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Administrative Issues – Ken Robertson
Action items still outstanding from prior Policy Council meeting: 

1. States:  States will continue to discuss what kind of training they would like, especially with respect to ACESweb, and relay that to the regions and ultimately the program office.
2. States:  Brynn Keith will discuss with Graham Slater about charter updates for customer satisfaction.

3. NO:  Ken briefly talked about a CNSTAT review of the CES program.  He mentioned that the new administration was unsure if they would pursue this and that we will wait to hear back from OMB.
4. NO:  After discussions with the BEA, it was determined that CES would discontinue Gross Monthly Earnings (GME) estimates.  The BEA was initially interested in these figures to track earnings in areas like the financial industry.  The estimates turned out not to be as useful for them as they had hoped and they were not being utilized.  Since the series was designed for BEA, BLS and the States will drop this.
5. States:  Lincoln Dyer was going to draft a letter to Ken LeVasseur about continuing NECTA definitions for use in CES.

6. NO:  Dominic Toto will continue doing research on one-day vs. long-term workers.  He may have some research to present at the next PC meeting.
7. NO:  A team is working on research for refining the B/D process for MSAs for CA, CO and TX.

8. NO:  The National Office will solicit volunteers to help with testing of a new On-Track system
9. States:  Will contact their ACES Users Group members and ask them to start discussing a couple of issues to be addressed at the ACES Users Group meeting in Nashville.  First, the states will need to compile a list of detailed reports and features that they would like to have included in ACESweb.  Second, the states will need to start thinking about what would need to be included in a solicitation module for State and Local government.  Dave Dahlberg brought up the point that due to State budget constraints, many special districts will be shutting down and/or shifting in states, and the module may have to incorporate a feature to manage those changes.  The ACES Users Group State members are as follows:

a. Boston – Salvatore Dipillo - CT

b. Philadelphia – Frank Johnson - VA

c. Atlanta – Linda Davis - TN

d. Chicago – Jerry Brown - MN

e. DAL/KC – Mark Jones - LA

f. SF – Kathy Martin – CA
10. ACES Staff:  Rich and his staff will work on creating pro-ration reports for ACESweb.  They hope to have much accomplished by the users’ group meeting.
Program Update/Overview – Ken Robertson  
Ken gave a brief update on some of the larger issues in the program that will be discussed over the course of the meeting.  They included:
· The Omnibus bill was passed that contained the FY 2009 Budget.  The program is mandated to bring back the discontinued MSA’s sometime this fiscal year, a priority over the next few months.

· ACESweb history, implementation and status will be reviewed.

· National vs. SOS comparison, implementation of control totals with S-09-09 and the results of those new review procedures
· The Gross Monthly Earnings series were dropped.  The GME estimates were requested by the BEA in order to better capture earnings in certain sectors, particularly the financial sector.  The series didn’t capture what they were looking for, and so it was dropped. 
Communications… Concerns/Suggestions – Brynn Keith 

Brynn Keith expressed concerns that when the new review procedures were rolled out in January, states were caught unaware and felt that they weren’t involved in the process that led to the decision.  In the future, they would like to be more included in that process.  Several suggestions were made that could help put states’ minds at ease in the future.

ACTION ITEM – NO - It was agreed that it would be useful to have an Inter-PC teleconference between each PC meeting.  The meeting would last a couple of hours to go over what large changes are going on in the program.

Here are some of the other suggestions given by the state-members:

· One suggestion was that for such large-scale emergency change, it might be prudent to involve WIC prior to such a shift. 
· Possibly a teleconference with all the states

· May want to make sure that the regions are well-informed and in a position to answer questions from States, so that PC States aren’t talking to each other behind closed channels.

The National Office staff reiterated that this review process was not something that had been planned, but rather was driven by large differences that arose between SOS and National in the latest economic downturn.  The WIC and Policy Council were informed of this change in procedure as soon as was practicable.  At the request of the WIC and Policy Council, BLS held several phone conferences open to all States to make sure all were informed of the new procedure.
Evelina Loescher (IL) expressed interest in seeing the charts that compared the different estimators by SS.  PC States have seen these for a while, but some LMI directors were unaware of the differences.  The National Office has made these available, but some States don’t know about it.  A lot of this has to do with turnover of analysts and in particular, LMI directors.  This is possibly an opportunity for training.
Another aspect of communication was the current format of S-memos.  LMI directors don’t always have the time to look at all S-memos, as they oversee several different programs.  This, however, is also a critical mission of the Regional Offices, making the States aware of what is critical and what isn’t.

