QCEW Policy Council Meeting

March 24-25, 2010

Scottsdale, AZ

1.  NAICS 2012 Timing and Implementation
· The 2012 NAICS Revision is expected to be limited in scope.  BLS proposed that it be done prior to the new system implementation with the new codes being submitted with the 2011 first quarter data.
· A streamlined approach would be taken with no special forms being used.  Codes that could be directly converted would be handled by the State systems.  For those that could not be directly converted BLS would provide the codes to the States for units above a size cutoff (50+).  A couple of industries would need to be done in their entirety due to special circumstances.
· The Policy Council agreed with this proposal.
2.  Process Team Report

· The team co-chairs briefed the Council on the work of the various subcommittees and provided detailed status information regarding their requirements work.  They also provided information on their Phase 1 scope reduction effort.  The details can be found in the attached PowerPoint presentation.
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3.  Data Products Team Report

· The team co-chairs discussed their priorities (see the attached Word document).
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· Much of the discussion centered on disclosure processing.  No 3/80 primary suppression rule requirements have yet been given to the Utah developers for the new system, with BLS stressing the improved protection of the P-percent rule.  Secondary suppression was also discussed.  While no decision was made, given its complexity a subcommittee will be formed from Policy Council States to further study this process and various options.
· Previously approved requirements for seasonal adjustment were discussed.  Following the September 2009 Policy Council meeting, it seemed this functionality would start out at BLS.  At this meeting, there seemed to be some renewed interest in putting this functionality in the States.  While no decision was made, the leaning still seems toward implementing in BLS first.  Training and documentation would likely be needed for State implementation.
· The Data Products Team will confer with the Process Team regarding output files to better define which team’s scope various output falls under.

· Lorie Gordon (Florida) volunteered to replace Berin Linfors (formerly North Carolina) as the WIN representative on the team.

4.  Timeline/Spending Plan

· Due to the large workload, it was proposed that the timeline for development and implementation of Phase 1 of the new system be extended by about a year with all States using it for production by early 2013.  The Policy Council agreed with extending the timeline but wanted all States on the new system by the end of FY 2013, or earlier.
· A rough spending plan was presented showing that more funds would be needed for the upcoming years.  Funding was the main issue of concern regarding the extension of the timeline.
· The Policy Council will consult the WIC regarding the project extension and funding.  Several different avenues to obtain the needed funding for the additional year were mentioned.  These include:

1.  Use CES centralization savings

2.  Use deobligated funds

3.  Request a budget increase

4.  BLS continue State holdback

5.  Implementation Team Report

· The team co-chairs briefed the Council on the work of the team with most of the discussion focusing on the timeline extension, implementation planning, and deployment issues.  The details can be found in the attached PowerPoint presentation.
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· Points raised during the discussion included:

1.  The initial training should focus only on QCEW program staff.

2.  With the extension of the timeline, WIN (and EXPO) will be needed longer.

6.  Utah Development Team Report

· The Policy Council reviewed and discussed a recommendation and cost information for the hardware and software needed for the in-State system option.  The document needs to be updated to mention potential costs that States might encounter (e.g., IT support) and other suggestions (e.g., dual monitors).

· Members see the need for the approximate central facility costs so States can compare the two options.

· Glen Read demonstrated the latest test release of the new system, which included a discussion of providing query capabilities.

7.  Redesign Planning

· Comments were requested on ways to improve the requirements and development process.  Some suggestions that are planned to be implemented are 

1.  Release iterations about every six weeks rather than the current three to four week schedule.
2.  Replan the iteration schedule to better cluster features to aid in drafting requirements, programming, and testing.

8.  EDI Issues

· Craig Offutt led a discussion of EDI quality issues and resolutions, working from information provided by the BLS EDI Quality Improvement Team.

9.  CARS and Other Collection Related Issues

· Mike Searson presented information on the various data collection vehicles such as MWRweb, EDI, MWR/RFEW forms, CARS, and ARS Central Review.  The details can be found in the attached PowerPoint presentation.
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· The Policy Council will work to appoint State co-chairs for the MWR and Industry Coding Teams.
· BLS will work through regional offices to request State feedback on the two new versions of the NVS form and the new NVM form.  Comments will also be requested on the new NCA form once it is made available.  The comments will be discussed with members of the Industry Coding Team.

