CES Policy Council Minutes 
July 20, 2010

Greetings/Administrative Issues

Ken and Evelina greeted the group.  After the greetings and introductions, Ken noted that the details related to how and when the CES Restructuring Initiative entered the President’s FY 2011 budget are considered pre-decisional and could not be disclosed.  He also noted that the initiative is out of BLS’ hands and is in the hands of Congress.   BLS cannot remove or alter items in the Presidents’ budget; therefore, it would not be productive to discuss those aspects of the Restructuring Initiative at this Policy Council meeting.  Evelina did not have any additional administrative issues to discuss.

Next, the group reviewed the action items from previous meetings.  Most action items were complete or at least underway.  An Action Item handout (attached) was referenced during this discussion.   An item that received additional attention was the robust histories, for which States would like additional review.  They would like a way to analyze problem points and isolate issues quicker.   If States have any suggestions on how to do this, please send them to BLS.  Also, there was a discussion of removing comment codes from data, which is done when Niceville gets corrected data.  This led into a discussion of On-Track ticket response time as some States noted they have given up sending On-Track tickets because they feel it is a waste of time.

ACTION ITEM:  The National office will tabulate the volume of tickets before and after the new On-Track system was implemented and categorize tickets by ticket type.

Program Update 

The group only briefly discussed Restructuring [at this point] since it will be in several later presentations.  Also discussed were AEPP, ACESweb, and Benchmarking research.  David Cooke asked if quarterly benchmarking was being researched; Ken explained that yes it had been but results did not suggest it was beneficial.  Quarterly benchmarking may result in additional large revisions [caused mostly by differing seasonality between CES and QCEW] before getting to a final benchmark number, without reducing the overall benchmark revision.  Also Evelina and Dave D. brought up a semi-annual benchmark which is something that hasn’t been looked at by BLS yet.

CES Program Restructuring 

Ken explained that one goal of the Restructuring Initiative is to utilize some of the savings to improve data collection.  Lincoln indicated that response rates in Connecticut went from 60% to 40% after data collection and follow-back was centralized in 2006.  It was pointed out that with multiple estimate runs that there can be confusion about the response rates and that there are different ways to calculate response rates.  So BLS and the M04 report in ACESWeb (which Lincoln was referring to) may have been calculating the response rate differently.  Rich explained that there are multiple ways to calculate the denominator of a response rate calculation, and that this had changed across time in ACESWeb. 

ACTION ITEM: LINCOLN will send the National Office the response rate information he is referring to.

Wendy suggested looking at the matched sample response rate.  It doesn’t matter if you are collecting 60% of reports every month if 15% of them are unmatched.  There was agreement that this was the most relevant rate.

State members asked how funds would be disbursed if Congress passed a Continuing Resolution (CR) for the entirety of FY 2011.  Ken explained that the contract level of funding has been provided with the expectation that current work and deliverables would continue through the benchmark period, and restructured work would commence afterwards.  However, if we are on a CR after the benchmark period, the Cooperative Agreement would be amended to cover the CR period, and funding would be adjusted to cover the additional workload.  If Congress places us under a full year CR, then States would receive the full $19 million to produce estimates for the entire year.  In terms of staffing issues, in the event that a State is unable to complete the deliverables without assistance the Regional Office staff would step in to assist as they do now.

Lincoln asked about Net Birth-Death factors.  He would like them to be displayed as an aggregate number for Summary series in ACESweb.  Wendy pointed out the aggregate birth death factors are posted on a Stateweb website when they are updated each year.  However that website has not yet been updated for 2010.  

ACTION ITEM: The National office will update the BD website with current raked factors.  Rich will look into changing the ACESweb screens so they show net birth-death summary series values as well as possibly make a report that shows most recent 12 months of net birth-death factors.

States asked if they will be able to benchmark NCAs in ACESWeb – they will be able to when the system is ready.  Rich pointed out that one important change will be the loading of only one EQUI file from the BLS National office.

Joe Winter asked how many quarters BLS will use when they are in charge of benchmarking (which is not until 2011 benchmark).  That hasn’t been decided yet but it will be consistent across States.  

