QCEW Policy Council Meeting March 25-26, 2008
Attachments for the QCEW Systems Redesign teams are available on the Redesign team website.  Other handouts provided prior or at the PC meeting will be forwarded next week. 
Introductions for new members as well as the system development team co-chairs who were in attendance.  Pat Getz and John Filemyr from the system oversight team were also in attendance.
Peter Neenan is now the LMI director in NY there was some question regarding his status on the policy council.  After contact to discuss this he remains on PC.

The PC terms for State PC members from odd-numbered regions are up this year. 

Next Policy Council meeting probably would be the 2nd week of September probably in DC.  We should have state co-chairs at those meetings, but what about travel funding?
Action Items

· Add the new/revised elements discussed to the VSD

· Key decisions on system development need to be communicated and stored on the Intranet site.

· Maine offered to review the existing system development plan and provide feedback   Steps in right places? Timeframes about right?

· Document existing functionality that will be continued in the new system
· Tech committee assignment to evaluate 4 system options.  The evaluation needs to consider  facility, equipment, software.  May 15th oversight committee action to review and decide on the Tech committee recommendation.
4 options to consider:

1. Build new system in 4 year timeframe.
2. Deploy Win202 with new system development as a separate task.

3. Redeploy Win202 and enhance on a modular basis over time.

4. Rehost EXPO – existing system moved to servers.

· Issue summary of State UI employment definitions for review by the field prior to transmitting to ETA for possible new UIPL.

· States requested data on fuzzing to evaluate impact when BLS has made more research progress. 
· Finalize system platform and development options so we can give the states a project plan and a budget that accounts for spending on their current “investment” in a new system. (Technology and Oversight teams). 
Discussion based on the State only meeting:

System resources and development - What are our real expectations?  Partnership, define key issues get on same page.  The States felt that they need a better understanding of the BLS needs and State needs.
The Policy Council will submit plans for system development for WIC discussion when we are at the appropriate time.
Workload adjustments were made to reflect State funding reductions taken for system development.
Some State representatives expressed a desire to get a better idea of our business requirements or expectations for the system in the Vision and Scope document (VSD). 
State representatives expressed a desire to be better represented at meetings in BLS (via WebEx or phone).  They felt that decisions were being made without state input.  BLS will seek state input on decisions. BLS stated that states are included in all substantive meetings, calls and other messages. 
It was felt that there needed to be less defensiveness in discussions.  Also we needed full and open discussion.
Except Bill Yowler, no full time person assigned to the system development task.  BLS did dedicate one full time staff member to this task as requested by the State PC members when this project was approved. 
The Policy Council reviewed the Vision & Scope document, Sec 1.2. and asked that it be revised to include the following:
· What is user friendly?  24/7 access needed (user friendly), ease of access, intuitive operations, easy to learn, automates user decisions

· Tools to make decisions, example: CES-QCEW comparisons
· Ability to get at the information you need easily
· Easy to maintain

· Ability of states to evaluate data based on national edits

· State edit information should be available to NO analysts.
· Minimize state/BLS data inconsistency

· Cost efficiency what does that mean? – one system rather than 2, less mainframe cost, system development & maintenance?
· Consider cost/benefit of various systems on program operations

· BLS/QCEW needs to be off the mainframe due to other BLS strategic directions.

· What do we mean by a Web-based system?  This means a web-based user interface as opposed to an Internet based processing system.  
· Select a database that meets requirements.
· Historical data needs to be available. 
· Better analytical tools and data products to address changing user (internal-external) needs (clusters, green jobs)
· Better management information needed.  Process status (for example - extracts made, imputations done, ARS mailed).  Data quality.  Reports at different levels needed.  202 supervisor/higher level state mgr/BLS RO/NO).  Review of key milestones at multi-state level.
· What are the standards for data quality?  Need a more rigorous definition.  UI quality and system changes are wild cards for a single standard for states.
· Time constraint of 4 years for development.   
· The database used to store QCEW information needs to be able to be accessible by one or more report generation or statistical products such as SAS.