10.  Next Meeting

· It was mentioned that the next face-to-face meeting might be held in Washington, DC in late summer or early fall.
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QCEW  State System Redesign

		Process Team 



March 24, 2010







Process Team 

		Continuing work on requirements

		Prioritizing work by using feature’s list with iteration schedule

		Structure of team remains the same



Work divided among six subcommittees

Team membership overlap among subcommittees 

Find overlaps or gaps in feature requirements

Provide more early input from States and between members

Help prioritize work and shift workload

As subcommittees finish writing requirements they are sent to the whole Process Team for final comments/approval before being sent on to Project Coordinator to start the approval process









Process Team

		Gather processing information



Identify system best practices found in EXPO, WIN or other QCEW systems or programs

Document existing business rules and note improvements 

Identify missing features and document new rules

		Research process improvements



Employment and wage edit changes

Improved ARS and revision methods and replacement to AutoNAICS

Include test/research results, and pros and cons of changes compared to existing methodology

		Include examples and/or test criteria, where appropriate, to ensure business rules, formulae, etc. are clear and met

		Developing a comprehensive data dictionary of all data elements that are used or needed in the system and/or deliverables

		Investigate options for obtaining wage record information including from SUTA Dumping tools, programming from LED files, etc.









Membership

		Molly Webster, WA chair

		Deborah Conner, AL

		Beverly Dearborn, KY 

		Carol Fink, PA (retired)

		Jim Hall, UT

		Sean Leathem, NY 

		Doreen LeBel, CT

		TC Milton, SC 

		Deb Ostrem, IA 

		Susan Price, AR

		Glen Read, UT

		Bob Schutt, IA (inactive)

		Lorna Symank, TX 

		Lon Weber, CA

		Donna Bahls, CA (consultant)



		Linda Unger, chair

		Dave Baggett 

		Charles Carson

		Amanda Chadwick 

		Mark Crankshaw, SMS

		Pat Felder, DBES 

		Paul Ferree 

		Jessica Helfand 

		Sherry Konigsberg 

		Jay Miller 

		Pat Mursch, PhlRO 

		Leonard Stockmann 

		Bill Yowler 

		Shamim Sultana, Req. Analyst 









Six Subcommittees



Predecessor/Successor and Multi Processing (Doreen LeBel)

Edit and Review Work (Susan Price)

Employment & Wage Edit and Imputation (Linda Unger)

Coding and Business Identifiers (Amanda Chadwick, Sherry Konigsberg)

Administrative Functions and Tools (Molly Webster)

Deliverables (Sean Leathem)



Each subcommittee members include EXPO and WIN State representation 

Each subcommittee includes a Utah developer

Work tasks completed by groups, pairs, or individuals







Predecessor/Successor/Multi Process Subcommittee Current Activities

		Enhance tools to help identify and verify potential P/S relationships including enhanced scoring 

		Distinguish between known, possible, and known not to be linkages

		Automate, where appropriate, assignment of township, county, and industry codes on master records

		Correct and improve predecessor/successor edits

		Document MWR print features and options, particularly for individual or small groups of forms.  

		Improve MWR data entry, particularly when some units are added or discontinued

		Include Multi Solicitation process 

		Expand data that pass between EDI and States including historical data files, P/S information, legal name and address information, QCR totals, etc.











Predecessor/Successor/Multi Metrics

88	Feature Items

75	Current Phase One 

23	In Progress or to Subcommittee

  2	At Process Team 

  0	To Project Coordinator 

27	Approved by Oversight

	









Edit and Review Subcommittee Current Activities

		Reviewing existing edits to identify what to drop, enhance, streamline, or correct

		Adding analytical tools which would allow you to drill down from the macro data to the micro records

		Added a few new edits to validate new data items or previously unaccounted for issues (e.g., intermittent employment)

		Tracking transaction 

		Include optional 2- or 3-position micro and macro comment codes

		Updating parameters, edit messages, etc, as needed



Most existing parameters were set in mid 1990’s

Consistency in parameters between State and BLS systems

		Enhancing sorts, filters, and ability to walk the files

		Improving on-line and alternate outputs









Edit and Review Metrics

46	Feature Items

37	Current Phase One

16	In Progress or to Subcommittee

  1	At Process Team 

  0	To Project Coordinator 

  5	Approved by Oversight







E & W Edit and Imputation Subcommittee Current Activities

		Editing



Updating specifications on employment and wage edits.  About ready to send to full team.