Wendy is concerned that the benchmark will be problematic this year in terms of staffing issues because of attrition and lack of training for new staff.  New staff doesn’t know how to do the benchmark, especially using the mainframe.  Kirk pointed out that almost nothing will be changing with this year’s benchmark so that at least existing staff don’t have anything new to learn or remember.

Rich noted that it won’t be necessary for State and Area staff to manually distribute hex-9 values and give them to ACESWeb to load.  Since the 2009 benchmark, ACESWeb has been distributing hex-9s proportionally on a monthly basis.

ACTION ITEM: The National office will work with the SFRO during this year’s publication structure review to change government series structures since non-BLS series will no longer be allowed to aggregate into BLS series. 

ACTION ITEMS: See if any States are willing to volunteer to test State-only screens from the next ACESweb update which will go into place with the transfer of duties necessitated by restructuring.
ACTION ITEM:  OFO will put together training by WebEx for new people.   Dave D. said he would like a new CES overview.   Since so much is in flux, it is difficult / inefficient to go into detailed State training at this point.

Evelina asked if they can publish seasonally adjusted MSA sector/sub-sector data on their own.  Ken said yes; these would be non-BLS series.

Some States said they can hire temps to help with workload.  Jude indicated that temps can only be hired for 750 hours in his office.  Evelina suggested that BLS might provide States additional language regarding federal funding for State positions.  An informational statement that addressed and discouraged the inclusion of federally funded State positions in State furloughs would be helpful.  After further discussion it was agreed that it would be better if this came from someone other than CES program management [such as the WIC].

As a quick addition to the agenda, Kirk reviewed how many analyst adjustment requests have been submitted and rejected, approved, or modified.  Kirk distributed a handout broken down by region and State.  It is also available monthly and Kirk will email that to the group.  Supersector 80 (Other Services) yielded the majority of overlay requests but that will go away once Religious Organizations have their own structure.

ACTION ITEM:  Look at rejection rate again next meeting to see if it’s going down from the current rate of 20%.   

Transition Plans

Wendy asked if there will be an automatic differential response rate adjustment for MSAs.  This is not planned, but it is possible at a future point.  

ACTION ITEM: at the States’ request, National Office will send out the specifications for the calculations of differential response adjustments and missing key reporter adjustments.  

David Cooke said in Oregon they often don’t have sample at preliminary estimation for State government but do at final.  Kirk said we would use different methods with preliminary and final estimation as necessary.  For example, use the SDM model forecast at prelim and use sample at final.  
After hearing about initial plans to divide States into two equal sequential panels for State and MSA estimates, Chet asked how an analyst is going to have time to answer a [panel 1] State’s question while also working up against a deadline for the 2nd round of States [i.e. panel 2].  Kirk said we will have to think about that more and possibly front-load the series runs to allow for this interaction. 

States will be able to view the microdata review screen as it exists in ACESweb and submit On-Track tickets.  BLS analysts will be instructed to check what On-Track tickets have already been sent by States before they begin microdata review and estimation.  Dave Dahlberg asked if once a State’s estimates have been locked, and become available to the State to view, can the State come back to BLS if they have identified a significant issue affecting the estimates?  Ken and Kirk wouldn’t rule this out as a possibility but it is not anticipated to be standard operating procedure. It depends on how close to the publication date it is, and how significant the issue is.  Of course we also want to avoid repeatedly locking and unlocking estimates.  This issue is central to why we produce revised estimates, because we continue to obtain updated information as we move forward.
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Transition Planning Teams

Wendy asked how sum of MSA vs. Statewide issues will be handled when there are multiple analysts working on a State (there are about 10 States that have MSA employment greater than Statewide employment).  Brian explained that analysts will need to remain in communication with each other and that a “sum-of” check can be run in ACESweb at any time.  Kirk added it will be the statewide person who leads the review process and when there are multiple analysts working on a State, one of them will have to be assigned responsibility for monitoring this issue.

David Cooke asked if BLS will be allowing for microdata exclusions after the restructuring and BLS responded that the current procedure will remain in place; if the analyst thinks the datum is bad it should be excluded pending follow-up.  Also, Kirk asked about States’ experience using overlays for hours and earnings estimates.   Feedback on this issue suggested reports were being excluded and atypified but that overlays were rarely used.  Rich pointed out that the link and taper formula uses 90% of the previous month’s value, so there isn’t much of a need for overlays.

