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	CES Policy Council Minutes – Day 1– November 17 – P.M.

Greetings / Review of Action Items
Brynn Keith is resigning as State Co-chair of the PC.  

Molly Garber is taking a promotion at USDA.

The PC members thanked both for their service on the policy council.
Review of last PC meeting action items.

ACTION ITEMS

ACTION ITEM: States are requesting clarification in the STW SS S-memo regarding overlays for atypical situations.  “Fire in the sawmill” example.

ACTION ITEM: Wendy and her staff are conducting an analysis of QCEW data that has employment imputed from reported wages.  The analysis looks at the effect of bonuses upon imputed wages.  When this longer term analysis is complete, she will present a summary of the analysis to the PC (and to the QCEW program office).

Program Update

A BLS policy states that e-mail should not be used when discussing pre-release data.  The new On-Track system will have an option to facilitate discussions that include pre-release data.  For now, continue to operate as normal until the new solution is functional.  CES has a 6 month approval to operate in violation of the security policy.  

ACTION ITEMS

ACTION ITEM: 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.

ACTION ITEM: 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 to be sent along with the BLS letter.
Note that after this mailout, BLS will no longer collect any OFFER units.  States have been provided time to set up collection operations for these units (for the states that have chosen to do so).  A number of states have already started collection of their own OFFER units.  The OFFER letter volume will be slightly larger than usual in those states that will transition the collection of old quota units to state collection this year.
Unofficial advance 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.

ACTION ITEM: Create monthly “Heads Up” for upcoming deliverables and actions (1 month ahead).

ACTION ITEM:  Need contact information for PC members; create annual listing.

New Estimator Implementation

 An S-memo was sent out on Oct 8 regarding the new estimation process. State representatives want to note they were not in agreement with the implementation timeline as set forth in that S-memo.  State members indicated that an open-ended systematic review process of the robust histories would be helpful to the generation of robust estimates.  BLS believes there is room for improvement in the histories, but this is an ongoing improvement project.  

ACTION ITEMS

ACTION ITEM: Create a subcommittee to look at robust history review; design a review process/approach that can be used by States.  RO’s will poll states for volunteers.  Also, discuss whether we need to specially treat the recession.

States asked: If this process was created, could the State and Region compile the research packet so that the PO would review it within the 2 hour time frame?

ACTION ITEM:  The PO will look into creating documentation for identifying atypical robust history links that create unusually large bounds that, in turn, reduce the likelihood that unusual responses will be flagged as atypical.  There may not be an accepted practice for “on the fly” adjustments.  

Robust Estimator

ROBUST ESTIMATION PROCEDURE EXAMPLE - Julie Gershunskaya explained the creation of bounds, outliers, and down-weights in the Robust estimator.

ROBUST ESTIMATE OPERATIONAL TEST - 
Three points from Round 1:

1. E-mail notifications need work and are being addressed.
· Regions need to set up email groups for the states.
i. Elaboration: Email groups were suggested for each states’ CES staff so that all appropriate state staff will be aware of these responses.  It will facilitate situations where a single staff member may not be in for the day.  Iowa said ACESweb could handle this, but it only stores 1 address.  So it can accommodate a group name for the state’s CES staff.  These may already be set up.  If so, just provide Rich the group name for each state.  If they are not available, then they’d need to be created.
2. Aggregation not occurring when a single series is run.
· Fixed at the end of the first test.
3. Re-running estimates will overwrite any overlay requests, exclusions, etc. and pull in any new micro data.
· Will add this information to the documentation.
Currently, no operational issues; system is working as expected.

States did feel constrained by time when requesting overlays.

CES Policy Council Minutes – Day 2 – November 18 
DATA COLLECTION - Discussed whether to do a mid-day micro data load or not.  A mid-day load may slow down system performance greatly.  So the trade-off is the value of a mid-day load versus the system performance issues.  When would these mid-day loads be run?  Knowing how many change records are typically generated during that period would give us some idea of the value of the load.

ACTION ITEMS

ACTION ITEM: 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.  We will put this off until after the Benchmark.  ACES and State staff already have enough to handle during the benchmark.
ACES
ACES MAINFRAME - Costs have been going down on the mainframe.  May go back up during the benchmark, though.  All states have migrated to ACESWeb for estimate production.  Since ACESWeb does not yet have full benchmark functionality, the mainframe will be used for this benchmark.  We are still on track to retire the mainframe system next spring.  Wendy asked about states still running jobs to do micro data review.  ACES staff are working on a micro data review module, something that will allow state users to look at the edit and screening flags.
BENCHMARK PROCESSING - Review of AE Series Structure will be done by states in ACESWeb and copied over to the mainframe.  States will use the mainframe to establish AE benchmarks.  States will use links, sample treatments, adjustments, etc used during final estimation for 4th quarter monthly processing.  If States benchmark through second quarter, states will need to do robust estimation for 3rd quarter estimates and get overlay approval.  
ACESWeb - 

· Validation of the FH estimator continuing.