Increased cases that should flag but don’t now.

Reduced cases that should pass but currently flag.

Scoring

Current scoring dominated by employment level of record

New method uses highest score of an employment component, wage component, and other flags component (e.g., invalid NAICS)

Currently working on modifications to wage score

		Imputation issues



Replace formulae with method that uses current cell data

Minimize delays in capturing declines and recoveries from a recession

Improve use of seasonality identification

Resolving problems with partially successful/failed imputations (e.g., imputed wages, missing/failed employment)

Improving proration methods

2-letter indicator codes identify: 

formulae or source of data.  

failed and unsuccessful imputations, 

zero employment for inactive months, 

pending records, etc.







E & W Edit and Imputation Metrics

56	Feature Items

42	Current Phase One 

24	In Progress or to Subcommittee

  1	At Process Team 

  0	To Project Coordinator 

  2	Approved by Oversight







Coding & Business ID Subcommittee Current Activities

		Reviewing industry coding



Annual Refiling Survey

Economic and non-economic changes

Unclassified to classified coding

New account/unit coding

Updating codes

		AutoNAICS replacement – Stand alone 

		Reviewing ownership coding

		Reviewing area coding



Timing issues

Address refinement/standardization

Synching codes across area designations, where possible

 (e.g., township to county, township or county to MSA, etc) 







Coding & Business ID Metrics

77	Feature Items

64	Current Phase One 

  9	In Progress or to Subcommittee

  1	At Process Team 

  0	To Project Coordinator 

10	Approved by Oversight







Admin Function & Tools Subcommittee Current Activities

		Reviewing and enhancing query functions



SQL 

GUI and non-GUI interface

Shared query library

		Improving Password Maintenance



In-state ability to reset passwords

Regional Office ability to reset passwords

		Locking Data and Quarters

		Documenting and Improving various System Counts (e.g., load counts, quality measures, etc.)

		Enhancing Access Flexibility to Allow Managers/Supervisors to Better Manage Assignments and Workload

		Developing a Job Scheduler



The ability to schedule jobs

Also have the ability to know what type of file it is uploading into the system

		Developing other Management Tools









Admin Function & Tools Metrics

83	Feature Items

55	Current Phase One

18	In Progress or to Subcommittee

  1	At Process Team 

  0	To Project Coordinator 

  6	Approved by Oversight







Deliverables Subcommittee 

Current Activities

		Modifying EQUI deliverable formats and delivery features

		Documenting existing file formats for CES, OES, MLS, “ALMIS”, etc.

		Re-examining correction policy specifications

		Developed macro impact report

		Incorporating Pre-EQUI Edits

		Improved, consistent handling of deletes









Deliverables Metrics

19	Feature Items

	16	Current Phase One 

6		In Progress or to Subcommittee

1		At Process Team 

0		To Project Coordinator 

0		Approved by Oversight







Continuing our Work

		Subcommittees continue to work on feature list items

		Meet often, sometimes weekly, via WebEx and occasionally face-to-face

		Finalizing Requirements



Full team agreement

Sent to project coordinator

On to the Oversight Committee for approval

If approved goes to Utah developers and is listed on State Web

If not approved returned to the team







Continuing our Work – and getting better and quicker at it

		Our first requirement was submitted in January 2009

		In 2009, 41 requirements were approved in Feb, May, Sep, Oct, Nov, and Dec

		In 2010, to date, 13 requirements were approved in Jan, Feb, and Mar



7 requirements are nearly completed 

Additional 87 requirements in progress or to subcommittees







Feature List, Iterations, & Deadlines

		Features list includes almost 400 items for which the Process Team has already or will be preparing requirements and proposals

		Incorporated Utah’s iteration plan and added suggested target dates to complete requirements 

		Assigned all items to one of the six subcommittees

		Prioritized work based on the schedule and amount of research, testing, and preparation needed on each item

		Adjusted assignments, where appropriate, based on an evolving iteration schedule









Phase One or Phase Two?

		There are currently 289 phase one feature list sequence items.  

		Some of these feature items may  



not be in current systems

not be critical to processing

also be found in part in a similar feature

be difficult to develop

		Feature list



Recommend 35 move to a later phase

Recommend 5 move from a later phase to phase one 

		Examples:



NAICS revision if 2012 completed early

PEO processing tools 

Multiple versions of internal use output













Internal-use Output Options

		EXPO and WIN have an extensive array of printed reports and listings.

