Minutes of the April 2004 LAUS-MLS Policy Council Meeting--11

 Minutes of the April 2004 Meeting of the LAUS-MLS Policy Council

Date: April 27-29, 2004

Location:  Tucson, Arizona

LAUS Policy Council Co-Chairs:

Sharon Brown, Division Chief of the LAUS Program 

Phil George, LMI Director, South Dakota 

Present: 
BLS: Sharon Brown, Shail Butani, Sandi Mason, Richard Tiller, 

Lew Siegel, Denis McSweeney, Bill Pierson

                        States: Phil George, Gerry Bradley, Robert Langlais, William Niblack, Brian Baker, Richard Reinhold, Manuel Leon, Amelia Butts, 

Dave Felsheim, Naomi Harada

Guest:           Ken LeVasseur

Handouts:  

1. Agenda

2. Minutes from the February 2004 meeting

Tuesday, April 27, 2004

Welcoming Remarks
Ms. Brown called the meeting into order at 8:30 AM, Tuesday, April 27. 

Welcome.  Sharon began by welcoming everyone, and indicating that Naomi would be arriving later.  Phil and Rich said that they would have to leave before the end of the day on Thursday (around noon).  Sharon suggested that we start early (8 am) the next day and try to cover as much of the agenda as possible.  Before breaking on Wednesday, we’ll assess which agenda items need to be moved to Thursday morning, to ensure Phil and Rich’s participation.  All agreed to this strategy.

Sharon also mentioned that Ken LeVasseur would join the meeting on Thursday and provide updates on geographic changes, small labor market area definitions, and applied program training.

Report on WIC Activity.  Gerry Bradley indicated that there was little activity at the last meeting (March in Albuquerque) that related to LAUS and MLS.   He said that QCEW and ETA issues dominated the discussion.  

The relationship of the WIC State members to the program policy councils was an agenda topic.  There was some concern expressed that the WIC doesn’t know what the policy councils are doing.  WIC has asked that the State co-chairs provide a brief summary of policy council meetings to the WIC.  Sharon indicated that the minutes from our meetings are generally available in draft form in a timely manner, and that final minutes are posted on our Intranet site and made available to the WIC through Dixie Sommers.  Gerry reiterated that this new requirement didn’t seem to be directed at the LAUS council specifically.  Phil George indicated that he would provide “quick notes” to the WIC as soon as possible after our meeting’s conclusion.

Gerry reported that the Confidential Information Protection and Statistical Efficiency Act (CIPSEA) and its impact on the QCEW program were discussed.  BLS issued an LMI memo on this topic in March.  CIPSEA was originally designed to allow confidential data sharing among government agencies for statistical purposes only.  In the QCEW program, States share confidential data with certain customers.  The issue identified is the extensive commingling of QCEW and CES data, which, through State data sharing, could compromise CES confidentiality.  BLS has determined that the QCEW program is covered by CIPSEA due to the intermingling of other BLS data with the QCEW.  This means that data sharing for QCEW files will be governed by the same guidelines as those covering other BLS federal/state programs.   The memo requested that states provide BLS with a list of their existing formal and informal data sharing agreements.  A team was put together (State, regional, BLS members) to develop procedures to allow for data sharing and to preserve confidentiality of the data.  A two-file approach has been proposed, but there are some questions regarding storage costs as well as issues regarding the integration of OES and CES data with the QCEW.

Gerry also said that the unification the Census and BLS efforts on a wage record program/system were proceeding apace.  

Sharon mentioned that there will be presentations on CIPSEA and on wage records at the LMI meeting.

State Issues.    The DEP was raised by a couple of States.  It is on the agenda for Wednesday.  There are also some questions regarding the end point that will be discussed tomorrow.  

There was a question regarding the coordination of LABSTAT updates and BLS releases.  Ken LeVasseur will be at the meeting on Thursday and can address this in more detail.  It does take LABSTAT some time to load databases, so it is not always complete when the releases are issued.  Sharon also noted that we are trying to speed up the review of benchmark data so that it can be published in a more timely manner.  We are exploring ways to involve regional staff in the benchmark review process.

The State publication schedule was discussed.  It is important for BLS to know when States publish labor force data so that appropriate materials can be provided to administration officials visiting States.  We will be amending the publication schedules on our intranet site as we receive changes from regional offices.

