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March 11-13, 2008
Washington, DC
Members in attendance:
· Wendy Carlton (BLS)
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· Molly Garber (BLS)
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· Larry Huff (BLS)
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· Ken Robertson (BLS, federal co-chair)

· Becky Rust (FL, state co-chair)

Members absent:
· Joe Winter (CO)

Guests:
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· David Cooke (OR)

· Michele Eickman (BLS)

· Chris Foshier (ACES)

· Pat Getz (BLS)

· Julie Hatch-Maxfield (BLS)

· Kathie Hughes (FL)

· Dan Robinson (AK)

· Mike Roosma (BLS)

· Rich Speigle (BLS)

· Mary Ursu (BLS)

Note: copies of all handouts are available on Stateweb.
CES Policy Council Meeting minutes

Meeting held in Washington D.C. March 11-13th, 2008

Tuesday, March 11
Day 1 
Ken welcomed everyone and gave a quick program update.  The BLS budget was cut by 5% instead of the expected 1%.  The CES State and Area program shouldered a $1.5 million cut.  As many people are aware, 65 MSAs were cut in their entirety.  Language will be in the new LMI Cooperative Agreement (C.A.) explaining that states will cooperate with the BLS in restoring cut areas once funding is restored.  

Additional changes to the LMI C.A. include a stipulation that state options for sample ‘Drops/Offers” are that either BLS will collect them with an allocation holdback or states may collect at their own cost. Solicited sample size is “limited to 10% of States’ non-government sample size” instead of “limited to 1997 sample size.”  For security and legal reasons, states may not utilize CES sample data outside of the ACES system without an Memorandum Of Understanding in place.     
The Action Items from the previous Policy Council meeting (Nov 2007) were reviewed.  Work on all items is either complete or on going.
Julie Hatch Maxfield, the new Data Collection Branch Chief, updated the group on CES response rates and recent trends.  The plan is to transition away from TDE and move more reporters to web.  Transitioning to web should decrease the discrepancy between sample available at first closing and final closing.  Wendy noted that once reporters move to web reporting, contact info is limited to email addresses and that may lead to greater attrition rates; Julie agreed and explained her staff will be working to keep other contact info besides email address.
Mike Roosma and Maggie Applebaum presented to the group the new edit reconciliation process whereby failed data is posted to states immediately with a flag.  This has increased the preliminary response rate and increased the amount of reports states see at first closing.  Many other enhancements are planned for the ER system, including the prioritization of AE failures over other edit failures and summary reports of edit reconciliation by state and closing to be posted on Stateweb.    Additionally, staff is working on keeping emails from BLS out of respondents’ SPAM filters
Next, Julie informed the group of progress on the new On-Track system being developed at the National office.   The new system will have increased functionality including the ability to prioritize tickets and the capacity to block users from sending a ticket about a report that is already in ER.  The new system will also require a unique username and password, for reasons of security and to allow users to see tickets/communications related to reports in their state or region.  Julie and staff are interested and open to hearing other features users would like the system to include.  Feedback forms were distributed to parties interested in giving input.  The current timeline slates September 2008 as the expected launch date for the new system.
Kirk gave a Summer Editing Team update.  Summer 2007 was the first time BLS edited CES microdata for Education reporters.  Most states (23) continued to use a macrodata overlay to produce their estimates for this sector.  Issues remain with the summer editing procedure.  For one, there is no present adjustment for reporters who do not report faculty (i.e. PW) data.  When we converted from SIC to NAICS, States and National CES mapped employment for NAICS 923110 (Administration of Education Programs) differently.  The group concluded that serious thought should be given to the idea of dropping the summer editing procedure completely and letting unadjusted data run through seasonal adjustment.
Meeting adjourned.
Wednesday, March 12