· BLS wants a central capability for those states that want to take advantage of this option, as they do now for the Service Center .  Many States want system-servers on their own environment.  
· States can have wage records on their own servers; centralized BLS system  would not house wage records, only the aggregates needed to support QCEW operations and methdologies. .  BLS does not want to have individual PII (personal identifying information).. Aggregate levels of wage records are needed by the QCEW system.  Aggregates will be generated outside BLS system.  State UI in some states will only allow access to wage records on the UI system.
· Who has access to state files and when?  This needs to be defined.  State employees, other agencies, other programs?  BLS?  ROs have access to EXPO and many WIN states toproperly perform their roles.  Many state program employees have “read-only” level access to QCEW systems.  
· State use fields desirable and accepted..

· Add requirement for good systems documentation.

Action: Add the new/revised elements discussed to the VSD

Concern was expressed over trying to automate too much in the system and what that means for timing for actual development.
System development wildcards:  
· Federal Tax Information (FTI) data sharing issues.  Consistent coding would improve consistency of data between federal agencies.  Big security and infrastructure issues.  
If the BLS mainframe contract is awarded to a new contractor, the conversion may draw on existing resources and away from the new system.  
Draft Project Plan Review (handout provided)
The original proposal assumes that we will base the new system on the best features of the existing systems. 
Existing plan doesn’t have a step that describes taking existing systems functionality into account.

The Oversight Committee, established at the request of the State PC members, will be making key decisions on the system.  
Where are decisions documented and maintained?  Action:  Key decisions need to be communicated and stored on the Intranet site.  This site has been developed and is updated. 
Action: Maine offered to review the existing system development plan and provide feedback  as to whether the steps are in right places and whether the timeframes are about right.
Each of the System development teams made reports to the PC.

Technology Team

Contract worked out with Gartner consultants.  We have access to their website and consultation on specific matters.  2-3 meetings have been held so far.  One topic of discussion was costs in the  centralized and distributed environments.  The consultants are not making recommendations just answering questions.  State system staff are participating on these calls.
Example of discussion; What software may be on the way out and should be off our list?  One BLS used product, PowerBuilder, is on the way out.
A list of general topics to discuss was included in the materials provided to the PC.
A rough estimate of the cost of housing a centralized capacity within BLS is as discussed has been prepared.  These hardware and software costs were discussed later in the meeting.
Art Yao stated that the underling database is not as critical as programming language that will be for the long term.  Good requirements, good developers and retaining talent even more critical.
Existing system documentation is not a strong point, it needs to be better for this new system.
Priority: document existing functionality that will be continued in the new system.  Current documentation is good for editing functions.  Requirements of existing system don’t need to be documented in as detailed a manor if UT and ME are programming that part.  

The new DASLT requirements staff person is concentrating on documenting existing requirements .  How much time in ME or UT can be used to support this function?
Art Yao stated that : with requirements fixed and programming resources available it would take two years to develop and test a new system.
Rick Clayton stated that the original plan was to develop new system.  We need to get ready for the next 15-20 years.
He also asked about our strategy to make a decision on platform?  Action: Tech committee assignment to evaluate.  4-6 weeks to offer an evaluation on facility, equipment, software.  We are planning to make many of these decisions by May 15th.  Via the oversight committee. 
4 options to consider:
1. Build new system in 4 year timeframe.

2. Deploy Win202 with new system development as a separate task.

3. Redeploy Win202 and enhance on a modular basis over time.

4. Rehost EXPO – existing system moved to servers.

Input Team 
Defining core data elements from various state data dictionaries.
Obtained and reviewed UI master file data elements from 10 states.  Some documents weren’t what was needed so we need to get additional information.
State use field – no commonality among state uses.  Recommends continuing field(s) of this type.   Multiple fields suggested previously.

Research is continuing on potential new data elements.  So far there are no new elements that seem important to include in the system.
Reviewed EQUI data elements for retention.  State systems have data elements that are not part of this list but need to be considered. 
ETA issues discussed:
· Need to Reissue UIPL – define employment and responsibility for data collection.  
· Missing employment, a proposed letter is currently in review at ETA.
· Timing of data entry into the system.
· Lack of priority on clean employment within UI.