The Council also agreed formally to change its name to the LAUS-MLS Policy Council, recognizing that MLS plans and issues would be a permanent additional to the Council’s work.

Budget review.   Sharon provided a brief review of the BLS budget.  In general, 2005 looks OK.  Mandatories are approximately 3.2 percent.  The MLS program is in the Bureau’s FY 2005 budget at the $5 million level.  She said there were no indications that the MLS program is vulnerable from a budgetary standpoint.  No additional funding for a wage record program (at either the BLS or the Census Bureau) was approved for FY 2005.  There is a modest rescission in the 2004 budget to be taken among the 4 LMI programs.  The LAUS share is very modest (around $40,000).  This is a one-time reduction, with funds to be restored in FY 2005.  

State LAUS and MLS Allocations.  Lew Siegel presented the MLS and LAUS allocation spreadsheets.  Both reflected the most recent changes to the allocation methodology (average State salary from QCEW, base position plus 50 percent).  There was little discussion on the MLS allocations.

Most of the discussion centered on the LAUS information.   Data were run for 2004 and 2005 based on the area counts reflecting the 2000-based geography.  Sharon noted that the total area counts would change a little.  We’ll add the appropriate ‘balance of State’ areas for the estimation portion of the formula.

Four scenarios were developed for the kinds of areas to be included in the Analysis part of the allocation formula.  Scenario “A” includes metropolitan areas and metropolitan divisions; “B” adds micropolitan areas to “A”; “C” adds combined areas to “A”; and “D” is most inclusive – metropolitan areas, metropolitan divisions, micropolitan areas, and combined areas.   There was some discussion as to whether much analysis would be conducted on combined areas, and how useful the data would be to State users.  Rich thought that he would probably provide data on micropolitan areas, but wasn’t expecting too many questions on those data.  Bill suggested that these areas may be growing in importance, and that the demand for information on micropolitan areas could increase over time.  It was noted that the CES program would not be producing estimates for micropolitan areas.  The State members were leaning toward excluding combined and micropolitan areas from the counts used in the analysis part of the formula.  They agreed to meet privately following Tuesday’s session and come to a consensus on what area types to include.

MLS.  Sharon mentioned that the GAO was doing a study of outsourcing in information/technology industries.  (They are also doing something regarding labor force estimation in Puerto Rico, but not much activity has occurred on that project yet.)  GAO staff was discussing the outsourcing study with a number of BLS program staff – OES, Projections, JOLTS, Prices—in addition to MLS.  They requested a list of LMI Directors in States with significant IT job losses.  (Illinois, New York, Massachusetts, Ohio, California, and Texas were among the States mentioned.)  Rich indicated that he had already been contacted for the study.  Sharon agreed to send the GAO email on this study to the LPC.  She also agreed to send the definition of IT industries to the Council.

Sharon also noted that the WARN proposal is still in the Labor-Education Committee in Congress, so not much had occurred on that front.

Sharon is participating on a Brookings Institution panel on outsourcing in June.  Brookings held a seminar in March on offshoring that included staff from the Economic Policy Institute and the IT industry association.  (Max Baucus from Montana addressed the gathering.)  Presenters in March indicated that offshoring/outsourcing was occurring at a much lower level than reported in the popular press.  MLS data are unique in that they can relate layoffs to offshoring and outsourcing.  Sharon noted that there would be an MLS publication on this topic sometime in June, as well as a full discussion at the MLS National Conference (San Francisco, early June). 

MLS Restructuring.  Lew Siegel reported that efforts were underway to make MLS data more useful to more users.  The elimination of government and agriculture has led to the creation of additional data series, including “total private nonfarm”.  The goal will be to load as much information as possible into LABSTAT.  For example, we may want to expand presentation of data to super sectors outside of manufacturing.

Lew also reported that the WINMLS system screens are being modified to capture the outsourcing/off-shoring questions.  Sharon noted that the Commissioner will be discussing the MLS questions and data with the Bureau’s Business Research Advisory Committee during an executive session.

