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CES Policy Council Minutes – Day 1 – November 16 – P.M.
Opening Remarks and Issues/Review of Action Items

Opening Remarks and Issues
Pat gave a brief summary of CES items discussed at the previous week’s WIC meeting, including a concern that S-Memo 11-02 was the first mention of utilizing a Robust estimator for detailed estimates; Robust implementation below ESS level was mentioned in the February 2010 LMI memo.  
Action Item: (BLS-NO)
Email State CES staff to make sure that they are aware that the February LMI memo is available on StateWeb.

Ken, Pat, Kirk, and Brian Dahlin discussed the Continuing Resolution (CR) that runs out on December 3, 2010 and what may follow with respect to the plan to restructure the CES program.  Unfortunately, there are simply too many possibilities with respect to the language Congress may pass in a new CR or in an appropriation to discuss each.  Therefore, BLS is prepared to start making estimates with the January Prelim numbers if restructuring is implemented, as that is the earliest possible time that BLS may assume the work.  BLS has implemented training and testing processes in order to be prepared for a possible implementation at that time.  
Also addressed concerns about plans to model State and local government series where sample is deficient; this decision was based on input from States.  PC members felt the announcement should have been made in its own S-memo instead of the cell structure review S-memo.  Kirk assured the PC that there was no intent to mask the issue or announcement, BLS was simply trying to get all information out to the States as quickly as possible.  BLS plans to implement the modeling of State and local government series only if Restructuring is implemented.  There will be a button in ACESweb that analysts can toggle, allowing them to choose to model the estimates when there is low sample (prelim) and then to fully use the sample when it is sufficient (final).  If Restructuring does not occur, research and discussion will continue on this issue.  
PC members expressed concerns about a perceived inconsistency of overlay approvals across regional/NO staff.  Kirk said that he did not have any insight on this issue and asked for examples to be sent to him.

Action Item: (PC Members)
Any PC members that have examples of overlay requests where approval is inconsistent across BLS analysts at the Regional or national level should send them to the National Office/Kirk for review.
A WIC member will be selected as a liaison to each Policy Council.
Review of Action Items from Previous Policy Council

Action Item: (BLS-NO) 

Talk to ACES and BLS IT staff about the On-Track firewall issue.  All State staff are logged out of ACES and On-Track after 30 minutes of inactivity.  Also, every time they sign into On-Track, they are required to go through a firewall.  Is it possible to only require them to go through the firewall the first time they log in each day? 

Action Item: (Evelina)
Evelina will poll States to get volunteers to test the State-only screens in ACESweb 2.  
CES Program Update

Briefly discussed multiple topics.

Ken discussed the President’s FY 2011 budget proposal.  The President’s FY 2011 budget announced a plan to restructure the CES State and Area Program.  If a budget is passed that includes the Restructuring Initiative, State funding for CES would be reduced from $19 million to $7 million.

Work is nearly complete on the new On-Track system, which now has an option to allow discussion of pre-release data.  It will soon be the required method of communication between States and BLS concerning pre-release data.  An email will be generated to the appropriate parties when a new ticket is submitted in the system.  An S-memo is forthcoming that will let everyone know when it becomes mandatory to use On-Track for this purpose (currently it is recommended, but not required).  The S-memo will also reference some On-Track training.  Training can be found in a WebEx that is posted in the CES Training section of Stateweb (http://199.221.111.170/program/Ces/CES%20Training.htm > CES On-Track 2.0 Presentation > Recording of On-Track 2.0 WebEx Demo).  S-memo 10-12 on Stateweb outlines the implementation of the new On-Track system.
Work on ACESweb is directed at a new system that will be used if BLS begins producing estimates.  The current ACESweb has been in production for almost two years now.  Work on the Benchmark module has been deferred at the present time to allow for work on ACESweb 2.0, the system that will be used to make estimates if CES Restructuring is implemented.

Announced BLS plans to produce quarterly Net Birth/Death (B/D) updates at the national level (http://www.bls.gov/ces/ces_quarterly_birthdeath.htm).  These quarterly updates will help improve the revision between current estimates and next year’s re-projections.  BLS will be raking the State & Area B/D factors to the updated CES national factors on a quarterly basis.  Research is planned to determine if the State & Area factors can be improved by running the State & Area Net B/D models on a quarterly basis.
Pat mentioned the possibility of adding agriculture to CES; the PC members were asked for their input on this issue.  Response was mixed, with some States indicating they thought there would be strong interest for data on agriculture and some indicating not, but all States have some agriculture so that may be useful to publish.  They thought it would probably be useful for LAUS, as it would provide a more complete comparison to the LAUS household survey-based numbers.  