Action: Team has a summary of employment definitions that needs to be reviewed by field prior to transmitting to ETA for possible new UIPL.
Considering new data elements and sources.  A series of code fields should be added for future use, for example -distinguishing each entity as “Green” or other feature to support special tabs or processing.  This is similar and separate from  state use fields and would be used consistently access all states.
Agent codes – The issue continues for BLS needing more agent codes as a means of identifying clients from each of the major payroll providers.  This information is critical to studying potential data quality issues by studying the data as provided by the providers.  BLS has written to each of the largest ones asking for a client list as a means of streamlining this process.  One has said “no”, the others will be recontacted.  If these major payroll processors refuse, then BLS will seek other methods of getting this information.  

Implementing agent codes in the QCEW systems may take advantage of  existing SSA vendor codes.  These are a form of agent code from the National Association of Computerized Tax Processors.  ETA is interested in advocating use of these “agent codes”.  35-40% of UI employment reported by agents.   How would we sell this to UI?  Many recent UI redesigns wouldn’t have incorporated an agent field.  There are many Pred-Succ issues in maintaining agent codes due to changes in vendor.  

California described their preprocessing of this type of accounts that helps them maintain these fields.  BLS will revisit the issue of how to obtain reliable agent code data in coming months. 
The Input Team is planning a team meeting for May-June. 
Value Added Study
Linda Unger provided a summary report that examines data for 13 states comparing UI raw reported data versus EQUI submitted data for a single quarter.  The goal of this study is to quantify the value added or quality provided by the substantial investment made with QCEW resources.  The differences in the data demonstrate the impact of QCEW processing on the quality of the data.  Level of updating being made is very significant.  It is clear from these early results that there is tremendous value added.  While we have always known this, we did not have clear measures that could be quantified and shared with both QCEW federal and state management as well as outsiders as a means of justifying a significant investment.  There was variation among the 13 states in terms of raw vs EQUI employment levels.  
Rick Clayton would like to do more research in this area since it provides some measure of the quality improvements made in QCEW.  Later in this meeting, the PC approved expanding this study to all states.  BLS will send out a message on this project in coming weeks. 
Day Two
Began with a short review of options for system development.
Process Team  (handout)
A few “volunteer” members have been added to the team to help with the workload.  Their travel would not be funded.
Tasks - Process improvement, new analytical tools, best practices, documenting business rules, writing requirements
6 subcommittees have been established.
· Pred-Succ and Multi Processing – Documenting current processes, evaluating for improvements. Mid-year multi-breakout is one example of a potential change.  They are examining the potential for reverse proration on new breakouts.
· Edit and Review – review of existing edits.   Drop or revise to streamline where needed.
· Employment and Wage Edit and Imputation – new tests, seasonality accommodated, outlier detection
· Coding and Business identifiers – ARS, coding issues, AutoNAICS replacement will be built into the new system
· Administrative functions – BED processing including seasonality adjustment.  A need was expressed for producing these data at state specified aggregations.
· Deliverables – documenting existing deliverables in systems and DBES,
The next Team meeting is planned for early May.
They are looking at the potential for another team meeting in September which would require more travel funding.
Implementation Team
The team is focusing on advanced planning for conversion.  Some of the items being examined include new extracts, testing of systems, training on new system operations, conversion planning, systems maintenance and support

Tracking spreadsheet on tasks was reviewed, this had been sent earlier.

Rick Clayton mentioned that a write-up for a rollout plan needed.  Bill Yowler noted that  we need some basic decisions before this can be reasonably done.
Products Team
WebEx meetings are currently planned.  No LMI director is on this team.  They would like to have one.

The Team is currently gathering user input.  They have reviewed data from 2004 state inventory of data sharings provided by the states to BLS as a part of the CIPSEA implementation.  This summary provides a thorough listing of the widely varying uses and users for our data.  It also should provide a basis for telling others about the key role played by the QCEW in many roles across the country. 