· Analyst adjustment approval screen is functional.

· Possible enhancement – There is nothing in place to prevent states from running the next month prelim estimates before final estimates overlay requests are reviewed and coded with a final action.  This will have to be monitored by the program office for the time-being.

· Upcoming release 1.4 – Coming out on December 18, 2009 –Will include benchmark data transmission and MS Word mail merge

· Upcoming release 1.5 –(Feb 2010) ReportWith proration maintenance

· Must be in place before retiring the mainframe

· Will distribute aggregate employment from Multi-Worksites to MSA employment

· Upcoming release 2.0 – Spring 2010 – Benchmark module

· QCEW shops generating AQUI (ACES EQUI)

· Benchmark overview information complete with screening tools.

· Revision information – Shows the revision (without PNCs)

· UI-RUN Adjustment , NECC wedges, series-specific adjustments

· Industry-Area-Ownership adjustment for PNCs

· Wedge adjustment module

· Historical revision module

· New visual interface and menu will be rolled out at some point next year

· Hex 9s (an aside by Kirk) 
· Current policy allows states to determine whether to lump them into SS80 or to distribute them across series.  The latter is probably more appropriate.

· Some states have a significant amount of hex 9s, so forcing a common methodology may cause serious series breaks/level shifts.

· Because of this, implementation will be held off until next year for states that don’t do this currently

· ACESWeb will have a module next year where industries coded as 999999 will be distributed proportionately across all industries based on benchmark series levels.

· A similar module will distribute unclassified counties across MSAs in a state.

ACESWeb Training - ACES has done seven 2-day trainings this year.  Atlanta conducted its own training

ACES User Group - Next meeting is in spring, will discuss new benchmark modules.
Data Collection Update 
Ken reviewed collection and response rates over time.  Cumulative collection rate graphs were reviewed.  Census 2010 hiring information is coming in via EDI on a monthly basis; there were hiring spikes for address refinement in 2009.

EDI CENTER UPDATE - Dave B. expressed concern about micro data having different comment codes that aren’t cleared and not knowing how to treat the data. Part of these issues will be resolved with the new On-Track system.  Lincoln and Dave B. expressed concern over how these micro data issues affect prelim/final revisions, and how it hurts the credibility of the estimates.  Wendy raised the question of increased On-Tracks when we start publishing AEP data as regular series.  Currently, in her region, states don’t submit many, if any On-Tracks for those reports.  
EDI PLANNED IMPROVEMENTS - There are a couple of vacancies in the EDI centers that will be filled.

A new 790 form that was developed with a questionnaire-design expert will be tested this year.  

ON-TRACK UPDATE – During FY 2010 will move to the new system.  Will need to archive old tickets, and carry over open tickets.  Will also have a new mail feature.

PEO’s – (An aside by Kirk) - PEO’s are traditionally not broken out to the worksite level, and the constant churn in the composition of the reporters can cause problems on a monthly basis as a result. By definition, as the composition changes these are a change in reporting basis, however this can happen many months during the year.  At present, a change in reporting basis is usually not assigned.  These units are prorated across several industries during the BMK process and can lead to large revisions.

How will we break these out going forward?  Do we want to handle them differently?

Some states (FL) found that it is easier to explain the reporting problem by just leaving it in SS60 as a large revision rather than a bunch of revisions in several different sectors.

What do we want the policy to be - - break out the PEO’s or leave it alone?  Should we use them in the calculation of the link at all?  Which states are PEOs an issue in?  PA adopted a law that makes it a non-issue.  
ACTION ITEM:  Will put a workgroup together to deal with PEO issues.

Soliciting local government 

Solicitation was a module within the mainframe system.  A solicitation module will not be developed for ACESWeb, as it would only be for Local Government units.
The decision was made to not do this in ACESWeb, so how will it be done?  It should probably be done by the DCC’s.  

· Coverage of private industries averages 20% (between 16%-43% depending on the State)
· Coverage of local government is around 60%

Should we roll sample units in and out like we do with private industry?  This would be difficult, at least initially, because there would likely not be much sample overlap between an initial probability sample and the current sample.  It might be better to treat this like a sample reallocation periodically and come up with a target response rate.  We may want to use current MSA coverage currently and see if we can derive a target from that.
ACTION ITEMS

ACTION ITEM: NO – Evelina asked for comparisons to previous Census years.