ACTION ITEM - NO – The NO will talk to the Workforce Information Council about the possibility of redesigning s-memos with executive summaries for LMI directors.

More Intense Estimates Review – Pat Getz 
Pat Getz led this discussion and started with a brief overview of the CES National versus the CES Sum of State issue (SOS).  She talked a little about the history of the issue and the different approaches and explained why it is a problem.  Her analysis was threefold:
· Accuracy – National benchmark is usually a smaller revision than SOS.

· Consistency – Need to have the same methodology and be consistent across States.

· Transparency – Lack of transparency damages our credibility.  
National office staff members hear about the lack of accuracy and consistency from our customers.  The current Commissioner knew of this problem before he came on board.  Congress pays for this program and it is hard to defend results that don’t make sense.

The National Office has made numerous comparisons and knows that this gap is due largely to analyst intervention.  The plan for the solution to this problem lay in the rollout of a new estimator in ACESweb, where the National Office could monitor State analyst interventions.  This estimator was due to be rolled out in 2010 with the 2009 benchmark.  However, with the large employment declines in the last few months of 2008, the National and SOS estimates diverged significantly, which necessitated an intervention.  This is why the new review procedures went into effect prior to ACESweb and the CDB being fully online. 

Some of the states, California in particular, expressed concern over the thresholds established in the new review procedures.  Since California is such a large state, it is much more likely that their total private employment estimates would be outside the 10,000 threshold established for NO review.  The NO stated that the 10,000 threshold is not part of the program’s long-term plans and that it was put in place only as a temporary measure to look at the control estimates that may contribute to a National/SOS divergence.  The National office was only trying to put in place a temporary set of parameters to use until ACESweb and the CDB were fully operational.
Other States expressed concerns that the NO was trying to guide the estimates to a particular target.  The NO again reiterated that it was not trying to guide the State estimates to a particular number, but used the Robust estimates to determine which States estimates deviated greatly from the sample in order to review the States’ interventions. 

Some concerns were expressed about Small Domain Modeling.  Some states worried about how it affects TNF AE Statewide.  The NO has done comparisons of TNF AE estimates; even without top-down comparisons, SDM series account for only 6-7% of TNF statewide.  With the switch to top-down estimates, differences in the SDM series and the SS estimates have to be reconciled.  This is part of the tradeoff with having SDM series and probability driven series.

Pat Getz reiterated that regardless, in the future, we will need to use the same procedures for developing both national and State estimates.  We will not be publishing series that aren’t developed using CES procedures.  While the new estimator will impose the use of CES procedures at the SS level, States should use CES procedures at all levels of estimation.  In terms of future research, the NO encourages States to make proposals to the CES Policy Council if they have a procedure that they think improves the estimation process.  For example, Tom Hecht from PA utilizes an imputation process for certain large non-responders, and some States utilize UI claims in various ways in the estimation process.
Some issues with benchmarking relate to the review process.  NO needs to review the literature and research it has done in the past and resolve some issues.  Wedge vs. Replacement, Quarterly vs. Annual.  Those decisions will have some bearing on the monthly review process.

ACTION ITEM – NO - Do a review of SOS by SS, to see if a problem exists largely in certain SS rather than just reviewing the total private estimates.
Wednesday, March 18th, 2009
ACES Mainframe – Rich Speigle

Costs are down this year.  A lot of this is due to no new mainframe developments, since the move to ACESweb.  The billing reports are still showing large ACES printing costs, but SunGard can’t differentiate between CES or QCEW, which may be worth looking into.  All-in-all costs are way down from where they have been in previous years.  In the previous 5 years, costs have been between 1.1-1.3 million, down to 860,000 this year.  The program needs to make the full transition to ACESweb, since we are paying for both systems at this point.  Should the transition move too slowly, the BLS may have to utilize State funding via a holdback pay for both systems.
ACES will still need to maintain the mainframe for certain processes for a time.  For example, State collected data, change records, and pro-rated data.  Some problems exist right now with the way ACES mainframe and CDB communicate, and some duplicate records are being created on the CDB.  This is largely due to full loads being sent from the mainframe to the CDB.  
The ACES staff is talking about doing a mail-merge in order to get allow States to print forms for State-collected records, which would fix a problem we now have, but States may not be familiar with mail merge.  Also, there aren’t very many records that the States collect (about 2,000 probability units), so we shouldn’t devote too many resources to fixing ACESweb to accommodate this.