ACTION ITEM: PROGRAM OFFICE WILL DIRECT ANALYSTS VIA TRAINING MATERIALS TO LOOK FOR NEWLY MISSING HOURS AND EARNINGS REPORTERS.

It was clarified that BLS analysts will be responsible for approving overlays from States.

Kirk reminded PC members that States can view microdata at any point in time, but the current month’s ‘macro’ estimate review screens won’t be available for States to view until a BLS analyst has locked estimates.  States will be able to see the prior month’s estimates and the current month’s non-sample event adjustment screen.

Chet inquired as to any planned parallel testing.  BLS explained there will be production testing but it won’t be the type of parallel testing we have done in the past.   

Annual Deliverable: PNC Update

Ken asked if there is anything that could be done to improve PNC data, whether it’s a different animal by State, etc.  David Cooke and Dave Dahlberg said it’s a different animal by State, and in OR (for example) it’s a time-consuming task that involves collecting data from many different sources.  National office staff wanted to know if it would be reasonable to make it a deliverable for States to provide corporate officer information to BLS.

Currently it is believed that only WA, OR, AK, and ND report this information and with varying frequencies.

ACTION ITEM: Evelina will poll States to find out why some don’t submit information on corporate officers and to determine if it would be possible to make providing information on corporate officers a more substantial deliverable.   

Wendy says they have been able to find the exception clauses for UI law coverage fairly easily online.

ACTION ITEM: Wendy will write out the steps her region uses to find PNCs and distribute them to PC members and BLS.
Monthly Deliverables

Besides the monthly deliverable of information on large non-sample events, Births/Deaths/Strikes, are there other deliverables that could be added to CAWS text?  Dave Dahlberg suggested having the States provide lists of long-term delinquents to BLS by combing through tax records.

ACTION ITEM: Evelina will poll States to find out what type of administrative data are available to them and when.  For example, information about a business going out of business would be of interest to BLS for data collection purposes.  This will help determine if transmitting any type of information from UI tax records could be made into a deliverable. 

Collection of State and Local Government Reports

The National office is collecting State and local government reports for some States; however, some States are continuing to collect these reports on their own as an unfunded activity.

ACTION ITEM: OFO National and Regional staff will work together to poll States regarding their intention with respect to collecting State and local government reports going forward.  
ACTION ITEM: Ken and Wendy will discuss with Julie Hatch what types of questions need to be asked of States with regard to continued collection of State and Local government reports.   For example, in which States has collection of government reports already been transferred to BLS?  For those States that haven’t transferred collection, will their decision to do so depend on whether or not the Restructuring proceeds?  For those States who do want to transfer collection, what is the timeline they want for the hand-off? Do States want to hand off State reports, local reports, or both?   When should the transfer of collection duties be complete?

When a State already has an easy, quick method of getting the data there was agreement that it would make sense for the State to continue doing that work rather than risk losing data.  Jude asked about deadlines/responsibilities/repercussions for States who continue to collect their own units.  What happens if they don’t report for one month or several months?  What are the deadlines with respect to when the data has to be reported?

Wendy said a monthly priority list of non-respondents (or long-term delinquents) could be a State deliverable (States would have to have knowledge of who was in when estimates are run).  It is unclear how this differs from the missing key reporter process SMS will be executing.

Restructuring Monthly Deliverable: Analysis and Dissemination 

The National Office is interested in what States do in terms of analysis and dissemination, besides posting the data to the web.  Evelina said labor market economists do discussions with local areas.  Is there something we can point to in cooperative agreements that all States do?  Florence said LMI officers deliver this information to interested parties and they have been using the phrase ‘According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics.’  

ACTION ITEM:  Dennis and/or LMI directors will poll States to get answers to the questions (from the above action item) and get general information on what type of outreach activities States already do.  Common activities among States may be added to the Cooperative Agreement as a hard deliverable.  