		Working to ensure that the system generates various screens that can easily be used for on-line processing.

		Also ensuring that jobs not only create on-line output but also file output that can be easily imported into excel, access, etc and be reformatted as the State user desires

		Edit and Review Subcommittee is reviewing the need for so many alternate formats.  These formats are, however, legacy features of the  current system.

		Can we minimize these to a very limited number of reports given that files may be created by the system for the user or delay many until phase 2?









Tracking

		Added columns to the features list to identify 



who was assigned the item

if it was drafted, 

if it was in the review process, 

if the proposal cover sheet was completed, 

when it went to the project coordinator,

when to the Oversight, 

and when to Utah

		Edit Monitor tracks



kinds of changes to each edit (deleted, merged, new, or modified)

Who is assigned the edit requirements

edit code and message changes

number of parameters used in the edit

requirement status (similar to those listed to the left)







We recognize that our team members all work hard at full time jobs on the QCEW Program.   



We thank them for the additional hard work, and time spent on this project, and time away from their families.

Do you have any comments or questions?
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QCEW State System Redesign 



Implementation Team

QCEW Policy Council Meeting

Scottsdale, AZ

March 24-26, 2010

*





*









Implementation Team

 Members

*

		Mike Peery (MT)
State Co-chair		Bill Yowler (DASLT)
BLS Co-chair

		Michelle Doran (NM)		Tom Maloney (OFON)

		Paul Schacht (CO)		Linda Unger (DASLT)

		Debbie Berggren (AK)		Leonard Stockmann (DASLT)

		Ken Lux (OR)		Jean Hess (CHI RO)

		Mark Rock (EXPO)		John Pierce (ATL RO)





























Implementation Team

Meetings to Date

		Sept. 2009 – Face to Face, QCEW State Conference, San Diego

		10/22/09 – WebEx on Extracts

		11/19/09 – WebEx on Extracts

		11/24/09 – WebEx on Extract Documentation

		12/01/09 – WebEx on Extract Documentation

		12/14/09 – WebEx on Extracts

		12/22/09 – WebEx with full team

		1/28/10  - WebEx Pred/Succ & Multi Subcommittee with Extract Subgroup

		2/17/10 – WebEx with full team

		3/11/10 – Face to Face, Extract Documentation, DC

		3/15/10 – WebEx with full team

		April 27-28, 2010 – Face to Face meeting planned in DC



*







Implementation Team - Scope

*

		Testing and Deployment		Documentation and Training		Interface with N.O. System

		Extract Testing (new and old)		User Documentation		Processing/Edit/DB Changes

		Acceptance Testing		Web Site		EQUI Deliverable Changes (include check control totals)

		Beta/Parallel Testing		QCEW Program Manual		Transmittal Mode Changes

		Converting EXPO/WIN Data (populate DB)		New System Training		Transmittal Form Changes

		Conversion Testing (compare to EXPO/WIN as applicable)		Query Training		Historical Files for Consistency (if applicable)

		Analytical Tools Training		Functionality/Output Changes

		Webex, Moodle, Online Training		LDB Coordination

		UI Extracts		Ongoing Training Plans/Course		EDB Coordination

		Data Elements		Website for Redesign		DBESRes1 Coordination

		Guidelines		Seasonal Adjustment Training and Documentation		EDI Coordination

		BED Training		MWRWeb Coordination











































Implementation Team

 What have we done so far?

		User Documentation Survey

		Surveyed states and RO’s 

		Overwhelming response to online searchable help similar to Microsoft Office products

		Give states/RO’s ability to print portions of documentation, but won’t distribute hard copies

		Need documentation outside system as well as inside

		Working on writing requirements to submit to Utah for them to include this functionality

		New UI Extract Format

		Some UI extract format changes but not required for Redesign; existing WIN and EXPO UI extract formats can be used

		All data elements have been finalized and approved by Oversight Team

		UI Extract Documentation	

		Drafting documentation and guidelines for UI extracts

		Hope to have draft ready for April face to face meeting for Team review







*







Implementation Planning

 Issues

		Strategy/Timing

		Multiple System Conversion Scenarios

		Six potential conversion scenarios (see later slide)

		Data Conversion (see later slide for more details)

		How long to convert data from old system to new?