ACTION ITEM - REGIONS – Regions should tell states to be aware that if they are making changes to ACES Mainframe to pro-ration, they will need to take special action to make sure changes get made in CDB.  Either do it themselves or have the ACES staff do it.  The moratorium has been lifted on making these changes, so States need to be aware of how to handle this, both with respect to timeframes and who to contact.  States can’t make registry changes to non-State collected reports, so they need to be aware of which reports are theirs.

Some concerns were expressed about switching to ACESweb after a truncated testing schedule.  Ken made the point that we don’t expect that ACESweb will have no bugs when it becomes the default system.  It is expected to have a minimum functionality that allows us to make our estimates each month.  We should expect bugs to be worked out some after the switch.  We still have bugs in the mainframe system, so some tempering of expectations may be necessary.

The program probably won’t be able to do 2009 benchmark on ACESweb.  ACES staff is just now getting a developer to work on that, and some testing will be necessary through the 2009 benchmark process.  States will have to do their benchmark in Mainframe, and then do re-estimates in ACESweb.  After the benchmark, we should be fully off the mainframe system.  Something will have to be done to get the QCEW data off of SunGard.  Will SunGard be the vendor who has the contract after May 2009?  We don’t know yet. 

Finally, Rich stated that all tier 2 States should be loaded into ACESweb by the time they are producing their March 2009 reference month estimates.

Miscellaneous Topics – Sample Reallocation Policy – Ken Robertson
The PC agreed in 2006 on a periodic recalculation of Sample, but no agreement was made on how often it should be done.  How often should it be done?

Larry Huff thought that 5 years would be a good time frame.  He thought that anything less would not really provide any benefit as any relative employment growth/declines over a period smaller than that would not amount to much, but if we waited past five years, we may see larger inequities.

The States agreed that any new reallocation should, like in the past, take into account the relative employment growth/decline between various states.  There was broad agreement that the reallocation process should be easier this time and that 5 years is a good interval.  Dennis mentioned that the OES program has decided to do this reallocation every year, having determined that the annual disruption would be minimal.
ACTION ITEM -  Larry/SMS - Bring draft statement to next  PC meeting that will be presented to the WIC policy council about the periodicity of sample reallocations, something that expresses the pros and cons of different timeframes and why it is necessary.

ACESWeb – Rich Speigle

Rich Speigle gave an overview presentation on the progress of ACESweb.  These are the main points:

System Status:
· Estimation generator for all areas, MSAs, and datatypes is up
· The system has registry and microdata update from CDB functionality 
· Downloadable files are available
New upcoming features:
· Working on including ability to generate Robust and F-H estimator

· Series structure maintenance – ACES staff spent a lot of time during the recent benchmark making manual changes.

Current Estimation:
· 30 states transmitted Feb prelim/Jan final estimates in ACESWeb

· For Jan prelim – six states reverted to mainframe due to CDB sample issues

CDB Issues:
· Problems with registry during benchmark-took one week to correct

· Pro-ration issues – Child records were being given a 1.00 prorate factor, which essentially created clones

· Orphaned microdata – microdata received with no registry

· Isolated data storage issues – Change records with no previous data types

· In the future, ACES plans to make comparisons with registry files before doing a full load of the registry

· CDB isn’t updated in real time due to a number of operational and performance issues.  This is being done overnight now.  We will explore the possibility of doing this at least once during the workday.

ACTION ITEM – NO- Meet with Mike Roosma’s staff about changing the intervals of when the different databases are exported to each other; DCCs to CDB, CDB to ACESweb.  This may alleviate some of the problem. 
Finishing the ACESweb Migration:
· Still working out issues with CA, due to special government series they estimate

· As migration continues, mainframe costs will go down

· Plans to have all States fully migrated to ACESweb for monthly estimation within the next two weeks.

Deployment issues:
· Much of the problems were associated with series structure changes – This took up a considerable amount of ACES staff time during the benchmark
· Many of the States did not review their structures until January estimates were generated

· Top-down, PW, PW H&E were the main series structure issues

Short-term ACESweb projects:
· Integrate Robust/FH with analyst adjustment

· Microdata review – E&S flags

· Communicating with states to see what are the most urgent needs

· Locking estimates after transmission

· 508 compliance

Benchmarking Module:
· Deploying in 2010 rather than 2009

· Include both replacement and wedge methodologies

· IA is hiring an experienced .Net/Oracle contractor

Future Releases:
· Bug fixes done immediately

· New release features as they are completed, possibly every 2-4 weeks

· ACES Users group meeting in April, will discuss and prioritize changes and discuss new benchmark modules

Two handouts were given out during this presentation:  The ACESweb project plan and the ACESweb concerns and responses.
Wendy Carlton questioned how the FH estimator was going to be done and if there was a way for States to reconcile the MSAs with the movement in statewide within the system.
There were many concerns about training.  Who does it and how?  Rich plans on implementing a conference call every two weeks.  