States were wondering what BLS will post to inform the public that estimates are being made by BLS rather than States.  Ken said BLS usually posts a web page with annual changes so something could be added to that. 

ACTION ITEM:  BLS will develop and post on its public website language explaining the changes in the division of responsibilities and/or any changes in estimation methods.  This language will be available for States to reference if needed.
Evelina wants to know about due dates for deliverables – for example, are these types of analysis due before or after numbers are released?  Ken said we are talking about analyses completed and delivered to BLS after estimates are locked but before the time the BLS press release goes out.  

David C. asked how much emphasis we want to place on confidence intervals.  Kirk said this is something we will always point to and we believe it is useful if for no other reason than to manage expectations.  Some States expressed displeasure with the large standard errors on their estimates.  

Wendy asked about the transmission of data between CES and LAUS post-restructuring.  Kirk said everything that is available now will continue to be available on the same timeline and the specifics as to the flow of data are being discussed at the LAUS policy council meeting which is meeting this week as well.  

Restructuring: CES Funding Allocation

A method for determining the CES allocations for the reduced funding needs to be established.  Currently, the allocation formula takes into account series counts, sample units, and number of MSAs.  Is series count alone an adequate measure of the post-restructuring workload? Evelina said yes, because the number of MSAs is taken into account by the series count anyway.  Then she said they do a press release for every MSA so number of MSAs is relevant and other members agreed.

If we do allocations based solely on series counts, what would it look like?  If we allocate 80/20 series count/MSAs, what would allocations look like?  What is the proportional cut – reducing funding by 7/19th for each State?  

ACTION ITEM: BLS will simulate a couple of different allocation formulas and bring the results to the next PC meeting.  

There is also the question of guaranteeing a certain amount of base positions – be it a half a base position, three-quarters of a base position, or one full position.  Evelina asked if States thought there should be a guarantee of one position.  State members could see the value in guaranteeing one base position but also could understand not guaranteeing it.

Data Collection

Ken presented charts on National initiation rates and response rates.  Rich asked if this is current sample only or including future sample as well.  Ken said it is only current sample.  Wendy is wondering how she can see the last time a reporter was contacted.  

Rich asked if States were to get this information out of the system, would they prefer to see response rate or matched sample rate.  There was a loose consensus that States would prefer to get matched sample response rate because that is usable sample.  Rich will look at developing a requirement to tab up the number of reports used in estimation.

CES State Training and Analysis 

Dan reviewed the Excel template developed by the State Training Team for use as a potential State deliverable.  He went over peak/trough graphs and accessed the website (in real time) maintained by BLS National office staff to demonstrate some of the tools.  Many State members were not aware of the array of tools available on the CES Analysis page, so Dan went through some additional tools such as the National to State comparison graphs and the LABSTAT map tool.  Wendy pointed out her RO staff uses these tools often.

Dan discussed recording outreach activities in the analysis package.  Chet said his CES people don’t do outreach activities so it wouldn’t work for him as a deliverable.  Evelina pointed out that while they do outreach, it isn’t necessarily done by CES staff.  Wendy mentioned that if outreach is part of what States are being funded for, they would want to report the outreach work they do perform to BLS. 

Evelina stressed that it’s to the States’ advantage to have some hard deliverables they can point to.  That way in future years, when CES funding is being reviewed, the State funding levels will remain defensible.

ACTION ITEM: Dan will email the Excel template from his analysis presentation to the PC States.  States will send Dan feedback and additional suggestions for analyses States can do.

Review 2-Year Plan 

Dave Dahlberg suggested moving the ‘Faculty Adjustment’ item from the 10 year plan to the 2 year plan and Ken agreed.  Also ‘Implementation of NAICS 2012’ was moved from 10 year plan to the 2 year plan.  An item on the 10 year plan was modified to read ‘Continue to improve the SDM and FH model.’

Dave Dahlberg pointed to an earlier survey of States that asked about interest in hours and earnings data and found that only 3 requests had come in across all States in a given month.  In light of this, States may want to reduce the number of PW hours and earnings series with the upcoming series structures review.  An item was added to the 2-year plan to ‘Explore Hours and Earnings Analysis Possibilities.’