ACTION ITEM:  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’?
Elaboration: This is not a Niceville issue (the “00” code).  This is the IDCF (i.e. internet collection).  We have a solution planned, but need to wait until the national benchmark work is over to start working on it.  In the IDCF, “00” is the same as “no comment code”; states should just ignore the code until we get this fixed.
ACTION ITEM:  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 On-Tracks and try to resolve.
Elaboration: State and Regional members stated that there were specific frequently occurring data collection issues that concerned them.  BLS will continue to work on general data collection improvement plans, and will work to resolve any specific issues as they are pointed out.
Sample Distribution Updating

Larry Huff discussed the details of sample allocation.  He explained that when we did the first allocation, several years ago, it was difficult to come to a fair and optimal distribution of sample because the size of states varies greatly.  Plus, the sample had never been reallocated before so some states were at a great advantage to begin with (in terms of having a lot of sample relative to their total employment) while others were at a disadvantage.  Cutting the sample of a state that had too many UIs sampled would help other states but increase the relative standard error of said state.

He explained the regression method that the Policy Council agreed to (after deliberations over many meetings) to reallocate the sample the first time.  Everyone seemed to agree that it’s not necessary to delve again into possible other ways to reallocate the sample for the next time, although the state members did ask if there were any other options.  For example, adding UIs to the sample.  Ken explained that given that our funds are essentially fixed at the current amount; we don’t have a way of adding sample.   Every time we do any sample shuffling, we incur the costs of soliciting and enrolling additional units.  In 2008 a constant sample size of 185,000 total private UIs was implemented (this does not include EDI units).

Larry also handed out several graphs and tables for the policy council members to review.  They focused on what the new allocations would be if we reallocated the sample at this point.  Also, they provided a comparison to the ‘optimal’ allocation e.g. if sample was allocated based on total employment.

The question was asked if every 5 years is the optimal periodicity for reallocating the sample.  There are cons to waiting longer because as the Relative Standard Errors (RSEs) of some fast growing states increase, it will mean a greater draw down in sample of other states to compensate the growing states.   When allocating the sample, the goal is to get the lowest possible error on total private employment.  Using the supersectors as the target for error-minimizing would reduce the reliability of the total private estimate. Currently, total private RSE is capped at .09.  This means states with proportionally more sample, or a below average RSE, have their sample drawn down to go to states with RSEs larger than .09. 

The Council discussed the merits of reallocating with the 2009 sample.  Evelina raised the concern that considering we are in a recession and therefore employment levels are at perhaps abnormal levels, maybe this is not the best time to reallocate.  Larry is going to look at how reallocation would have looked using the 2007 sample, to see if the recession has an impact on the new sample allocation.

The reallocation decision needs to be made by the July policy council meeting so we have time to implement it in 2010 (using the 2009 sample) if we decide to do so.  We also need to decide if we want to keep the cap on RSEs at .09 to the detriment of smaller states.
Extending Estimation Research 

Iowa submitted a draft proposal to BLS to research the utility of UI Claims data, to see if this would improve the quality of the estimates.  BLS, Iowa, and the PC will continue to refine the proposal, and will likely use it as the basis of a research AAMC when it is finalized.
The proposal, which includes input from BLS, essentially uses UI Claims to identify large non-sample layoffs, and use that as a direct adjustment to the estimate.  As Ken pointed out, the problem is that the adjustment (in this model) is always downward, and may therefore introduce a bias.   

Pensylvania also has a model they use which incorporates UI claims.  Part of the problem is dealing with UI claims by place of residence versus place of employment so they run a model each way each month.  The state will work on putting together an explanation of their model to share with the policy council as well.
Alabama also uses claims data in their adjustments.  They receive a special claims report that contains only validated claims that have no "partials".  Alabama further restricts these adjustments to claims of 50 or more and only uses them when a company has been identified AND contacted.  This is necessary as they re-contact the company later to confirm when those on temporary layoffs have returned to work.  Having an identified company is a minimum requirement to prevent just taking employment down (and not adjusting when appropriate in the upward direction).  They have to be able to identify when these employees return from layoff as well.  If the company can’t be contacted or they do not verify the claims, then those claims are not used.

Summary of State Benchmark wedge comments 

Mary summarized the state comments on a wedge benchmark.  The comments focused on discomfort with implementing a wedge procedure because it would preserve the volatility of the estimates, and a general feeling of lack of need to change the current methodology.

Pat discussed the chronic differences in seasonality between CES and QCEW.  It’s been documented via several RAS’s and moving to a wedge benchmark would mean we don’t need to worry about the seasonality differences.

