31c. Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW)
Purpose and Methodology

1. Who collects the data and for what purpose(s)?  How do they collect the data (from a survey or through program administration)?

The Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages is a cooperative program involving the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the US Department of Labor, and State Employment Security Agencies (SESAs), collecting data on wages and employment to evaluate and monitor labor trends. Employers submit state-specific unemployment insurance tax forms on a quarterly basis to their SESA. SESAs report that information to BLS as quarterly contribution reports.

2. Which IHBG formula variables in 24 CFR Part 1000 can the data source measure?

None
3. What other aspects of Indian Housing need can the data source measure?
The data source measures employment (by county and industry: number of firms, number of jobs each month, average number of jobs) and wages (by county and industry: total by quarter, average quarterly, average weekly), both of which relate to the how individuals are able to pay for their housing.
4. What questions are used to collect the data? Please attach a copy of questionnaires and/or forms and any associated instructions/training materials and definitions.
Submitted via Quarterly Contribution Reports, the unemployment insurance tax forms utilized by states.

Example forms: 

Washington State form 5208 A: http://www.esd.wa.gov/uitax/formsandpubs/tax-handbook.pdf (pages 19 and 20)

Ohio form JFS-20125: http://www.odjfs.state.oh.us/forms/file.asp?id=2105&type=application/pdf
5. For what population(s) or sub-population(s) is the data collection program designed to collect data?
All wage and salary workers whose employers are subject to state unemployment insurance laws or Unemployment Compensation for Federal Employees, excluding the self-employed, members of the armed forces, domestic and agricultural workers, unpaid family workers, railroad workers, student workers and some small nonprofit organizations

6. For what population(s) or sub-populations does the collection program collect data? 
95% of wage and salary workers whose employers are subject to state unemployment insurance laws or Unemployment Compensation for Federal Employees, excluding the self-employed, members of the armed forces, domestic and agricultural workers, unpaid family workers, railroad workers, student workers and some small nonprofit organizations
7. For what geographic levels(s) is the program designed to estimate data values?  Can the data source produce estimates/figures based upon the formula areas described in 25 CFR 1000.302? What, if any, strategies are used to ensure sufficient and equitable coverage of all Indian areas?
The data source produces figure at the county level and for some metropolitan areas. Counties do not match up perfectly with all Indian formula areas. Employees of Indian tribal governments and enterprises (including casinos) are included in the local government classification, to ensure that they are counted (http://www.bea.gov/regional/pdf/spi2012.pdf)
8. How are the individuals or units chosen to participate (i.e., what is the sampling strategy)? Are there any segments of the eligible population not being reached?

No sampling strategy; all employers who either paid $1500 or more in payroll the previous year or had an employee for a minimum of 20 weeks the previous year are required to register with their state unemployment assistance department and fill out quarterly unemployment insurance tax forms, the source of QCEW data.
Not all segments of the population are reached. Unemployed persons and those who are employed working under the limitations listed above for question 6 (e.g., self-employed, members of the armed forces, domestic and agricultural workers, unpaid family workers, railroad workers, student workers and some small nonprofit organizations) are not included in this data.
9. How often is data collected? Is the data collected at a single point in time sample or as a rolling sample? What time period does the data reflect? 

Data is collected quarterly at clearly defined points (the pay period up to and including the 12th of the month) 

10. What procedures (for example follow up visits, incentives, marketing, etc.) are in place to encourage participation and completeness of the dataset?

Since data is collected through quarterly state unemployment insurance tax documents from employers and submitted to State Employment Security Agencies or from federal employers directly to the Department of Labor, those who do not submit information are subject to tax law and audits
11. What other entities utilize this data source and for what purpose(s)? 

The reports based on QCEW data published by BLS are used by many different organizations to monitor employment rates and economic characteristics of the country. Many data slices are available online for public use (http://www.bls.gov/cew/data.htm). The data collection form also doubles as a tax form, which is used by states for their own tax-related purposes.

Accuracy and Precision

12. What is the confidence limit used to calculate the published margin of error? If no confidence limits or margins of error are provided, confirm there was no sampling or extrapolation involved.

No sampling done, but other sources of error include “reference-period problems, reporting employment counts for a period other than the pay period of the 12th of the month” and “employee-type reporting issues, the inclusion or exclusion of certain types of employees in the employment counts.”

13. What methods are in place to deal with total and partial nonresponse among the individuals recording this data? What are the rates of total and partial nonresponse?

Tax law and audits apply to non-responders as lack of response means failure to file state unemployment insurance tax (see above). Further, BLS enhances the quality of QCEW by sending out Multiple Worksite Report Surveys and the Annual Refiling Survey to a sample of businesses that are in the unemployment insurance registry, asking for more detail. Also, QCEW publishes multiple revisions to each quarter report, which incorporates revisions based on missing and late-responding numbers from employers. Finally, QCEW has adopted the use of Electronic Data Interchange more, which involves the “direct transfer of data from the firm to the BLS” which increases response rates and stabilizes the data. (from the QCEW Supporting Statement B (1220-0012) 2014.doc)

Response rates for employment are about 96% and about 97% for wages, which translates to 3-4% nonresponse

(from the QCEW Supporting Statement B (1220-0012) 2014.doc)

14. Is the relative margin of error consistent across all tribes/tribal areas (e.g., small, large, rural, urban, off-reservation, on-reservation, etc.)? If not, describe the variation.