ACTION ITEM:  Figure out a deliverable related to hours and earnings to ensure the States are looking at it with BLS.

ACTION ITEM: Review the response rates for AEPP data types.
ACTION ITEM: Update the 2 & 10 year plans as suggested.

Benchmark Results

Kirk presented and reviewed the standard SOS/National benchmark revision chart and SOS revision chart package.  He also reviewed new State-specific benchmark tables that show the March 2009 revisions and what those revisions would have been had the Birth-Death factor been correct.   These State-specific benchmark tables will be made available for all States.  Kirk will be on an OFO-organized conference call with the Regions next week to discuss the charts so they can then distribute and explain them to their States.

There was discussion of the new Birth-Death methodology that uses a file from the National system (that has improved links) and the research that has been done [but not implemented] adding regressors to the Birth-Death model.  David Cooke said that, given the evidence presented by BLS that they have identified and studied at least two modification to the birth-death model that have been shown to improve the birth-death factors, and that the recent errors in birth-death factors used during the recession had such a substantial detrimental impact on the national CES estimates, it is a very important issue for BLS to quickly implement these improvements to the national birth-death model.

New Sample Member: Response Timing

Ken presented information on new sample members, how they are paneled, how and when they show up on the registry, and when they are used in estimation.
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ACESweb: Continued Development

Rich explained that he is working with Chris Foshier [IA], to drastically reduce ACES SUNGard expenses.  It was noted that there has been an uptick in printing charges in 2010, which Rich and Chris have researched and don’t believe is a function of CES print jobs.  CES and QCEW share printing charges, so we can’t distinguish between CES print jobs and QCEW print jobs.  

Evelina asked what would happen to the proposed ACESWeb changes if the President’s budget doesn’t pass as is.  Rich explained that about 70% of the changes would still be applicable.  Ken asked about a year long CR [with respect to implementation of ACESweb modules].  Rich said it would be his wish that in that case, implementation of version 2.0 would be held off entirely until a budget was passed. 

It was clarified that non-sample events accepted and used in preliminary estimates will automatically be used for final estimates.

A State member asked about the Master File – specifically why doesn’t it always match what’s showing up in the CDB?  Ken responded that the Masterfile is usually out of sync with the CDB.  The CDB is updated with micro and registry data on a daily basis, while the Masterfile is updated less frequently, as it serves a different purpose.  Ken pointed out that the MasterFile will be going away once that functionality is moved to a CDB front end.  When the CDB takes over the Masterfile functionality, all registry and microdata reports should be up to date and in sync with the available data.

States want an exact duplicate of I-83 functionality, but after restructuring States won’t have the same microdata responsibilities.  There needs to be a discussion of what will continue to be needed and regardless of what was available before, what will be useful going forward.  

David Cooke suggested the following, and the CES Policy Council, including Ken and Evelina, agreed to this priority going forward: it was agreed that ACESWeb currently does not have a tool for the States to use that provides sufficient microdata screening capabilities for hours and earnings estimating.  Therefore, if the President’s budget proposal to centralize state estimates does not go through, then the following will be given a high priority for the ‘ACESWeb list of improvements and projects to work on’.  The ACESWeb microdata review module will be substantially improved above and beyond the inclusion of the edit and screening flags from other CES databases.

Kirk talked about the need for States to do microdata review of NCA data.  Rich said that could be a filter on the microdata review screen.  

Estimation Issues
ACTION ITEM: BLS will circulate the list of series BLS-NO has identified to be candidates for the differential response rate adjustments and the reporters BLS-NO has identified as missing key reporters.

To be a Key Non-Respondent, a reporter must be influential to the cell and have a movement that is different from the rest of the cell.  Dave Dahlberg pointed out that sometimes there are general economic trends that need to be known by an analyst so they can have some framework when analyzing the estimate/sample data.  For example, the Chinese New Year shuts down port activity for three days.  However, people aren’t losing their jobs and they are still getting paid for that time, so there is not necessarily a need for an adjustment.  