Kirk explained that we’ve basically run the gamut in terms of wedge simulations and asked where we should go from here.  Brynn pointed out that there probably isn’t a need to send out another request for comments as state sentiment is pretty clear.  BLS agreed.

Kirk posed the question to policy council members:  if they had to choose, would they prefer a straight wedge or a supersector wedge?  Note that the supersector wedge is a hybrid of both wedging and replacement; the supersector is wedged, detail cells are replaced, and the detail is raked to the supersector.  While stressing that states were opposed to a move to any type of wedge, the state member consensus was that the supersector wedge was the most preferable option among those that has been examined.  Rich noted that ACESweb is currently set up for wedge or replacement; the supersector wedge would take some programming.
Birth Death

The Birth Death (BD) S-memo was in clearance at the time of the meeting.  The only new thing this year is that outlier identification requests will only be accepted if the projected factor in question is above a 100 employee threshold.  Kirk reviewed the dates for the birth death processing cycle.

The CES National Benchmark branch is discussing augmenting birth death factor forecasting by forecasting on a quarterly basis rather than an annual basis.  BLS will keep the policy council abreast of the developments.

Since we aren’t implementing the new sample until January preliminary estimates, the question was raised to as to whether we should put in new BD factors for post-benchmark even though we aren’t implementing the new sample until January.  The consensus was that if the new birth death factors are better, we will use them for the post-benchmark period.
ACTION ITEMS

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

ACTION ITEM: The Iowa research proposal will continue to be developed jointly by the National office and the state.

ACTION ITEM: Pennsylvania will work on documenting their UI regression model so that they can share it with the Policy Council.
CES Policy Council Minutes – Day 3 – November 19 – A.M. 

Annual Seasonal Adjustment review

An S-memo will be forthcoming – with information similar to what is in the presentation handout.

The Program Office ran seasonal adjustment using the Robust histories and compared them to the current factors.  A handout was provided.  The results show there is not a clear “best choice.”  Given this, the decision was made to continue to utilize the published histories (and not the Robust histories) to generate the 2010 seasonal adjustment factors.  As we create more State generated Robust histories, which will become part of the seasonal adjustment input, the seasonal factors will improve.

Due to the change to the new review procedure a few states have shown unusual movements in their seasonally adjusted data (e.g., small declines in January 2009 for series that typically have shown larger declines).  Some states are concerned that the Robust estimates will lead to problems with their seasonally adjusted data for 2010.  States noted that the CES estimates have a significant effect on their state budget projections; therefore, they need the CES estimates to be as accurate as possible.  This is a significant concern for the states.

BLS is considering making seasonally adjusted TNF a requirement for all MSAs.  Many State representatives feel that if they cannot get the Super-Sector breakout, the TNF Seasonally Adjusted (SA) data is useless. The BLS publication requirement will be satisfied if the States footnote their release indicating that the SA data is available on the BLS website.  

The PC is in agreement with requiring TNF SA series for Statewide (STW) and for MSAs, with the above requirement for publication in place.  
BLS is considering removing the inconsistency in the availability of the SA historical data for STW and the MSAs where possible.  Currently, availability depends on several variables.  BLS would like to seasonally adjust all history back to 1990.  The PC is in agreement.

Status of State Operating Manual (SOM)

There are six draft chapters ready for final PO review.  We expect these to be out after the first of the year; on a flow basis.
Update on Cell Structure Review

2010 cell structures are nearly complete; still working on Robust structures.  States would like to look at the possibility of breaking out Private Ed as a model under robust even when it qualifies for probability.  Private Ed has a strong seasonal component that drives the SS and the sample is not always as effective as the model.

AEP Series

With the January release, STW AEP H&E data will transition from being “experimental” to being part of the official BSL database, so States will at minimum need to change the BLS link on their press releases to be the Labstat link.  This should have very little impact upon the states.
For the MSA AEP H&E data, most states ran their estimates on the mainframe up to the drop of funding in 2007.  States will need to create and review the gap between the drop-point up to the current estimates (see s-memo) in the mainframe.  ACES staff will move this history over to ACESweb when the State is done.  This is only required for TP for the MSAs.

ACTION ITEMS

ACTION ITEM: The program office will add the SA of TNF and publication requirements to the Seasonal Adjustment S-memo.

ACTION ITEM: The PO will compare the Robust estimator against FH in Private Ed.


	Meeting Wrap Up

The BLS and State co-chairs thanked the members for their participation, and potential venues and dates were selected for the next meetings.
Next Meetings

	Date
	Venue

	March 21, 2010
	Austin 

(Alternate) Charleston

	July 25, 2010
	San Francisco

(Alternate) Santa Fe
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