State MLS offshoring/outsourcing experience and issues.  Rich said that things were going well in Illinois.  They hadn’t noticed any spike in workload – not too many more events triggered for the outsourcing questions.  He worries that the data will be disregarded because they are so much lower than the press reports indicate.  He did think that publication of the data at the State level would present some problems.  Bob indicated that there were no problems obtaining the data in Rhode Island.  Phil agreed, and said this was an interesting and exciting project to work on.  Gerry and Amelia both mentioned that there were not very many events in their states.  Bill and Dave said there had been no problems or complaints regarding the new questions.  Manuel reported that three large companies refused to cooperate.  Idaho staff knows that some outsourcing is occurring, but have not gotten data to support that view.  

Lew Siegel had conference calls with each regional office to track progress on the new questions.  

Updating MLS reason codes.  BLS had always planned to review the current reasons codes in MLS and update them as necessary.   One avenue is to review the situations coded as “other” to possibly augment the list.  We want the focus to be real economic reasons for the layoffs, and encourage state interviewers to probe beyond the two-word reasons.

Item nonresponse.    The incidence of total nonreponse varies by company and state, but is fairly rare in the MLS program.  BLS has been collecting information on nonresponse for individual items for a while.  The most common missing items are pre-layoff employment, reason for layoff, work site status, recall expectations, and claimant characteristics.

The nonreponse of pre-layoff employment over the past three years (2001-2003) has grown a little over the time period, but is between 15-20 percent.  In 18 States, the nonreponse for this item exceeds 33 percent.  Nonresponse for ‘reason for layoff’ was 2 percent in 2001 and 9 percent in 2003.  Lew added his concern that the “don’t know” response amounted to 12 percent in 2001 and 16 percent in 2003.  This may reflect either incomplete probing, or the wrong respondent.

Work site status nonresponse is between 5 and 13 percent, again perhaps a reflection that the state interviewer is not talking to the correct person at the firm.  Recall expectation nonresponse was between 12 and 17 percent.

For claimant characteristics, gender is the most frequently collected item.  The nonresponse is less than 1 percent.  Race nonresponse is around 10 percent, but over 33 percent in a few States.  (There may be some problem with compliance to the new race-ethnic codes in some states.)  There is also a problem collecting age data in some states that are likely due to states not capturing date-of-birth information.

These concerns can be addressed with MLS staff.  Perhaps more training is required, particularly with respect to getting to the appropriate respondent.

Managerial tables with these data are provided routinely to regional staff.  LPC members would also like to get the tables.  A particular issue is how to handle the situation when a state reports “no layoff” in the face of large monthly data indicating layoff activity.  A focus of the LPC can be to make research directors more aware of collection problems in the program.

Topics for MLS National Conference. The conference will focus on training, with presentations from national, regional, and state staff.  There was a suggestion that screen shots of some State websites be presented, as examples of ways to present the MLS data.  Naomi thought there would be interest in seeing how MLS data analysis is handled by size of State.  A session on analysis and publication of MLS data would be very useful. Lew invited additional suggestions for the conference agenda, but noted that he needed them quickly.  The agenda will be finalized during the first few weeks of May.  

Long-term plan.  The LPC brainstormed areas to focus on in the MLS program over the next few years.  

· One idea is to train users in the use of LMI data, to educate with pamphlets and fact sheets.  The idea is to de-emphasize the “bad news” aspect of MLS and refocus on the economic import of the data.

· What jobs are impacted by offshoring/outsourcing?  

· Make the data more useful to data users.  

· WARN database.  

· Expand targeted reports. 

· Conduct a training needs assessment.

· Bring in research data on lowering the trigger, adding educational attainment (Lew Siegel will provide specifications for data to be provided.  LPC staff could evaluate some of this information.)

PROMIS.  Lew reported that a structured reporting format had been developed.  This will be the mechanism to track progress of first and second-year States, and provide some clues as to when new States will reach the same operational point that second-year States have achieved.

There will be comparisons of current data with PROMIS extract data.  A production system is in development and the types of reports available through the system will be expanded.

A meeting of all PROMIS States will be scheduled during the summer when the use of PROMIS extracts for official estimation will be discussed.  Additional States will be invited to participate in PROMIS (round 3), but they will not be charged with evaluating the system, but rather putting it into operation in the State.  Sharon noted that PROMIS participation is one of three small projects that can be funded with AAMC money this year. 

We can invite ETA (Tom Stengle) to our July meeting to discuss the ETA 203 reports and their relationship to PROMIS. 