ACTION ITEM – Rich/ACES/OFON – Rich will work with OFON about creating some type of training to be given on how to use ACESweb, and some process needs to be put in place to show the new features as they become available.
ACTION ITEM – NO - S&A branch will work on documentation to help support the training mission.  Bryan Arnold and Annie Fennewald will work on this.
ACTION ITEM – OFON -  Now that we have funding, it may be useful to have one-on-one training from RO where available and also use the KC training center to hold an ACESweb training course – also a task for OFO National.

ACTION ITEM – Ken Robertson - Login issues with BLS firewall.  BLS firewall has a timeout feature after 75 minutes of inactivity.  ACESweb has a 20 minute inactivity feature, but ACESweb doesn’t require the states to use the token when they log back in.  States are starting to notice this problem more now on ACESweb since they are operating on it for longer periods, rather than just running jobs on the mainframe.  Ken has put in a request to change the firewall timeout to 4 hours.

Performance of the Three Estimators Relative to Benchmark – Larry Huff

Larry gave everyone two handouts for comparisons:  The first handout (smaller packet) made comparisons between the SOS, CES National Total Private, modeled estimators and QCEW over several different years.  Here are the findings:
· FH had smaller revision than the SOS published in 2004, 2005 and 2008, but larger in 2003, 2006, and 2007.  However, the SOS published revisions in 2006 and 2008 were of much larger absolute values than the revisions of either estimator in other years.

· In going to the FH, we are seeing a little more noise in the individual States, but we are reducing bias in the SOS benchmarks. 

· The FH has a smaller OTM absolute relative error than the Robust, but at the cost of creating a little more bias when we look at the benchmark.  Larry had no recommendations about which to use at this point, but emphasized that the Robust estimator creates the least amount of bias.

· The FH has tracked the downturn fairly well, however the QCEW data that would allow for comparisons of benchmark revisions is not available at this point.

· In the 2007 benchmark, all of the state derived estimates, State published, Robust, FH had much larger benchmarks than the National revision.  Some thought that part of this might be driven by Louisiana and Hurricane Katrina.

· Pat Getz made the important point that all of these estimators are un-reviewed, meaning that there were no microdata treatments done that would have been done at both the national and state level.

The second handout (larger packet) made comparisons of State published, QCEW and Estimators at the state level showing various States as examples.

· Larry cautioned against using any one of the States to make a recommendation about which estimator to use.  Each State tells a very different story and for each issue with one State, you can find an example in another that negates it.  The national picture tells a better story.

ACTION ITEM – REGIONS – The regions should notify states that they should wait as long as possible to submit their estimates until they get enough microdata in.   Put a calendar date saying that final estimates probably shouldn’t be submitted before that date.  

ACTION ITEM – NO – Send out charts showing data collection rates over time, both for prelim and final.

A comment was brought up that the FH or Robust will not fix the differences between the CES estimates and what the QCEW show, specifically the different seasonal patterns they exhibit from December to January.

Another conversation centered on whether our goal is to create estimates that have the least bias, or estimates that try to match to the QCEW.  Pat Getz made the comment that we are trying to do both and that they aren’t mutually exclusive, but our ability to try and match the QCEW OTM leads to the introduction of bias, since we don’t actually know what the OTM movement in QCEW actually is.

States maintain that they are evaluated on the benchmark revisions mostly.  As long as that is the case, the impetus to try to match the QCEW through the year will remain.

The NO wondered where the pressure to reduce the benchmark revisions coming from?  Data users, press, State revenue agencies.  They come from a myriad of sources.

The NO reiterated that it does not expect the States to eliminate the sampling and non-response error, just to follow the methodology.  States have always had the mindset that tying to the QCEW was the overarching goal.  That mindset is changing in the States. 

Extending Estimation Research in New Directions – Ken Robertson

Ken gave a presentation on new estimation research.  Here are the main points:

A structure for research:
· States may propose research topics

· PC to prioritize research topics

· Programs research resources to be utilized based on priority

· Appropriate topics must have the following features

· Inputs available to all States

· Procedure must be quantifiable, not judgment based

· Procedure must be testable

· Procedure must yield a consistent result

· States may not use procedures that have not been approved by BLS

Research Possibilities:
· Imputation of large non-respondents

· Tom Hecht from PA does this with a large transportation firm using imputed response based on QCEW data.

