QCEW Policy Council Meeting

May 5-6, 2009
Washington, DC
1. System Development Plan and Status
· Glen Read (with Paul Laforge on the phone) discussed the latest version of the Redesign System project plan, which will continue to evolve over time.  Utah plans to complete much work on the system screens this spring then work on the system functions/business rules.  However, they will continue to update and enhance the screens during the project.  They still plan to handle the toughest items early in the development process.  The plan can be found on the project website at http://199.221.111.170/QCEWRedesign/Planning/Utah Plan.pdf.
· The current plan includes three milestone releases targeted at developing the phase 1, high priority items from the features list by March 2011.  The plan does not include as much detail for Releases 2 and 3 as it does for Release 1, since they are further out.  Items will shift on the plan over time.
· One item targeted for the next month or two is to develop a new extract process.  Utah is developing a new, more efficient format, which should help to move these files faster.  However, the new format will not be mandatory in the States.  The new system will be able to convert previous/existing EXPO and WIN extract formats to the new format.
· Utah is working to gather database requirements to then provide hardware requirements for the central facility (Oracle) as well as the in-house (SQL Server) processing solutions.  Meanwhile, they are working with the Iowa ACESweb staff to obtain some information about the ability of the central facility’s telecommunications lines.  Utah may be ready for database implementation in test States by late 2009.
· Some items to potentially compile include a plan of project decision points and lists of pros and cons for the central facility and in-house solutions to help States decide which way to go.
· Test States present at the meeting reported improvement with each iteration release.  Minnesota volunteered to be an unfunded test State.
2. System Demo

· Glen Read demonstrated the latest available version (Iteration 0.04) of the redesigned State system.

· The system was positively received by the Policy Council members.

· Requests included adding the ability on data screens to generate Excel files, including “town” on the search screen, and using key combinations to substitute for using the mouse.

· The system will be demonstrated for the States at the planned September Technicians’ Meeting.

3. Input Team Report

· The Redesign Project Input Team gave a PowerPoint presentation, which is available on the project website at http://199.221.111.170/QCEWRedesign/Input/QCEW Redesign-InputTeam-May09.ppt.
· The team submitted their UI extract data elements recommendation to the Oversight Team in mid/late April.  It is expected to be discussed by the team in late May.

· The Input Team is coordinating with the Process Team, as needed, regarding data elements.

4. Process Team Report

· The Redesign Project Process Team gave a PowerPoint presentation, which is available on the project website at http://199.221.111.170/QCEWRedesign/Process/Process Docs/Process Team for May 2009 PC.ppt.
· Team members continue to meet rather frequently via WebEx and also face-to-face to work on requirements for the new system.  Some requirements have been submitted for approval; many others are in various stages of being drafted or reviewed.
· The team has incorporated Utah’s iteration plan into the features list to better plan and track their work.  They have developed other tracking tools as well (e.g., an edit changes monitor).  These two tools were shared with the Policy Council.

· Some examples of policy issues were discussed.  These items, and others, will likely need to be submitted to the Oversight Team for more formal consideration.

· Regarding regional office access to the new State system, Rick Clayton suggested providing a set of reports from the States, especially if regional offices are unable to access the system.
· Regarding the BED approximation functionality, members seemed to understand and agree that this process is just meant for editing purposes, not for publication, especially since State results would not match BLS.
· Regarding Geocoding, BLS suggested they could at least provide geocoded data to the States on a more frequent basis than awaiting the EQUI deliverable.

5. Implementation Team Report
· The Redesign Project Implementation Team gave a PowerPoint presentation, which is available on the project website at http://199.221.111.170/QCEWRedesign/Implementation/Implementation Team Presentation -- May 2009 PC Meeting.ppt.
· Comments were requested regarding draft user documentation survey questions.  One comment was that perhaps five questions would be too long.  Also discussed was who in the States the survey should be directed to.  The answers might be different depending on the respondent’s role in the State (e.g., staff, front line management, director).  Perhaps requesting one consolidated response from each State would work.  A survey will be worked out in the team and then presented to the Policy Council for review/approval.
· An initial draft implementation timeline was shared for discussion.  While it took into account not to affect first quarter processing (CES benchmark, ARS/CCS processing), it might also need to reflect when data are provided to CES during the year.  There was some discussion about handling the 2012 NAICS revision and implementing the new system over several months or all at once.  It was also mentioned that we might need to consider when to inform users (e.g., CES, OES) of the new system’s implementation.  The team will continue to work on implementation planning, which will likely include looking at resources, pros/cons, risks, etc. of the different aspects.
6. Data Products Team Report

· The Redesign Project Data Products Team gave a PowerPoint presentation, which is available on the project website at http://199.221.111.170/QCEWRedesign/Products/Product team 2009 05.ppt.
· The team is still awaiting some comments on its cluster calculator requirements proposal that was submitted to the Oversight Team in March.
· The team plans to submit a seasonal adjustment requirements proposal soon and is working on a noneconomic adjustment requirements proposal.