		Ensure no data left behind

		Timing and Delivery of Training (see later slides for more discussion of training)



*







Implementation Planning

Timeline (for discussion)

March 2011

		 Beta release

		 User doc

		 Training

		 Additional development



Sept. 2011

		 Begin prod. deploy.



Oct. 2011

		 Start refile and NAICS Revision

		 2011/2 EQUI due



Jan. 2012

- 2011/3 EQUI due

April 2012

- 2011/4 EQUI due

		Begin Prod Deploy

		-Test States



May 2012

- Start 2012/1 proc.

		 Run 1st extract



July 2012

		 2012/1 EQUI due with NAICS Revision



April 2012

- 2011/4 EQUI due

- All States on new system

May 2012

- Start 2012/1 proc.

		Run 1st extract



July 2012

- 2012/1 EQUI due

		Continue Prod Deploy



Oct. 2012

- 2012/2 EQUI due

		Continue Prod Deploy



Nov. 2012

		Start refile





Jan. 2013

		2012/3 EQUI due

		-All states on new system













*







Implementation Planning

Strategy/Timing 

		What States should go the earliest?

		Test States (currently CT, NY, AR, TX, MT, CA, OR, WA, MA, MN, UT), since most familiar with the system

		At least one State from each region, especially if planning to get regional office help with installation and/or training (need to add a couple more test states)

		Cover each system combination (see later slide)

		States that changed extracts

		States with upcoming staff turnover (might want to do before or after staff change depending on circumstances)

		States with special processing



*







Implementation Planning

 Strategy/Timing (cont.)

		Implementation plan could be impacted by the  States’ choice of in-house vs. central system

		States’ choice could depend on several factors:

		Cost

		Level of in-house support needed/available

		Speed/file transfer rate of the central system

		How much parallel processing is needed prior to rollout?

		How long should EXPO and WIN be available after implementation?  1-2 quarters?

		Provide training very near time of implementation (see later slides for more discussion of training)



*







Implementation Planning

Implementation Scenarios

		36 EXPO service center states

		To central facility

		To in house server

		3 EXPO in state

		To central facility

		To in house server

		14 WIN states

		To central facility

		To in house server



*







Implementation Planning

Data Conversion

		Convert data from current systems to new one

		Convert and check State-by-State (for all 53 States)

		Check that the desired number of quarters are available

		Check that the data are the same between the old and new systems; likely to include record-to-record comparisons as well as some top level review

		Ensure no unexpected data differences

		Perform for a sample of States; probably use some test States prior to implementation

		Compare data at different processing steps



*







Implementation Planning

User Training (needed in all States)

		Face-to-face hands-on training needed

		Use Redesign team members and Test States as trainers

		Going to each State does not seem feasible but could be an option if regional office staff participate in delivering the training

		Consider training 2-3 people from each State at the Kansas City lab and possibly the Postal Square Building; they would then train the rest of their staff

		Provide in-State training to selected States as needed



*







Implementation Planning

User Training (cont.)

		Tailor training based on old/new State system (possibilities include WIN to in-house, WIN to central, EXPO to in-house, EXPO to central)

		Consider providing a test system to users to experiment with before attending training or if much lag between training and implementation (possibly central server?)

		Online training, such as WebEx, could be used for follow up sessions or to tackle specific issues

		Develop a support website similar to the EXPO and WIN sites but preferably with increased functionality to better handle help desk requests and identify additional training needs





*







Implementation Planning

System Administrator/Technical Training 

		Only needed in distributed-system States?

		Provide to State staff who will be installing and maintaining database/software in States

		The need for this training could be reduced if tasks are not overly complex and documentation/procedures are effective

		Would need to be provided by Utah staff

		Would WebEx training suffice?

		If WebEx generally okay, consider providing in-State training to selected States as needed



*







 Deployment

What could possibly go wrong??? 

		Hopefully nothing!!!! Test states over multiple iterations should enable the identification and correction of major issues prior to production deployment 

		What if there are major problems after the start of production deployment?

		Stop implementation!

		Load files back to old system and process the “old” way until problem(s) resolved

		Keep EXPO and WIN up for 1-2 quarters in case of issues

		Restart implementation with next quarter when issues are resolved

		Minor problems?

		Case by case basis

		Map out different scenarios for each implementation phase

		Default to old system if necessary



*







 Post Deployment Support

Who ya gonna call? 