· Can do an AAMC for this type of project.  Non PC states can also be involved in this.

· UI Claims

· New Jersey uses UI claims to see if they trend in a similar direction as the CES estimates. It is used as a coincident indicator for CES.
· This process is not a formal tool that is actually used to generate CES estimates, but just to check for a red flag in case they don’t move in line.

· Claims data varies greatly from State to State.  If claims are used, there would need to be a standardized format.  The PROMIS database that LAUS and MLS uses would be very helpful.

ACTION ITEM – PC - Discuss creating AAMC’s for different research, particularly the imputation of large non-respondents in the sample.  This can be talked about at the inter-PC teleconference

ACTION ITEM - PC states – Before the next PC meeting, PC states will go out to their states and see which states are using UI claims and how they are using them.  Have some feedback for the Inter-PC teleconference.

Sample Size Increases – A Review of Alternatives and Costs – Larry Huff

Larry gave a brief presentation on increasing the sample size.  The thrust of the presentation were the results of his research to see what kind of sample increase would be enough to reduce the relative standard error by certain amounts.  Here are the results:
· RSE reductions were 5, 10, 25, and 50 percent

· Figures are based on average costs given by Julie Hatch

· Roughly explained:  In order to reduce the RSE by a factor of 2 (50%), then we would have to increase the sample size (n) by a factor of 4.

· Figures were taken in 1st Qtr 2006, first sample after the reallocation

· Does not account for non-response differences

· It would be very expensive to see a meaningful reduction in RSE; to reduce RSE by 50%, it would cost $20 million

· Having a greater response rate is more meaningful cost-wise.

On-Track Update – Ken Robertson
Ken gave a brief presentation on the progress of the new On-Track system.  Here are the main points:

· New On-Track system

· Feedback was obtained from Regions, DCC, NO Helpdesk, Registry and National analysts

· Currently working on making new modules, with limited resources it is taking it a while to get the system ready for production

· Modules

· User Maintenance module – Add users, reset passwords.  About 90% complete

· Problem Ticket Creation – Employment, Hours and Earnings, registry.  About 80% complete.

· Problem Ticket Response – About 80% complete

· Problem Tickets by Topic – Not started yet

· Ticket Management & Reporting Query system – Not started yet.

· Testing will commence when enough is programmed.

· Probably will solicit volunteers at the next CES-PC meeting.

Due Dates – Ken Robertson

Another brief discussion was focused on how to change the BLS production schedule to ensure adequate time for BLS production needs, both CES and LAUS.  Here are the main points:
· States often have different (earlier) publication dates than BLS.

· Some problems lie in needing CES TNF estimates from another State in order to produce their own LAUS estimates.
· Can the Annual Processing (AP) calendar be looked at to find processes that can be done earlier in order to make AP easier?

ACTION ITEM – Kirk and Molly – Will talk to the LAUS staff about changing the due dates for CES estimates tied to annual processing.

ACTION ITEM – PC States - PC States will talk to their States over the next month about the following:  

· May want to push back the internal deadline for when CES estimates are due.

· Should we separate the benchmark and January estimates publications?

· Convey to states that an early release is at their own risk.

Benchmark 2008 – Recap – Molly Garber
Molly gave a presentation on the 2008 Benchmark and also a handout with summary statistics.  Here were the main points:
· Handout passed out – 2008 Benchmark Summary Statistics Tables

· Shows revisions for this year and comparisons to previous years

· Published lines

· Loss of 8 series from 2008 to 2009

· Number of modeled series: 6,876

i. Accounts for 44% of all published series but only about 7% of TNF employment.

ii. Up from about 41% and 6% in previous year.
· Seasonal Adjustment

· 225 new SA series this year.  203 new MSAs, 25 new SS estimates.

· Some concerns about using seasonal factors from State Published CES estimates rather than using Robust or FH modeled SS estimates. 
ACTION ITEM –NO State and Area Branch -  State and Area staff will do some research in developing seasonal adjustment factors from top-down and/or modeled estimates to see if they are better, worse, or make a negligible difference compared to current factors.

· When to issue the annual sample update?

· Current system rolls in new sample with beginning of post-benchmark period.  Continuous units are reweighted.

i. Pros:  More sample is available this way, sample weights are based on most recent information

ii. Cons:  Post-benchmark estimates are subject to revision

· Sample update could come with January estimates.

i. Pros:  Reduces sampling and b/d error associated with the revision.

ii. Cons:  Less Sample available, weights may be out of date.