Restructuring – Transition Plans
The goal of the planned Restructuring is cost savings with equal or improved data quality.  Under Restructuring States would receive $7 million in funding for CES; currently States receive $19 million.  FY 2011 would be a transition year; the full funding reduction would occur in FY 2012.  States would continue to provide relevant information on non-sample events and PNCs, would continue analysis and dissemination activities, would continue to have access to all estimation inputs, and would have access to all BLS estimates prior to the BLS release, after the estimates were locked.  States could continue to publish their releases on their current schedule, and could continue to publish NCA estimates if they chose to do so.  BLS would produce estimates at a level of BLS-approved detail.

BLS is currently performing production tests to simulate the generation of estimates.  BLS has hired several new staff members who are participating in the production tests and who will be making estimates if Restructuring is implemented.  These new analysts are shadowing more experienced analysts during monthly production; they are being exposed to real overlay requests and are being taught how to prepare and review overlay requests.  In the event restructuring is not implemented, these analysts will assume other work at the BLS.
In ACESweb 2.0 States would be able to continue using ACESweb to make non-BLS estimates (in Non-covered areas or NCAs).  Rich discussed the option of breaking out NCAs into their own ‘area’ for the purpose of State vs. BLS estimation.  Another option is to have ACES run the estimates for any non-BLS estimates within a BLS area at the same time as the BLS-published series (with States retaining the ability to adjust the non-BLS estimates).  Rich prefers the option of breaking out the NCAs because it will be a cleaner process, but this topic is up for discussion in the future.  
Action Item: (ACES/Rich)
Rich will draft an email that will succinctly explain what is going on with the NCA estimates generation and the options that the States have.  [The next day, he provided a list of the affected areas.]
Action Item: (BLS-NO/Kirk)
Look at Lincoln’s Tribal Government Case that was rejected.
There is a new entry screen in ACESweb 2.0 for non-sample events that States would use under Restructuring.  BLS analysts will go into the system and check for non-sample events entered by States before they start reviewing estimates.  BLS analysts would also be responsible for researching/entering non-sample events.  Each event identified would only be entered once.
Action Item: (BLS-NO)
If restructuring is implemented, BLS will send out an S-memo with a reference date for State submittal of non-sample events.  Any relevant information on ACESweb 2.0 will also be included.  This S-memo will be in tandem with the non-sample events Webinar.

Action Item: (BLS-NO)
If restructuring is implemented, BLS will plan a Webinar training to demonstrate the use of the non-sample events page.
ACESweb 2.0 will be the version of ACES used if Restructuring is implemented.  ACESweb 2.0 includes several fundamental changes from the current version of ACESweb: differential response rate adjustments are automatic; State and local government have been set up to use projected QCEW trends when sample is deficient; and an MSA ESS structure has been set up with ratio adjustment available to the lower levels.  Using ACESweb 2.0, States’ estimates will be generated in two batches.  Batch assignments are balanced as evenly as possible based on series counts.

Action Item: (ACES/BLS)
Evelina asked that an email be sent out as soon as ACES help documentation is available.  This information will be made available to everyone as soon as the documentation is ready and reflects the new features of ACESweb 2.0.  
Action Item: (BLS-NO)
BLS will send out an S-memo by the end of the year detailing staff assignments for States if Restructuring is implemented.  It will outline the analysts making estimates for each State as well as the senior analysts assigned to each State.  Each staff member’s direct BLS email and direct phone number will be included.  It will also have the finalized list of first and second batch States.

Kirk handed out a document outlining the first batch and second batch State assignments that will be used if restructuring is implemented.  States were selected for first or second batch: (1) to ensure that an approximately even split of series were available to produce and review within each group; (2) to ensure that the controlling state of a Cross-State MSA with metro divisions in multiple States was run with or after all of the other states containing component met divisions; and (3) to stay as close as possible to the production timeline that States currently utilize.  For preliminary estimates, the first batch would typically be run early Thursday morning, allowing three days for review.  The second batch would be run following the completion of the first batch.  When the estimates are locked, the States would be able to see the estimates.  If restructuring is implemented, review and approval of estimates would not be a State deliverable.  States would be able to access microdata throughout the entire process.
Restructuring – Annual Deliverable Discussion

If restructuring is implemented State analysts would have the opportunity to access microdata before the estimates were locked, but there is no specific deliverable tied to microdata or estimate review.  States would not be able to actively exclude microdata from use in estimation.  States would be able to send an On-Track ticket for any microdata they found questionable, and the BLS analyst reviewing the microdata for their State would be notified of any On-Track tickets that are entered into the system.