Conference calls with a few LMI directors are being held to get their input into State needs.
We need an inventory current system data products, this is underway in the process team.
Outputs from the system are needed in usable formats (Excel, DBF, text).
Pushback of new multi-breakouts would be useful to provide better local historical data.  One concern is how far can we push back?  And how to handle nondisclosure for already published data. 
Data Fuzzing

“Noise” research goals discussed.  Testing currently underway at State and industry levels.
We should start from their experience base rather than reinvent the wheel.  BLS (Steve Cohen) has looked at this but was somewhat dissatisfied at level of protection provided.
The BLS research is proving to be useful but a final methodology that maintains the confidentiality of the data while retaining the economic accuracy of both cross-sectional and trend data make take time.  Several states voiced concern over data fuzzing.  For example, “why add error?”  Should we get to a formal method and recommendation, we would need a careful process for educating users. 
Fuzzing at cell level may be an approach that should be considered, although this does not solve goals of allowing multiple cross-section and for simultaneous use for BED series. 
BLS and States would both need to publish fuzzed data to be consistent.  State reps expressed some concern over this as a “requirement”.  
It was stressed a few times that States need unfuzzed (as reported) data for statutory purposes (benefits rates) and for sampling and benchmarking BLS employment programs.

This research has a ways to go and clear communication will all parties, including users, to fully understand issues is essential. 
Action: States requested data on fuzzing to evaluate impact.  When BLS is further along, this will be provided. 
Branding – The QCEW needs a better “tagline”.  Currently, many different tags are used.  However, “BLS” is often not included, to the detriment of the understanding of the primary funders. Team will develop a proposal to standardize labeling of QCEW data.  
Greg Weeks: States will obviously want to include their organization name in the data “tag” just as BLS will want its name included.
Outside Data Integration – We need to incorporate other sources of data into our products.  
MO discussed examples from their state.  “Quality jobs”, a job that can provide enough income for a family, is being worked on by a couple of states.
BLS Central Computing Facility
BLS is building a central Oracle facility that wil house most fo BLS program systems over the next few years.  The BLS Oracle facility wil house the CES, LAUS, OSHS and OES state  systems.   BLS provided a table on the potential hardware and software costs for BLS central system.   
Two proposals were provided: 

1.    Dedicated resources costs - First year total $374,000.  Annual costs $71,000.

2.  Shared resources costs - First year total $151,000.  Annual costs $30,000

Costs of staff to support the system are not included in the totals provided.

During the discussion that followed, it was asked whether states could run reports using their internal report generating software?  These and other questions about how this would work were asked.  BLS is working on answers.  Download data to state and process as needed.
The results of a performance test for the ACESweb system are expected for early May for the ACESweb system.  This will help us understand performance measures. 
What type of State funding assessment would be needed to support the system?  We don’t know yet.
Accounting for State System Development Funds

BLS provided a summary of the Redesign funding, amounts expended to date and a couple of spending scenarios for next two years. How much funding is needed to complete the project?  Do we need to holdback additional funds for this project?
At the end of this discussion it was concluded that we need to make a set of fundamental decisions on the system in order to better determine the costs and, by extension, any change to State assessment.  See action items for the Technology team and the Oversight Team. 
No 2009 cooperative agreement issues were expressed by the PC members.
MWRweb and Allocations:

WIC is considering  removing the  hold harmless portions of the calculations in the allocation formulas over a 3 years period.
Changes expected to BLS Service provided holdbacks.  There will be a new holdback for MWRweb Intranet data collection.  IDCF unit costs are currently projecting a $0.38 per survey “establishment” by the end of the .  The estimated MWRweb cost is $140,000 for 2009.  State costs should be a prorated portion of the BLS costs.  States expressed a requirement that their allocated costs should be based on responding establishments (as opposed to solicited establishments). The QCEW holdback formula may be based on the respondent or the number of establishments.  
BLS would like to get IDCF costs based on the cost per establishment rather than at the respondent level.
NJ is devoting one person to the process of soliciting new accounts on WebMWR as a means for maximizing the number reporting via this method and to cut key punch costs. .  
Solicitation mail-out costs need to be factored into state costs. 
BLS would like to include cross-state multis in the project.  Different UI numbers in different states may complicate this process.  FEIN needs to be the same.  The Policy Council agreed that cross state multis are to be treated like EDI units. That is, if a cross state business is solicited by one state and agrees to MWR web reporting, then all of the units in all States are eligible for conversion. 