After some discussion many thought that rather than changing the sample update, conveying to States that the current process does create some sampling and b/d error might be the preferable route. 

ACTION ITEM – Larry/SMS – Larry and his staff are going to put together a pre- and post-benchmark revision table together for the states.

Data Collection Update – Ken Robertson
This brief presentation gave an update on continuing improvements to the data collection process.  Here are the main points:
· Non-Response Prompting

· In the past, we have faxed all NRPs to faxable units and called the rest

· Now, that process is repeated, but fax responses not received after two days are added to the call list.

i. Singles go to Niceville, multi-worksite reports go to CES Helpdesk

· The result is that we have seen response rates from non-response prompting go up from September 2007 to September 2008.
Training – Ken Robertson
Training was brought up multiple times throughout the meeting, but this session focused on how to prioritize training.
· ACESweb is the first priority – Training and Manuals

· RO staff may need to be trained first – lots of training is needed on new estimators, ACESweb, etc.  With procedures changing rapidly, the RO staff members need frequent updates and rapid training so that they may keep their States informed.  
ACTION ITEM – Regions - Regions will need to put together a list of their training needs to be discussed at the CES Tech Conference.

Thursday, March 19th, 2009

CES Benchmark Research and Analysis Planning – Pat Getz
Pat gave this presentation on how National-CES and State and Area-CES have different benchmark procedures and what can be done to bring them in line.  A handout was given by Pat that included a table showing research to date on different issues, major conclusions, and any additional research needed, if any.  Here are the questions and conclusions:
Wedge vs. Replacement: Which produces a better time series?
· The program has tried in the past to use wedge, but different exceptions using replacement made it problematic and ended up moving back to replacement.  A straight wedge would sometimes ignore a large non-sample event.  
· Hybrid model may create workload issue for States.
ACTION ITEM - State and Area - Mary Ursu has a new hybrid wedge/replacement model that she has been working on that has three years worth of data that can be sent out to States within the next few months.

· Another method discussed tying to the quarterly averages from QCEW. 

· Using QCEW to determine the links would be problematic given the difference in type of data, but may be useful for reducing the OTM variance.

ACTION ITEM - NO - The NO will conduct research regarding using QCEW imputations for non-responses to reduce the variability in certain cells when calculating the OTM link.

· In comparing CES/QCEW seasonal pattern, the seasonal pattern in QCEW is actually starting to look more like the CES

· Payroll Processor RAS has shown no huge problems, just a few small ones.  A report still needs to be written up on this.
· 2007 CES/QCEW RAS

· Pulled 3,000 CES units and looked at differences in reports from the two.

· No smoking guns that drive the differences, but the most obvious difference was finding that some QCEW reporters were providing end of the month figures rather than the week of the 12th of the month.

· Still want to look at these reports and see if these differences could drive the seasonal differences.  A report is still pending.
· A 2006 Budget Workgroup report indicated that a straight wedge Benchmark might potentially save approximately $1.5 million each year (some from States, some from BLS).

Quarterly vs. Annual Benchmark:  Would quarterly benchmarking improve CES? 
· National research was done on two methods by benchmark staff

· The research shows that there would be at best only a small marginal improvement from quarterly benchmarking the national estimates, and at worst the estimates would be moved in offsetting directions in different quarters.  This is at a substantial resource cost, and at the cost of introducing several additional revisions to the data.

· There may be some value in statewide series that tend to move away from the QCEW over the course of the year, but research is still being done on this.     
Which Version of QCEW/PNCs to Use?

ACTION ITEM – NO – The NO will compare published QCEW to CES benchmark series for states.  Additionally, they will compare National to State PNC’s – how different are they?
· How many adjustments and magnitude of them – check ACES files

Which Benchmark Month to Use?
· Not much research has been done on this to date.  Currently the program benchmarks in March, but could the national estimates benchmark to June?  Would another month be better?  Is benchmarking to September safe for the States?  How much does the QCEW revise for that period?  These are all questions that could use some research if time and resources permit.
How to gauge analyst success?

· Ken briefly brought up this topic to ask everyone to begin thinking about this.  The main issue is that this should not be tied strictly to an annual benchmark.  
Restoration of lost MSA’s and lost H&E series
· Briefly discussed the plan to restore the MSA’s and the Hours and Earnings series lost due to the 2008 budget cut.  
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