Ken said he is envisioning 3 State deliverables: 

1. Non-sample event overlays

2. General events/trends that don’t result in a specific overlay

3. Chart package

According to Evelina, States don’t always have access to Sharepoint so that wouldn’t work as a place to enter the 2nd deliverable on the list.  BLS-NO staff suggested they could build a web-based text capture system or States could enter information in the non-sample event page in ACESweb with a request amount = 0.

ACTION ITEM: BLS will explore ways to capture economic information from States that wouldn’t necessarily be grounds for an adjustment request, but is good general trend information for BLS analysts to be aware of.

New On-Track System 

Dave D. noted that if the DCCs or Help Desk staff try to contact a reporter and find the contact number is no longer valid, it might be good if they could email the State and have the State provide them with a new POC.  Dave Dahlberg reports that often times the State has other contact information for a firm.  

ACTION ITEM: Ken will discuss with Julie the frequency of bad contact information.

Dave D. also said even when his staff thinks the data are wrong and sends an On-Track, they continue to use the data in estimates.

ACTION ITEM: BLS will send a reminder email to ROs, and ROs will inform States, that if data are questionable, and the State feels the need to send an On-track, they should exclude the microdata from the estimates until the data are verified or corrected.

States had several questions about the On-Track functionality after the restructuring including the ability of State staff to see On-track tickets generated by BLS analysts and if system-generated emails will be sent when On-Track tickets are submitted.  Ken and Kirk explained that at a minimum, States will continue to be able to access the On-Track system and see tickets generated for their State.

AEPP OVERVIEW 

There was minimal discussion regarding this topic.

5 YEAR SAMPLE REALLOCATION 

Larry went over tables similar to what was presented at the last Policy Council meeting.  The tables have been updated, at the request of Policy Council members, to show what the allocations would have looked like had they been done in a time period other than a recession.  The allocations were not changed too much.  A decision is not needed immediately on the allocation method, and Larry reminded the group that the Relative Standard Error (RSE) should not be the only factor in picking an allocation method. 

Private Education and Health Simulations using SDM, FH, and Pure Sample 

Of the 5 years simulated, splitting out Supersector 65 and modeling the pieces where necessary increases revisions in the 3 of the 5 years, is a wash in 1 of 5 years, and helps in 1 of the 5 years.
Joe Winter is interested in only breaking out cells in a couple of months a year e.g. those months where there is a shift in seasonality.  BLS will continue to research.

WRAP-UP 
The November Policy Council meeting will be in D.C. as usual.  For the following meeting in April (3rd week), Austin is the preferred location, then Albuquerque if Austin is not an option.  If new DOL rules don’t allow that, Dallas would be the second choice.  For August, Mystic, CT is the preferred choice. Philadelphia will be the fallback and Boston after that.

Action Items

Current Employment Statistics Policy Council

For Meetings held in November 2009 and April 2010

Meeting held in Washington DC November 17-19th, 2009

	Responsible
	Item


	Status

	BLS-NO
	States requesting clarification in the STW SS S-memo regarding overlays for atypicals.  “Fire in the sawmill” example.


	Is clarification still needed?

	ATL-RO/Wendy 
	Wendy Carlton and her staff are working on a longer term analysis of QCEW data that has employment imputed from reported wages.  It looks at the effect of bonuses upon imputed wages.  When the project is complete Wendy will present a summary of the findings to the PC (and to the QCEW PO). 
	Project on back burner due to other priorities.

	BLS-NO
	There will be an S-memo regarding the handling of e-mail with embargoed data when the new On-Track system is operational.

(States are responsible for ensuring they follow security protocols for embargoed data even when they release data prior to BLS.)


	The New ON-TRACK system went live in June.  Our first priority is to ensure that all known bugs are eliminated.  Once that is done, work will start on the embargoed data questions portion of the system.

	BLS-NO
	Some States would like a copy of the OFFER letter used by BLS so they may send out the “Thank you” letters themselves or they would like to provide BLS with their OFFER letter which can be sent along with the BLS letter.
	BLS will continue to process these letters as is.  Most of these units are contacted by fax.  We want to send to the outgoing respondent an unambiguous signal that BLS no longer needs these data.  Telling them that the State may contact them, and coordinating with States about our fax/mailing dates, will allow States to contact these units shortly after they receive notice from BLS.

