD multiple job-holding data seems to have a seasonal and cyclical pattern.
LAUS National Conference.  Members suggested topics and workshops for the conference, including claims disaggregation, residency assignment, PROMIS, the American Community Survey, and CPS redesign.  For the research director roundtable, topics include publication and analysis of State and area model estimates, explaining the Redesign to users, issues with Census group quarters data, and WIA reauthorization.

There will be a short LPC meeting on Thursday, September 30, in Cleveland, following the LAUS national conference.   The agenda will focus on implementation plans.

Next meeting:  The next full meeting will be in Albuquerque, New Mexico, Dec. 1-3.
Action items:

· Bill Pierson will report on the length of service of MLS state technicians.
· BLS will send the current MLS Overview course to members.
· Lew will provide the attendee list from the pilot session of the MLS Overview.
· LPC will provide comments to Rich on the MLS training needs assessment by Aug. 16.

· BLS will develop a non-technical power point presentation for State use in explaining the redesign.

· Gerry will survey research directors regarding use of ARIMA forecast data for small area employment estimation.

The meeting was adjourned at 4 pm.
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