		Technical and Support Issues

		Utah

		Website

		Toll-free hotline (Helpdesk)

		State Help (central facility)

		Other Support Options

		Regional Office

		Train RO staff to be able to support basic questions

		Trainers

		Those who trained will be able to help

		Implementation Team Members

		Team members will be familiar with the system and functions

		Test States



*







Implementation 

Info Still Needed

		Data Conversion - How long for each implementation scenario?

		Sequence of deployment – Which states go when? (To be discussed, but will most likely need some more info) 

		Which way are states leaning? (Survey states after specs are distributed)

		Training needs?



*







Questions/Comments?

		Contact

		Mike Peery:  mpeery@mt.gov

		Bill Yowler:  yowler.william@bls.gov

		E-mail Group:  qcewr implement@bls.gov



*
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QCEW Policy Council

Data Collection Updates
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Scottsdale, AZ



Michael Searson

Data Collection Branch Chief







MWRweb Participation

		46 States are Full Participants

		6 States are allowing volunteers only



ID, MA, MI, NH, NV, OR

Why are these States only accepting volunteers and not full participants in this cost-effective approach to data collection?

		3Q 2010 – Propose that all States be Full Participants









Modes of Data Collection

		Paper



Most expensive and inefficient

		EDI



Moderately expensive, extremely efficient

		MWRweb



Least expensive

Extremely high response rates

Employers love it







QCEW Allocations Cost Model

		Production costs (holdbacks) for MWRweb and for the EDI Center are based on the number of transactions.



Transactions are equivalent to a worksite or RUN rather than to an employer account.

Costs are based on the number of transactions per year (4 quarters).

*







QCEW Costs per Worksite

		 FY		     MWRweb costs

2007			$1.62

2008			$1.38

2009			$1.21 	

2010			$0.66



	FY		     EDI costs

2009			$2.82 	

2010			$2.61

*







QCEW Allocations Cost Model



		Should the QCEW allocations methodology for calculating the MWRweb and EDI Center holdbacks be reconsidered or revised?



*







Current MWRweb Process







Streamline MWRweb Process







Benefits of Participation

		The system saves States both time and money. 



It costs more money in postage alone to process 1 MWR on paper as opposed to web. 

		We achieve exceptional response rates. Greater than 90% nationally and in many States greater than 95%. 

		Respondents overwhelmingly prefer the MWRweb system to paper reporting.

		Respondents are never forced to use the web system. 

		Time and cost savings increase proportionally with the number of accounts who are eligible for web. 



It is in the State's interest to solicit as many of their MWR respondents as possible.







MWR Team

		Group of States to provide feedback on MWR and web issues

		Helping determine the scope of MWR centralized printing contract

		Want to discuss future enhancements to the website with this team









MWR Team Members

		BLS



Mike Searson

Emily Thomas

Jake Kane

John Peters

		EDI



Bryan Droste

		Regional Offices



Stefan Anderes

John Pierce



		States



Beverly Dearborn – KY

Michelle Doran – NM

Ryan Horner – PA

Sean Leathem – NY

Billie Miller – WV

Debra Ostrem – IA

Nancy Ritchie – NE

Paul Schacht – CO

Kathryn Smyth – CA









RFEW Updates

		Veterans Administration



1Q 2010 

		Air Force Non-Appropriated Funds



2Q 2010 (file anticipated)

		Navy Non-Appropriated Funds



2Q 2010 (file anticipated)

		Army-Air Force Exchange Services



File still TBD







Accurate Employment Statistics Enhancement Act

		In 2009, Florida passed Senate Bill 1062/House Bill 641, changing the way that PEOs are required to report MWR data to Florida.



		The law requires that PEOs report MWR data each quarter either electronically or via paper MWR form.



		Reporting must be in the format specified jointly by the Florida Agency for Workforce Innovation and BLS.



		MWR files for the 3Q 2010 are due beginning October 2010.









CARS Update

		Old contract expired

		New contract goal - save money and expand services. Noble but too costly.

		New NCA (unclassified) and NVM (multis) forms introduced - “proof cycle” was lengthy

		Initial mailings: NVS - Dec 30 – Jan 4;  NVM - Jan 19

		Follow-up NVS and initial NCA – March

		Follow-up NVM - April









CARS Update (cont.)