The State members of the PC felt strongly that allowing the States to participate in microdata review would be a valuable deliverable and should be reconsidered.  Ken agreed to further discussion on this topic, but noted that this was inconsistent with the proposed initiative and BLS does not believe it is necessary because sample data will be edited and reviewed in the data collection centers and by BLS national analysts and by State and Area analysts.

State members of the PC expressed interest in BLS leaving the MSA benchmark in the hands of the States.  BLS members agreed to continue to discuss this issue to determine if there is supplemental information States might provide to improve the benchmark process.  State members were asked to keep track of the kinds of non-standard things they do during this year’s benchmark and the anomalies that they brought up at the PC meeting concerning adjustments made to MSAs to improve QCEW data (e.g.  QCEW data without full geographic breakouts).  [Note that this is identified as an Action Item later in the meeting.]

Transition of Responsibility for the Collection of Local and State Government Units/Update

States were polled in late September on their preferences for collection of local and State government units.  Julie Hatch-Maxfield presented the results:  33 of 51 States opted for the State to continue collection, 9 States opted for BLS to take over collection, 4 States’ data are already being collected by BLS, and 5 States have not responded yet.  Solicitation of local government units will begin in January to bolster the sample sizes in States and MSAs where this is needed.
CES Policy Council Minutes – Day 2 – November 17

Restructuring – Annual Deliverable Discussion Continued
Under Restructuring, States would continue to provide information on local events, and would retain their current role in analysis and outreach.  Craig Offutt presented the results of the ‘Questionnaire on Outreach Activities’.  The results indicate that CES programs in many States are doing outreach and dissemination activities.  The conclusion was to leave the ‘outreach and dissemination’ deliverable as currently drafted so that States could continue to have flexibility to meet their users’ needs.  Evelina will draft a quarterly report form that States may use to report their outreach and dissemination activities.  The PC will discuss making the reporting of outreach and dissemination a CES deliverable.

Action Item: (Evelina)
Evelina will draft a quarterly outreach report form for States to report back with their outreach and dissemination every three months.  This will serve as a potential deliverable to BLS.

There was more discussion about microdata review and local knowledge.  Linda Davis asked if States could send a “heads-up” email to analysts about big companies that tend to be problems month after month.  Kirk said absolutely – BLS is hoping that the BLS analysts and State analysts are in communication about things going on in the States and MSAs.

PNC information will continue to be an expected deliverable for all States that have it available.  
Brian Dahlin presented the draft State Analysis Package that was put together at the request of the Policy Council as a possible State deliverable to provide a more specific product under the analysis and dissemination deliverable.  The proposal was for the package to be put together by the States after estimates are developed.  There was concern on the part of the PC members that this package would not protect State funding under Restructuring because BLS could easily automate the production of much of the package.  Policy Council members agreed to bring examples of other deliverables that could be provided by the States to the next Policy Council meeting.

Action Item: (States)
Identify specific examples of things that the States can do (and BLS can’t do) to improve estimates or analysis.  These will be discussed as potential deliverables under Restructuring.  This discussion will continue at the mid-cycle conference call (before the next Policy Council).
Restructuring – Funding Allocation

Ken Robertson discussed several alternatives for the allocation of funding if Restructuring occurs [handouts were provided].  The Policy Council needs to come to a decision about the number of initial base positions (.5, .75, or 1) by the mid-cycle conference call; note that all scenarios result in at least 1 position per State.  Ken agreed to pare down the spreadsheet to reflect the most useful information for the States (as agreed upon by PC members), and the Policy Council will make a recommendation at the mid-cycle conference call.  The WIC will then be provided an opportunity to discuss this and issue a final decision.
Action Item: (BLS-NO/Ken)
Ken will pare down the Funding Allocation spreadsheet that was handed out, and add a few notes.  Express amounts in percentages as well as levels, but put them on separate tabs (States want to see both).  Explain that MSAs were taken into account (MSAs given weight of 20% and series count given a weight of 80%), and it did not have a significant impact on the allocations, so amounts will most likely be based on series count alone.  Explain the meaning of the base positions (1, .75, .5).
Action Item: (PC Members - All)
Make a recommendation on the Funding Allocation during the mid-cycle conference call.  Then provide that recommendation to the WIC.

States had asked if CES funding could be used to collect CES sample data, even though BLS had centralized the collection processes.  Ken mentioned that data collection is not an explicitly funded deliverable.  CES funding can be used to collect CES units as this data collection is a CES-related activity that benefits the program.  Ken also noted that CES funding cannot be used to collect non-CES units.