· States (e.g., MA and PA) want the ability to pull whatever data they need from the system.  That is, they reiterated the need for flexible, robust query ability.  Massachusetts makes extensive use of queries.  To better understand this need, the Data Products and Process Teams are considering trips to Massachusetts; MA State staff might not be available until July.
· There was much discussion regarding the use of noise to protect data confidentiality for publication, especially regarding the possibility of starting with a small project.
· A question was raised concerning whether all outputs are sufficiently covered in the features list and being conveyed to Utah.  This will be investigated.  The new system should produce what the current systems produce and then perhaps be enhanced in the future to produce products currently being done outside the systems.
7. Early Publication

· A question was raised about whether States can publish before BLS.  Some issues were raised, such as the use of different suppression methods between States and BLS.  BLS was okay with States publishing earlier.  Two States noted that the data seem cleaner earlier than in the past and that the need to publish their data far earlier than is done now is based in part on the high level of demand for QCEW during this recession. 
8. Spending Plan

· A spending plan for the Redesign Project through FY 2011 was presented to the Policy Council reflecting figures when known and showing items, at least, when figures weren’t known.

· It was again confirmed that States agreed to hold back $500,000/year in fiscal years 2009, 2010, and 2011 for the Redesign Project.

9. AAMC Possibilities

· Ideas were discussed for effectively using leftover FY 2009 funding.  They mostly involved providing more funding for the Redesign Project (e.g., hardware, Utah, and test States).
10. Green Jobs Initiative
· Various BLS/State committees are working on green jobs’ initiatives.  The first challenge is to define what green jobs are; this is being worked on.  It was suggested that some fields be added to the new State system regarding green jobs.
11. BED and New Products
· New BED products (annual data at the State total private level and birth/death data at the State total private level) planned for release on May 19, 2009 were discussed.  More details can be found in the April 16, 2009 Policy Council WebEx meeting notes.
· States are expected to publish the new BED data, which can be done by providing a link to the BLS website.
· BLS is working with States to improve the distribution of LDB data to them.
12. BEA Financial Information
· A tech memo was issued to the States regarding the providing of early first quarter macro data to BEA.  As in 2008, the ten States with the largest proportion of national aggregate wages in Finance have been requested to participate; additional volunteers were also solicited.  The data are due to BLS by July 7, 2009.
13. CARS and Other Collection Related Issues

· 44 States are currently participating in CARS.

· BLS is working on a new CARS contract for FY 2010.  It will incorporate all ARS forms (NVS, NVM, and NCA) and expand processing services.

· Redesigned NVM and NCA forms will be used for CARS.  Non-CARS States will continue to use the old forms.

· BLS will investigate improving the quality checks of the CARS contractor and possibly including an acceptable error rate in the contract.

· MWRweb participation and costs were discussed.  Massachusetts is planning to provide a list of the issues they encountered.

· There were reports of problems with data provided by the EDI Center.  Problems included data reported under the wrong reporting unit numbers, no comments on records where they would be expected, and incorrect NAICS codes.  Examples will be provided.
· Also regarding the EDI Center, the issue was again raised of giving States the latitude to contact employers directly.  This will be discussed with EDI Center management.

14. Nonprofits

· Work continues on investigating the use of type of coverage reimbursable code as a proxy for nonprofit status.  Files of mismatches between the IRS nonprofit EIN file and the QCEW microfile were reviewed and researched with five States.  So far, there seems to be a good match between the two files.  The next step is to review and research files of mismatches with some Policy Council States.
· Regardless of the outcome of this research, the plan is still to include a nonprofit indicator in the new State system.  New extract formats should include this field as well.
15. Plans for the LMI Conference

· Steve Hine will co-present with Rick Clayton at the May LMI Conference.

16. Plans for the Next Technician’s Conference
· A State Technicians Meeting is being planned for September 16-17 in San Diego with Redesign team meetings and a regional BLS technician’s meeting also being planned during the week.
17. Plans for the Next Policy Council Meeting
· A question was raised about whether a Policy Council Meeting should be held during the week of the Technician’s Meeting.  No decision was reached, with November also being mentioned.
· The May 21 Policy Council WebEx meeting is being cancelled.  The LMI Conference is being held during the same week.

· It was agreed to change the standing WebEx meeting time to 1:30pm – 3:00pm ET.  Previously, these started at 12:30pm ET.

· A replacement is still needed for Deep Gupta on the Oversight Team.

18. Training
· Results of a State and regional office training survey were shared.  The highest demand was for Advanced Predecessor/Successor and Advanced NAICS training.  There was also significant interest in several other courses (online and classroom).
19. Redesign Team Status Reports

· Since the Redesign teams made presentations at this face-to-face meeting, the Policy Council agreed that May 2009 status reports are not needed.  As mentioned earlier in these notes, the presentations from the Input, Process, Products, and Implementation Teams have been posted on the project website.  They can be accessed from the respective team pages as well as the Status Reports page (via the May 2009 link).
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