		Third mailing of the NVS - Limited and projected for late April/early May

		A third round of NVM forms will be printed but not mailed: late April/early May

		Next NCA mail dates:  



May 14 (quarterly and annual States) 

August 13 (quarterly States)







CARS FY 09 vs. FY 10 Response Rates

		NVS (11 weeks after initial mailing) 



   FY 09 average: 59.53%

   FY 10 average: 58.32%

		NVM (8 weeks after initial mailing)



   FY 09 average: n/a

   FY 10 average: 48.42%







CARS FY 11 Proposed Plans

		Late October/Early November initial mailing

		New Contract:



   -- Revisions will be minimal to prevent conflict 

	with new State system.   

   -- NVS forms will be printed, mailed and 

     processed by contractor (same as FY 10).

   -- NVM and NCA forms will be printed, mailed

	but not processed by contractor. Those 

	forms will be returned directly to States.







Industry Coding Team

		BLS



Mike Searson

Amanda Chadwick

Emily Thomas

		Regional Offices



David Lauer

Rachel Weir

		States



Deborah Holt – WI

Diana Lane – CA

John Hargreaves – NJ

Brad Frevert – IA

Carola Cowan – WY

Kristi Beckstead – UT

Tom Hecht – PA

Earl McCranie – FL

Ander Mitchell – TX

Janette Nichols – MO







CARS FY 10 Issues

		For BLS: 



   -- Mailings need to be earlier



   -- NCA mailing schedule is critical 



   -- New NVM form design is better / continue to like 

	1-page NVS form



   -- WIN State System did not exclude PEOs from

	NVM



   -- Policy regarding NAICS 624120 (Services for the

	Elderly) and Payroll Providers (i.e. TALX)







    







CARS FY 10 Print File Notes

		BLS observed the following:



   -- Quality of Business Mailing Addresses varies

   -- Quality of Physical Location Addresses varies

   -- Quality of County, Town, Zone information varies

   -- Presence of unusual items like null values, end-of-

	file characters, question marks, and others



   -- States and regional offices can help 

	immensely by informing BLS about 

	anything unusual or out of the ordinary 

	with the print files.







ARS Central Review

		The central review suggestions are made to promote coding consistency across the nation.

		NAICS code suggestions were done after the following: 



Information discovered on websites

Including the review of Annual Reports

Contact with employers

Assistance from the Industry Coding Team

*







ARS Central Review

		RO’s and States should review NAICS code suggestions.



States may agree, suggest a different code, or leave the code as it is currently.

If one of the last two, the States should provide an explanation.

If NO agrees with the State explanation for the code, no change should be made to the State code.

If NO confirms the suggested NAICS code, state should make the suggested change.



If NO suggestion was wrong, a correction will be issued.

*





Contact Information



Michael Searson

Data Collection Branch Chief

Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages

202-691-6469

searson.michael@bls.gov
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Products Team Status Reset

March 2010

Must have for Phase 1 (High)

1. Existing Expo micro and macro output files: need discussion with iQ staff

2. RDAT support: specs approved 1/10

3. Query function: specs approved 1/10, had tech meeting with BLS, awaiting tech meeting with iQ.

4. P percent primary disclosure: specs approved

5. Noneconomic adjustment methodology: specs still in development

Nice to have for Phase 1 (Medium)

1. Cluster calculator and library: specs approved

Nice to have for Phase 1 (Low)

1. Secondary disclosure via BLS macro file load:--requested by oversight committee 7/09, declined by policy council 9/09, need a tech meeting with iQ staff.

No priority assigned


1. Existing Win micro and macro output files: issue—no specs, maintain Expo and Win sets of formats or move to common set for long term efficiency of maintenance and operations.

2. Seasonal adjustment inputs and macro file load:--specs approved by oversight committee 7/09, declined by policy council 9/09, may be part of future BLS processing.  State interest in this feature has increased to some extent because of recent events in CES.

3. BED load via BLS macrofile (replaced BED approximation):--declined by policy council 9/09

4. Nonprofit macrodata load: added by Clayton 1/26/09, dependent on BLS research results

5. Noise based disclosure processing:--dependent on BLS research results.


6. BEARFACTS automated single page county or township news release


7. Mapping server: added by Clayton 1/26/09


8. Menu-driven report system: added by Kottcamp 1/10, awaiting meeting with Kottcamp for particulars.