Restructuring - Descriptions for Key Non-Respondents and DRR

Larry Huff gave Policy Council members a list of SMS algorithm identified key non-respondents in their States, and said that he will update this list again after their review.  This will be useful during estimation to verify if a key reporter has reported or not, and will be used as an input to an automated key non-respondent adjustment process.  This list will most likely be updated on a periodic basis.  Key non-respondents for this purpose may be described as influential units whose seasonal hires/layoffs are routinely off trend from the normal seasonal movements for their industry.  If a key reporter does not report in a certain month, look at these lists to see if the reporter is an influential reporter in that month.  If an influential reporter reports questionable data for a key month and the analysts rejects that data, the key non-respondent adjustment will be used.  This is a work in progress – the parameters can be adjusted.  
Larry also explained how Differential Response Rates (DRRs) are handled.  The test for DRRs will be run on a periodic basis.
State Response Rate Discussion 
Ken Robertson and Julie Hatch-Maxfield discussed national and State UI-level response rates.  Each State got a handout of recent response rates in their own State, as well as a handout with national response rates.  

Restructuring – Ratio Adjustment
Brian Dahlin reviewed the Ratio Adjustment presentation (delivered by Kerrie Leslie and Eric Wilhelm at the BLS Regional Technician’s Conference in August).  He explained the differences between using Straight Ratio Adjustments and Manual Ratio Adjustments, and what scenarios require each type of ratio adjustment to be used.
September 2010 Prelim Estimates 
Kirk Mueller gave an overview of Analyst Adjustments submitted in ACESweb for every State and the percentage of approval by the Regional and National Offices [handout].  The approval rating is higher this time than it was the last time the States saw this.  Most of the overlays are in SS 80 (Other Services), and most of those are for PNCs.
Census 2010
Brian Dahlin presented Census 2010 graphs and ‘Federal/Federal Less Census’ counts to each PC State in order to examine the effect of the 2010 Census on each state.  BLS will work to present similar information on the 2000 and 1990 censuses, but it is more difficult to get precise Census hiring data for those time periods.  In the future, BLS hopes to be able to publish this information on a real-time basis at the State level.
Action Item: (BLS-NO/Ken)
Follow up on Wendy’s inquiry about publishing the number of census workers (from EDI) independently.

Day 1 Follow-up: NCAs
Rich handed out a list of States that publish their own series.  19 states are on this list (582 series nationwide); only two Policy Council states are on this list – CA and CT.  Most of the NCAs are in Government.  

ACESweb 2.0 

Rich Speigle and Chris Foshier discussed the current status of ACESweb.  All State series structures have been loaded into mainframe ACES for the 2010 Benchmark.  Mainframe ACES will be retired after the 2010 Benchmark.  ACESweb 2.0 will be the new system used if Restructuring is implemented; it incorporates a lot of enhancements from the current version of ACES.  These changes include automatic DRR adjustments, a new proration module, etc.  Key non-respondents are not in the system yet.  A Webinar is planned for January to show the States the new non-sample events page in ACESweb 2.0.  
Under Restructuring, States would not be able to reject any microdata in BLS cells, but they could send an On-Track ticket for microdata they find questionable, which would be seen by BLS analysts in their review.

ACES is also working on a new Benchmark module that should be ready by September 2011.  Rich would like to see the Report-With proration module rolled out with ACES 2.0, but that will depend on the resources available.
CES Policy Council Minutes – Day 3 – November 18 – A.M.  
ACESweb 2.0 Demo of Current Functionality – to be used if restructuring is implemented
Rich demoed the new non-sample events page for the Policy Council members.

States will be able to enter adjustments that will affect BLS series, and they will be able to enter adjustments that only affect their State-published series.  
Even though there is a start and end date on the non-sample events page, that does not signify that a layoff (for example) would automatically be put back into the estimates when the end date occurs.  The date fields are not required in the system, but the dates are still a required part of the documentation.

If the State (or BLS) finds out about a non-sample event several months after it occurs (after final estimates for that month are locked), they can still enter it on the non-sample events page.  It can then be approved by the BLS analyst for that State (pending appropriate documentation).  It will not affect the estimates that were already locked, and it will not affect the current month estimates, but the adjustment will be incorporated into the benchmark re-estimates.  Before re-estimation, BLS analysts can check for any pending non-sample events so that all verified non-sample events are included in the re-estimation process.

ACESweb 2.0 has been tested and works with both Internet Explorer 7 and 8.  