Day 2 
Day 2 began with an overview of Benchmark 2007 and annual processing in general.   The SOS revision was low (about 9,000).  Molly distributed a handout that covered a variety of topics including summary information on state revisions (the average absolute percent revision for March 2007 was 0.4%; December 2007 was 0.5%), the conversion to NAICS 2007, the postponement of Statewide GME estimates, reinstatement in 2009 of series that were dropped for 2008, and seasonal adjustment.  Kathie Hughes (FL) expressed concern that seasonally adjusted data was later in coming this year than previous years and is wondering what they can do to avoid issues in the future.  Chris Foshier (ACES) explained that it’s easier for them to get factor files in one large batch; however, next year the program office will send a daily batch of factor files for ACES to process on a flow basis.  States expressed concern about making not-seasonally-adjusted estimates without knowing what the seasonally adjusted data will look like.  The seasonal factors are available in the graph files so states can look there for direction if they’d like.
Discussion proceeded to SDM series.  Kathie explained that they are using sample for the 2-digit level estimates but the series below are modeled.  Model trend is different from the sample trend at the 2-digit level (because MSA models use statewide trend while Statewide models use QCEW trend) and this is causing them trouble – a lot of explaining and raking.  Molly and Kirk expressed desire to review pub structure standards this year.  Plus, top-down estimation will hopefully bring the setting of thresholds for lower level cells, and allow states to make lower level estimates that they can publish without BLS name/approval.  With top down, the sample can be used to the most detailed NAICS level possible without impacting supersector estimates.
Several council members aired concerns.  Wendy would like to see a sheet similar to the green excel sheet (which showed percent of employment that is modeled by state) for MSAs.  CA noted that states in their region have expressed concern with pub structure review and new guidelines because they don’t want to drop any more series and thus lose funding.  Kathie said they have a large sample allocation but they end up modeling almost 50% of what they publish because their sample isn’t getting collected.  The question was asked: What can be done to make states aware of how much of their data is modeled and how it ended up that way?  Paulette Day (IA) and Brynn Keith (AK) suggested a web meeting with regional offices/LMI directors to go over effects of modeling, why it happened, etc.  Kirk added that a web meeting with states would be beneficial since there will be no annual state conference.
Looking ahead to Benchmark 2008, Kirk handed out information on the restoration of dropped series and benchmark wedge methodology.  2009 publication structure review will include all the areas dropped in 2008, as they are expected to be reinstated.  BLS noted that States will not be asked to do any restoration work outside of the publication structure review until BLS has a final FY09 budget.  State members pointed out that the work would be much easier to do during the regular benchmark processing.   Results of benchmark wedge methodology research will first be presented to Benchmark research group and then to the rest of the states.
Michele Eickman and Mike Roosma told the group about the joint CES/QCEW microdata comparison project.  The plan is to develop a regular quarterly comparison of CES data and QCEW data with the aim of providing timely results and updates to both programs.  States questioned what level of data discrepancies will be looked at.  For example, where the difference in reported data is 5 or 500?  Mike explained this needs to be decided but noted that only AE data are being investigated.
Michele and Mike also briefly discussed syncing selected sample to State registries.  Larry noted that SMS reassigns QCEW-assigned NAICS codes based on the RUN, and wanted to make sure Mike is aware of that.
Michele explained the RAS (Response Analysis Survey) that is being conducted at the NO to study in-depth the differences between CES and QCEW data.  Niceville interviewers are calling selected respondents.  The question was raised whether RAS interviewers are getting corrected data from respondents and what do they do with those data.  Chris Manning explained that one part of the interview does allow for corrected data to be reported to the interviewer.  It was suggested that keeping a list of report ids that they get corrected data for would be helpful.  However, it’s important to note that questions are being asked about data only through March 2007 so it really has no relevance to current data, except if there was a change in reporting basis that continues through to current reporting.  A final report from the RAS is expected in August/September 2008.
Next, Rich Speigle and Chris Foshier led a discussion about ACES.  First, the current ACES Mainframe system was discussed.  No large-scale improvements are planned for the current system.  The main issue is the SunGard contract for mainframe services is up for a re-compete.  It would be ideal to stay with SunGard for the remainder of the time CES operates the mainframe, so BLS is hoping to get a 6-month extension of the current contract once it is over (if SunGard doesn’t win the competition).
The next topic of discussion was the new ACES system and the CDB.  Development of new ACES will be moving from Iowa servers to the BLS State Central Facility (SCF), which will be a major milestone.  This will also allow for parallel testing with the CDB.  The following step will be iterative testing with ACES user group states and ACES project team members.
Paulette inquired about the Excel sheets with state by state SunGard costs, as they haven’t been sent out since NO employee Paul Chester has been out on leave.  Rich has been posting line-by-line costs in the meantime.  The NO will resume production of the Excel sheets as soon as alternate staff can be trained.
Finally, Larry and Kirk reviewed the major topics of the Estimation Team Meeting.  Larry distributed to Policy Council members handouts that he had distributed at the Estimation Team meeting, specifically the graphs of estimate simulations comparing National and SOS values using the SDM and Fay-Herriot model and variations where special handling was used for some supersectors/small cells.  In summary, he thinks estimates are improved by breaking out some of the supersectors into sectors, particularly where the sectors have different seasonal patterns.  
Specifics of the SDM were explained:
· If we have fewer than 6 UI’s reporting, the Y1 is ‘zeroed’ out; that is, no weight is given to available sample in the SDM.  In some cases, the actual sample coverage can actually be pretty high, so SMS looked at those cases to see if Y1 could end up being used.  