 Wednesday, April 28, 2004

Sharon reviewed Tuesday’s discussion, and asked if there any comments, questions, etc.  The State members reported that they had selected Scenarios B for including areas in the analysis portion of the LAUS allocation algorithm.  This means that metropolitan areas, metropolitan divisions, and micropolitan areas will be considered major areas for analysis purposes.  Small labor market areas and combined metropolitan areas will be included in the total counts for states.  The area counts will be modified slightly to include balance of state areas for those States with models for a metropolitan area.

We reviewed action items:

· BLS will send MLS managerial tables to the LPC

· The policy council was renamed the LAUS-MLS Policy Council to reflect the addition of MLS to the permanent agenda.

· BLS will send the data table with the Commerce Dept. definition of IT industries to the LPC

· The GAO “welcome” letter to the 9 States included in their offshoring study will be sent to the LPC

· Rich will work on a training assessment survey for MLS

· BLS will provide guidance on the use of administrative data in MLS with respect to trigger levels and educational attainment.  Each State should provide its current trigger configuration to BLS.

· Suggestions on the MLS national conference agenda should be forwarded to BLS quickly.

LAUS Benchmarking recap.  Sandi distributed tables presenting the benchmark revisions for employment, unemployment and the unemployment rate for all States.  She reviewed the annual processing steps – revision of State inputs, incorporation of revised population controls, model re-estimation and smoothing, and adjustment to the State CPS annual average.  State members reiterated their concern with the population control process.  Once the Redesign implementation activity is complete, population controls will be a primary focus for LAUS and the LPC.  We will definitely have a session on population controls at the LAUS national conference, perhaps as part of the ‘research director’ sessions.  

There are a handful (5-6 States) that develop their own population estimates as part of the Census cooperative program.  We will document their methods and experience – perhaps in a panel at the LNC.  We can invite Signe Wetrogan (Census population division) to the next LPC meeting (as well as to the national conference) to describe Census’ role and timetable in this process.  The LPC agreed to add our renewed interest in population controls to the LAUS long-term plan.  For research directors, we need to lay out the issues and include the process for the states doing their own pop estimates—what are their procedures and how do their data compare to the Census data?  Bill Niblick provided the FSCPE website link. It provides information on the Census cooperative approach and results from a survey done on use of sub-national population estimation.

LAUS Redesign Timeline.  Sharon distributed an updated timeline for Redesign activities, included as an attachment to an upcoming LAUS technical memorandum.   (A draft of this memo was provided for LPC members.)  The memo also provides a table that compares official and Redesign labor force estimates for all States and Census Divisions.  There was some discussion regarding the dissemination of these estimates, and concern about how well data users will understand the methodological differences.  Sharon indicated that States should use caution in distributing these data.    We’d like ideas from the LPC (and other States) on the kinds of materials that BLS can develop to assist users in understanding the Redesign data.  

Third Generation Models 

· Report on initiation of DEP.  Sandi said that the DEP was generally proceeding smoothly.  There have been some operational glitches that have generally been solved quickly.  Password and other access problems do arise.  Documentation of all procedures has been a priority for LAUS and FSMS staff, and we intend to incorporate more documentation into the on-line system.  Rich suggested that some aspects of the STARS could be streamlined – “finalize estimates” could be eliminated.  Others (both States and regional staff) have indicated that this step is probably not necessary.  Once all comments are in, we’ll present potential changes for review by all parties.  
Sandi distributed a tech memo that includes a structured format for State feedback.  State comments are due by July 12, and will be summarized for the LPC meeting at the end of July.  We’ll have time after that to incorporate suggestions for change.

· Update on performance of third generation estimates.  Dick reported on the models, focusing on the differences between the current and Redesign estimates.  He also described the ongoing research on the benchmarking adjustment.  A full report will be provided at the July meeting that Danny Pfefferman will attend.
· Area Models.  Area models have been developed for nine areas and the respective balances of State.  They are:  Chicago, Cleveland, Denver, Detroit, Houston, Miami, Pittsburgh, New Orleans, and Seattle.  We spent some time discussing how the population controls were developed for the areas, and that the area definitions reflect the 1994 OMB changes.    These areas have been selected, in part, because their 2000-based definitions are not very different from the 1994 ones.
The area models are univariate and will be built into the STARS web system by early August.  In the meantime, model estimates and STARS tables will be forwarded to States and regional staff as they are developed each month.