On-Track as a Macro Estimates Communication Module

Discussions of pre-release macro estimates via e-mail violate a recent BLS Administrative Procedure; Julie Hatch-Maxfield discussed CES’s decision to choose On-Track as the solution to this restriction.  This functionality is available in current production, but is not yet mandatory.  Handouts from the WebEx in early November are available on StateWeb.  
If States want to attach more than one document to an On-Track ticket, Julie suggests putting everything together in a zip file, and attaching that.  The new On-Track system is not compatible with Excel 2007; it saves files as Excel 2003.
Prioritizing Items on the 2 Year Plan (Ken/Evelina)
Items on the 2 and 10 Year plans were briefly discussed with respect to prioritization.  The general consensus was that PC members would discuss these lists with their States and Regions, and prioritize the items based on those discussions.  Linda agreed to circulate a document among PC members about a week before the mid-cycle conference call to complete the prioritization.

Action Item: (States/Linda)
Think about the prioritization of items on the 2/10 Year Plan.  Have suggestions ready for the mid-cycle conference call.  Linda will circulate around a list about a week before the call allowing States to prioritize the items as well as include new items if they have any.
Restructuring – Deliverables Discussion Continued

There was more discussion of microdata review as a possibility for a State deliverable.    
One suggestion for a deliverable made by the PC was related to QCEW analysis.  States will continue to have access to the QCEW data before BLS does, so there may be a potential deliverable related to that earlier access.  This will be discussed further.
Planned Improvements in Net B/D Factor Development for 2011

The national CES program plans to start updating their B/D factors on a quarterly basis.  BLS will re-rake the State B/D factors each quarter to the updated national factors.  Research will be undertaken in 2011 to evaluate the value added in re-running the State-level B/D models every quarter prior to the quarterly rake to the national factors.  Kerrie Leslie discussed the new QCEW linkage file used this year which has improved the quality of the B/D factors by improving the linkage of the LDB input data.
Updating 5 Year Sample Distribution

Larry Huff discussed the 5 Year Sample Distribution update.  He asked the PC members for their thoughts on several issues such as reducing the cap on a relative standard error measure and protecting States against some percentage of loss in sample size.
Action Item: (Larry Huff)
Larry will summarize decision points for the Policy Council concerning the 5 Year Sample Distribution Update.  He will send out an email with the handout (handed out at this PC) attached.  A decision will be made in April or July.

Program-monitoring Tools at State and MSA Levels

Ken Robertson began the discussion of what tools are wanted with respect to ‘program-monitoring tools at State and MSA levels’.  Rich Speigle needs to know what kinds of things will be needed from ACES because they want to write these tools into the programming during the creation of the Benchmark module in ACESweb 2.0.  
Wendy Carlton suggested the possibility of a CES-QCEW comparison tool.  This tool would alert analysts of divergences in the trends of the two sets of data.  Currently there is a tool like this that the regions use.  It is similar to Estimate Tracker.  Wendy said she could bring handouts of this tool at the next meeting as a demo.

Rich asked what output needs to come from ACESweb to track the quality of MSA estimates.  ACES developers need to know this while creating the Benchmark Module; they will be starting this work before the end of the year.  Linda suggested expanding the super sector analysis in Estimate Tracker for all series.

Ken suggested having the States document what they do during this year’s benchmark and what anomalies arise (Linda had an example where a major reporter is adjusted in CES due to QCEW data that are not broken out geographically).

Action Item: (States)
States should document what kinds of things they do to the estimates during this year’s benchmark.  This will help ACES create the Benchmark Module in ACESweb 2.0, and it will help with next year’s benchmark.  It may also help to identify a potential deliverable in the event Restructuring occurs.

Meeting Wrap Up 

Discussion Items for the Mid-Cycle Conference Call [the call will be on January 26th]:

1. Funding Allocations

2. 2/10 Year Plan Prioritization

3. Microdata Review 

4. MSA Estimates Charts

5. WIC Assignment – S-memo analysis

Discussion Items for Policy Council & States Concerning Deliverables under Restructuring:

1. States will discuss additional Analysis items
2. Microdata review/other areas where there is value added by State involvement, for example MSA benchmarking 
3. Performance measures for estimates 

The BLS and State co-chairs thanked the members for their participation.
The next Policy Council Meeting is scheduled for April 12-14.  

� Evelina has asked that BLS produce MSA-based series charts, similar to the Statewide charts that SMS produced for the Robust estimator.  These charts will be developed at the MSA-ESS level to allow a review of what the robust estimator produces – in an un-reviewed series – at that level. 


� This item was added after the meeting completed.  The WIC has asked each program’s Policy Council to evaluate its S-memos. 
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