	BLS-NO
	(Unofficial advanced notice of S-memo deliverables and dates would be appreciated.  Dates are most important, especially for annual memos.  Detail is important for memos that cover new information.)

Create monthly “Heads Up” for upcoming deliverables and actions (1 month ahead).
	OFO reports that they are sending out and posting reminders about important deadlines on a flow basis, where the deadlines are not part of the normal monthly production cycle.

	Co-chairs
	Need contact information for PC members; create annual listing.
	Completed

	Ken and R.O.s
	Create subcommittee to look at robust history review; design review approach that can be used by States.  RO’s to poll states for volunteers.  Also, discuss whether we need to specially treat the recession.


	Hasn’t happened yet.  Do States still feel like this is a problem that needs to be addressed by a subcommittee?

	BLS-NO
	PO will look into creating documentation for identifying atypical robust history links that create bounds that allow for unusual movements.  There may not be an accepted practice for “on the fly” adjustments.  


	In Progress.

	BLS-NO 
	Might try doing a mid-day load and get feedback from states on performance issues.  Might pick a couple of key days and have the DCC’s run a mid-day load.  Put this off until after Benchmark.  Too much for ACES to handle at this point during the benchmark.
	Deferred.

	BLS-NO
	Evelina asked for comparisons of current Census 2010 employment changes to previous Census buildup and collection years.
	Brian is working with staff to develop.  Should have this ready to be distributed at or before the July meeting.

	NO - Julie and Mike
	Find out if there is a functional reason that Niceville wouldn’t be clearing out comment codes?  Also, what is comment code ‘00’?
	Niceville does clear out comment codes if they received corrected data.  Comment code “00” is a default value place on web microdata.  

	States and RO
	Over the next few months, states should collect examples of specific issues with data collection that are repeatedly being seen so the NO can investigate the OnTracks and try to resolve.
	BLS has received a few examples, but nothing systematic.  Has this been followed up on in all regions?

	Larry/SMS
	Larry will look at what sample reallocation would have resulted in if we had done it in a different year, considering the current recession.


	Results to be presented at July PC meeting.

	BLS-NO / Iowa
	The UI initial claims research Iowa proposed will continue to be developed jointly by the National office and the state.


	This project will be deferred for now – too many other projects are ongoing right now.

	State of PA
	PA will work on documenting their UI regression model so that they can share it with the Policy Council.
	

	BLS-NO
	The program office will add the SA of TNF and publication requirements to the SA S-memo.


	Done with the release of S-10-10 on January 6, 2010

	BLS-NO/Larry
	The PO will compare the Robust estimator against FH in Private Ed.
	Comparison also asked for at following PC conference call – see Action Items for April 2010

	BLS-NO
	The PO will organize a study team to look at PEO handling in the sample.
	Team requested again at following PC conference call – see Action Items for April 2010


Meeting held via teleconferece, April 8, 2010

	Responsible
	Item


	Status

	BLS-NO/Ken
	Ken will modify the language in the LMI-CA Work Statement publication section to reflect language agreed to by PC.
	Completed

	BLS-NO/Ken
	Ken will create a draft of the overall budget proposal for FY 2011, that shows step by step how the overall funding was arrived at
	Completed

	BLS/Kirk and Wendy
	Kirk will work with Wendy to develop a report that features the key types of data elements that are needed to examine units that may be influential in a cell’s estimate
	Plan to have a draft at the July meeting.

	States
	Submit a wish-list of “functionality adds” for ACESweb in terms of the microdata review module
	

	BLS-NO/Kirk
	Kirk Mueller will poll the regions and ask them for State volunteers for a PEO work group
	Completed

	BLS-NO/Larry
	Larry Huff will run various simulations and combinations of SDM, FH, and direct-sample estimation for Private Education.  Will aggregate to TNF and see if this creates any biases.
	Results to be presented at July Policy Council meeting

	BLS-NO/Ken
	Ensure that the July agenda includes 

· On-Track

· Transfer policy for state-collected government data

· Workload allocation formula by series count

· Sum of States

· Benchmark revisions

· Birth/Death model

· Collection Rates
	Completed
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