Update on LAUS Redesign Research.  Research activity is winding up for new and reentrant estimation and residency adjustment.  Reports will be transmitted via technical memorandum.  Reports on agriculture research and updated all-other employment information will also be provided within the next few months.

Update on small area employment estimation work.  ARIMA forecasts of QCEW data for all labor market areas will be updated for the 12 States involved in the AAMC work, and forwarded to them.  Sandi and Gerry will work on a short survey of all States regarding methodology for small area employment estimation.  LAUS plans to make ARIMA forecast data available for all States to use in 2005.   

Residency Assignment Software.  Sandi gave a brief update on the use of the Residency Assignment System (RAS) in LAUS.  There are 45 States set up to process claims files through the RAS.  Of these, 32 have used the software at least once in 2004.  Only 16 States process LADT files regularly – the quality of residence codes on these files was the initial impetus for the system.  State-specific city code tables have been provided by 10 States.  These supplement the city codes provided by the software.    Railroad claim files are now being processed through the system, and output provided to States.

PROMIS States use the RAS as part of their regular processing.

Use of RAS is key to converting from the census-share disaggregation approach.  Given the much detailed issues with the Census group quarters data, it is more important now that States give full consideration to using the population-claims approach.  RAS can be instrumental in providing appropriate sub-county codes.  Sharon urged LPC States to investigate the use of RAS for the development of city codes. Sandi agreed to run current States file through the system and provide the city code files back to States for their review.

Potential AAMCs.  Sharon mentioned that there is a limited amount of money available for AAMC projects this year.  She would like to the focus to be on developing the appropriate monthly extracts to produce city claims data. The second project is PROMIS – we would like more States to participate in use of this system.  A technical memorandum outlining the procedures for AAMC funds will be issued this summer.

Thursday, April 29, 2004

CES/LAUS Differences.  The employment differences between CES and LAUS/CPS are a concern at the national level, and among the States.  LAUS staff graph the employment series (in addition to the unemployment level and rate) at the State level each month, mostly as an analytical tool to help understand unusual changes in the series.  The differences in the employment series also were raised by several States during the 2003 model review.  Several years ago, States in the Philadelphia region (Delaware, Virginia) brought their concerns regarding employment divergences to LAUS attention.  At that time, some thought that the differences could be attributed to growth in areas of States not included in the CPS sample.  BLS matched CES and CPS sample in a few States, but found that the areas outside the CPS sample did not account for any significant employment growth.   We are now looking more closely at State differences, and will attempt to isolate the impact of population controls over time.

This topic is on the agenda for the upcoming LMI meeting.

City Disaggregation.  Ken LeVasseur distributed a table that provides the disaggregation methodology used by States.  It indicates that some States are using different approach for areas within the State – the LAUS procedure requires that the same method be used for all areas.  Outside of New England, where all use city claims disaggregation, there are only a handful of States employing this approach.

If a State is unable to switch to the city claims approach, BLS needs to provide some guidance about how to use the Census data.  We also need to alert agencies that use sub-State LAUS data in allocation formulas that there are issues with the Census share approach.  Sharon also thought that LABSTAT files should indicate where the Census-share approach utilized.

The LPC agreed that Research Directors need to understand the impact of the Census share method on their labor force estimates.

Metropolitan, micropolitan, and small labor market area update.  Ken LeVasseur reviewed the changes to metropolitan area definitions.   He also reviewed the criteria for small labor market area definition that had been sent to States in a technical memorandum in October.  OMB revisions (promised earlier in the year) have now been made, so BLS can move forward with the small labor market area definition process.  

Short- and long-term systems plans.  Ken very briefly outlined plans for the LAUS State System to accommodate the Redesign, and the longer-term plans for a full LSS redesign in 2006 or 2007.    The changes to geography following the 2000 Census require several changes to the LSS area coding structure.  LAUS methodology changes will also require a few modifications to LSS.  Longer-term plans include the integration of LNS and LSS, and potentially more integration with webSTARS.  More details on the long-term plan will be provided as they are fleshed out.  The short-term changes will be detailed at the LAUS national conference and at the two training sessions for State staff later in the year.

APT Status.  Ken reported that two regional staff, Lori Graber from Philadelphia and Jamie Cross from Dallas-Kansas City, have been added to the team.  Detailed outlines have been produced for all modules, and are under review by the group.  The team will meet in early August, coincident with the PROMIS meeting.  LPC members would also like to review the detailed outlines.  Ken agreed to send them to the members.