Postage Allocation
Beginning in FY 2009, mail out postage paid to the states (not in CARS) via the Cooperative Agreement will be at the rate paid by the contractor to mail out.  This previously had been paid at the full first class mail rate ($0.41/UI) or the rate paid by the state.  The contractor costs are about $0.33 per piece, but there is some mail at $0.35 per piece for second mailings.  These costs were provided in a handout.
CARS (currently singles only) assessment is at about $0.51 per UI

In 2009, CARS will add NCA (nonclassified) form.  NVM (multi account) form is expected to be added to CARS in 2010.
NJ expressed concerned about handling of NCA mail out.  Potential for double mailing.
New scanable 11x17 form draft was provided.  There was some wondering about why we need a new form if the existing one page form is working so well.  The answer is that continuing research on protocols may yield efficiencies either in cost of productivity of the process of obtaining updated and accurate information. 
Several states have been asked to provide QCEW-based data for “green” industries.  There are several definitions of “green” industries that are not consistent.  WA is developing a questionnaire and definition on green jobs that they will share with the PC. 
MN did a survey on green industries where respondents self-defined themselves as being green or not.
Life Science definitions are also needed.  QCEW data is the best source for such “clusters”.  Varying definitions and nondisclosure issues for special aggregations for already published data pose real issues to our ability to develop responsive data products. 

 There is a new NASWA LMI subcommittee on Green and Alternative energy.  Roger Therrian (CT) is the lead.

Data Sharing
Existing proposals for sharing IRS based data to BLS are being discussed within the Administration.  The security requirements for IRS data or any file holding any IRS tainted data are extremely detailed and restrictive.  If the law were to be passed, it is likely that Securing BLS and State facilities to meet IRS requirements would be very expensive.  BLS is preparing a rough estimate of these costs.  The implementation of the law would be determined by the exact language and other factors.   
Potential New projects or Actions
· need to get more details on ARS form to define characteristics that can be used to code “Green” industries, especially for alternative energy producers that are now combined into a single catch-all code.  
· Investigate whether “informed consent” statements could be  included on the ARS form for the release of name, address, industry, employment, as a means of avoiding suppressions for key cells. 
One of the main differences between the SIC and NAICS system is the treatment of auxiliaries.  BLS asked whether users were dissatisfied with this treatment and the disruption of series.  If they saw a real issue, BLS would be willing to seek a change for the NAICS 2012 manual. States weren’t interested in a proposal to move aux/central admin back into the primary industries.
OR got new laws on disclosure to help them publish more data.  Seemingly easily, changes were developed and passed that allow for maps with dots signifying the existence of a business location and other features that allow more detailed and interesting analyses.  Other states were interested in the background and language used.  Oregon had provided this information. 
ETA
A summary of current changes underway or planned to UI computer system is available.  The obvious link to QCEW data quality demands that we all need to keep current with developments and tobe involved in these projects from the beginning.  We have seen direct and immediate data quality issues arise with most implementations.  States and BLS must be informed and involved to prevent problems to the maximum extent possible. Need to update to gather more details.  A key element to add is when will systems be implemented.
Discussion points with ETA

· Need to Reissue UIPL – define employment and responsible for data collection.  

· Missing employment collection responsibilities and costs

· Timing of data entry into the system

· Lack of priority on clean employment.

BLS will discuss these with ETA/UI. 
The PC looked at some great BED data that everyone was interested in talking about.
Rick announced his intention to use PA defined clusters for nationally calculated data series.   There was some concern expressed that if BLS uses PA’s definitions it establishes a defacto standard.   States remain free to use any cluster definition their wish for their purposes.  The BLS plan is to select some existing standard, develop and publish selected clusters to bring more attention to the QCEW data and its usefulness for such types of analysis.  WA is also developing clusters.
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