· The research concluded that this has little effect on the estimates.  Thus, SMS will begin using Y1 in these cells.
Atypical best practices were reviewed.  Kirk and Larry repeated their advice from the Estimation Team meeting: 
· A firm whose over-the-month change is different from its own history shouldn’t be taken out of estimation; it is representing others and itself.  Use caution.  
· When a standard deviation count is used to define/pick out atypicals, it always picks out too many.  In general when a reporter is designated as atypical, information is thrown out.  
Dave Dahlberg (CA) pointed out that states were trained by BLS to atypify whenever they could instead of overlaying but are now advised to use overlays instead of atypicals to adjust their estimates. 
Dave brought up concerns about B/D factors causing large post-benchmark revisions.  Kirk said that the NO can look at the actual data in the LDB and compare that to the BD factors to see how different the two are.  Also, Larry will run some disaggregation simulations of estimates to see how much error is attributed to non-response, variance, etc.  Julie and staff will also look at imputed zeros to see if the comments codes are conflicting (e.g., comment is ‘Less Business’ when it should be ‘Out of Business’).
Rich brought up the BD factor review process and his concern that while states do review BD factors, they aren’t the ones that end up in production because the states look at pre-raked factors.  This resulted in more detailed discussion of the birth death model.  The BD factors aren’t just initial births for that given month, Kirk explained.  It’s the births for that month plus any increase in employment for anything born in the previous months.  Wendy is concerned that while states get to review the BD factors, they don’t have any context in which to evaluate them.  Wendy suggests that NO does more birth death training if there is another state meeting.
Meeting Adjourned.
Thursday, March 13

Day 3
The first topic for day 3 was ACESweb and CDB development testing.  There is concern about the workload impact for states when it comes to making 3 types of estimates all in new ACES.  Rich’s concern is that we have a main source of microdata that is used for making all 3 estimate types, and with the continuous flow of data from the national office, it’s difficult to ensure that.  Lincoln Dyer (CT) recommended running the test estimates immediately after the production estimates so the microdata used are consistent; the test estimates can be reviewed at a later time.  At this point, Paulette Day (IA) suggested it would be good to get Rich in Iowa more for the remaining portions of the ACESweb development.
Next, Chris gave a demonstration of ACESweb.  Questions included:
· Regarding the raking function in ACES- once you rake, if you subsequently change a cell, will the rake be re-run? 
· National identification of atypicals needs to be displayed somewhere.
· Will the graphs be exportable?

· Is there a tab for the SDM series factors?  Chris explains the factors have been loaded in so they could run the small domain model in the first place but they aren’t currently displayed.
· Rich has a question about the SDM: Do we store a separate set of microdata for the MSA SDM series? i.e. a separate set from the statewide estimates? 
· Rich suggested some meetings in Kansas City where he can have people from States come meet the programmers.
The meeting wrapped up with discussion of goals and action items.  It was suggested that a technical memo be sent to the states explaining the use of models, and where we are headed with the use of models.  Paulette asked: What’s our goal? Meet the SOS/National issue? To meet the QCEW numbers?  This is also a theme that came up at the Estimation Team meeting.  Ken stated his goals are: 
1. On a month to month basis, decrease the SOS/Nat’l issue.  2. Go to a more consistent methodology across states.  The broader goal of the CES program is something to discuss and define at further policy councils and in the meantime, perhaps it’d be good to gather some information on how states evaluate themselves.

A variety of other concerns were voiced:  Council members pointed out that states have a negative reaction to more modeling and NO needs to be prepared for that.  States need as much information as possible to explain the data to governors.  Rich would like to see the benchmark revision done at 6 months instead of 12 months.  
Administrative issues include ensuring OFO is given copies of PowerPoints from this meeting for placement on Stateweb, selecting a new state co-chair, and planning the next meeting.  For now, the next meeting is scheduled for DC (July 22-24), but in the event that too few states have the funds to attend, we will switch to a teleconference/web-ex.
Meeting adjourned.

Policy Council adjourned.
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