Wage Record Research.  Phil reported on efforts to define residency within the wage record environment, to move from the firm to a labor market concept, and to use the claims data with wage record information to add a monthly dimension to wage records.  Phil will be reporting on this research at the LMI meeting, and will provide more details to the LPC in July.

LAUS Analyst Review.  Denis and Bill led a discussion on the analyst review project.  We agreed that the effort should be focused on tying requirements for the program to tasks conducted in LAUS.  To that end, our time and task study is an excellent place to start to identify important tasks in the program.  What should identify the training—ojt, technical, and formal education—necessary to bring staff to a full journeyman level.  Ken, Denis, and Bob agreed to work together on a list of technical, production, and program content skills necessary in the program.

LAUS Long-Term plan.  We brainstormed some long-term plan projects for the LPC.

· Assess user satisfaction.  Identify customers and users

· The use of the ACS.  Do demographic population estimates work well enough to use in LAUS?

· Population controls

· Disaggregation techniques

· Special training needs

· Expansion of demographic detail from the PROMIS system

LAUS National Conference.  We briefly discussed potential agenda topics for the September LAUS national conference.  Sharon indicated perhaps our theme would a ‘return to basics’.  Topics suggested included:  CPS concepts, what information is available to States, what error measures are and how they are used in analyzing data, the conceptual basis of the Handbook, CPS-CES employment differences, population controls.  We also need to focus on topics for research directors.  We will plan for a one-half day LPC meeting.  A draft agenda will be prepared for the July meeting.

Agenda items for July:  The meeting will be in Washington, DC, July 27-29.

· Report on offshoring/outsourcing, review of reasons codes

· DEP progress, standard format for feedback from States

· Report on other redesign activities

· City claims

· Materials to support redesign activity

· RAS report

· Area models

· LAUS analyst review

· Plans for 2007 LAUS integrated system

· Update on LAUS and CES small area employment estimation work 

· Draft agenda for the LAUS national conference

Action items:

· The Council renamed itself the "LAUS-MLS Policy Council", formalizing an earlier decision to take on MLS issues. 

· With respect to the LAUS allocation algorithm, the State council members agreed to option 'B' that counts metropolitan areas, metropolitan division, and micropolitan areas as major areas for LAUS estimation and analysis purposes.

· Sharon will provide GAO email on their project to study outsourcing in Information-Technology industries (the "welcome" letter to 9 States).

· LAUS will add the appropriate numbers of 'balance of State' estimates to the count of LAUS total areas. 

· MLS staff will provide the MLS data table with the Commerce Department definition of IT industries. 

· MLS will send managerial tables to policy council members, and to senior regional staff (ARCs).

· With respect to the MLS National Conference, a suggestion was made to include a panel discussion of State analysis and publication issues, with presentations from small, medium, and large-size states.

· Rich will develop and conduct a training needs assessment survey for MLS by the July meeting.

· Each State will run test MLS processing using a lower current trigger configuration to be provided by BLS.

· BLS will provide guidance on use of administrative data in MLS regarding trigger levels, educational attainment.

· Intercensal population controls will be a topic at the July meeting.  Perhaps a Census representative will be invited to attend.

· Pop controls will also be on the agenda for the LAUS National Conference.  The experience/procedures of the handful of states that produce their own population estimates will be a focus.

· LAUS will issue an "S" memo on the third generation model estimates.  The memo will caution states regarding how widely these estimates should be disseminated, will provide an expanded timeline for redesign activities.

· Sandi and Gerry Bradley will work on a survey of states regarding small area employment estimation.  Sandi will provide materials summarizing methods used by the 12 AAMC states to produce small area estimates. LAUS and SMS will provide new forecasts for the 12 states, and start on forecasts for the remaining states.

· LAUS will start to use the residency software to append city codes to state files, for state review.  Ohio will be the first file produced in this manner.

· Phil and Gerry will check on use of wage records in some states to evaluate the CPS-LAUS/CES discrepancy.

· LAUS will send the detailed outlines developed for the APT course to council members for their review.

· Council members will forward suggestions on materials to support redesign activity to LAUS.

The meeting was adjourned at 4 pm.
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