No sampling is involved, so margins of error cannot be calculated, but other error includes problems of wrong reference-period and exclusion of certain employees in reporting. “Reference-period differences… are more likely in small establishments.” It is likely that small establishments make up a larger percentage of businesses in rural and tribal areas (potentially the only other legal work available outside of tribal government and casinos), and thus this error could disproportionately affect rural/tribal areas.(http://www.bls.gov/osmr/pdf/st080140.pdf) 

15. Overall, what design issues (e.g., phrasing of questions, incentives for participating, imputation methods, number of attempts to collect data for each selected participant, real or perceived conflicts of interest, etc.) could introduce biases for all or a certain subgroups of tribes (e.g., small, large, rural, urban, etc.) or certain types of data (e.g., financial, population, etc.)? Please provide examples to support your determination. 

As this data source only counts those employed persons working in typical companies subject to state or federal unemployment insurance laws, and since American Indians working on reservations often have very limited options for work in such companies (i.e. only in tribal government and casinos), tribal people on reservations are disproportionately unlikely to be counted. Further, the reference period error detailed above biases the dataset against small businesses, and thus likely against rural and tribal areas. The nature of this dataset is to measure official employment only, which may not accurately reflect the amount or composition of employment within formula areas or tribal lands generally. 
Implementation and Funding

16. What organization(s) (e.g., Census, other federal agencies, tribes, TDHE) are responsible for implementing and administering data collection and/or analysis (including recruiting, hiring, training, and monitoring field staff, supplying necessary equipment, and compiling the results)?

The Bureau of Labor Statistics compiles, tabulates and reports on data that is reported to the U.S. Department of Labor and State Employment Security Agencies by employers via tax forms.

17. How much do the data collection and analysis phases cost, and how are they funded? If there is a specific cost to HUD or IHBG recipients, specify that cost. If this is a proposed new data source, please provide information used to estimate the cost of data collection.

No cost to IHBG recipients. QCEW is allotted $58-$60 million of the BLS budget.

(http://www.lmiontheweb.org/About/LMISystem/briefs/Summary_Brief_-_QCEW.pdf) 

18. What additional resources are needed to apply the data in the IHBG formula, and from which sources?

There may be costs/BLS staff hours necessary for calculating figures for formula areas and dealing with overlaps. Depending on the variable(s) the data is used for, it may be necessary to supplement QCEW data with some additional data source counting the characteristics of the excluded employment categories described above (self-employed, members of the armed forces, domestic and agricultural workers, unpaid family workers, railroad workers, student workers and some small nonprofit organizations). There would also be significant time and effort necessary to create any data on employment or wages at the individual, family, or household level rather than the employer and employers’ counties.
19. How long after data collection will it take for the data to be aggregated and available for use?

The data are available after about 6 to 10 months.
Transparency and Potential for Challenge

20. How transparent is the proposed data source? For instance, for which of the above questions was it difficult or impossible to find an answer? What prevented answering those questions? 

Because there is no standardized national form, it was difficult to identify potential issues with how the questions are phrased or if there are any particular aspects of the form that might influence Indian areas in different states in different ways. 
21. What procedures would be recommended for a tribe/TDHE to challenge inaccurate data with HUD as applied in the formula? How does the cost of formula challenges differ from the status quo?

TDHEs would likely need to request or perform an audit of employers within formula areas or tribal lands and replace existing data with results of audit. Depending on the extent or range of the challenged inconsistencies, an audit could cost less or more than a regular Census challenge. Depending on the specific data required by the formula, it may also be possible to conduct a household survey similar to the status quo.
22. How can a tribe/TDHE challenge inaccurate data with the entity that collected the data? What are the costs for challenging data with the entity that collected the data?

TDHEs would likely need to request or perform an audit of employers within formula areas or tribal lands and replace existing data with results of audit. Depending on the extent or range of the challenged inconsistencies, an audit could cost less or more than a regular Census challenge.
23. Could the data collection procedures be modified to deal with future modifications of the formula and/or formula areas? How? What opportunities exist to improve the accuracy and/or precision of the data source?

The data collection is not currently connected to formula areas, so modifying formula areas would have no impact on the suitability of the data for the IHBG formula. Because the data is collected as part of a state tax form, it would likely be a very big challenge getting all states to agree to modify their paperwork in a uniform way to meet the needs of a changing formula. As Jim Anderson noted, the place of employment is identified by zip code, but there is no geographic data on the location of where individual employees reside.
There are no accuracy or precision issues with the current data set for its intended uses, but to improve its potential application in Indian country there are opportunities to change the scope or range of employment considered to reflect the unique composition of the workforce and types of jobs available. However, it may be very difficult to get all 50 states to change their own state specific tax forms to reflect the needs of the IHBG formula.
24. How has the data collection methodology changed over the last few data collection cycles?

The North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) was revised in 2012: With the introduction of this revision, some industries were merged into new industries, some were merged into preexisting industries, while others were split into two or more industries. Of the 1,193 detailed industries used by BLS under NAICS 2007, 200 industries were affected by the NAICS 2012 revision. As a result of the various changes, the industry count declined to 1,083. A total of 698,000 private establishments with 12.0 million employees and $73.7 billion in total wages changed industries in first quarter 2011 due to this revision.” (http://www.bls.gov/cew/naics2012.htm) 

Also, QCEW NAICS data flat files were updated in December of 2014 to include location quotient, and data presentation was updated to the form of interactive charts, which incorporates more wage information.

25. How stable has the data been over the last few data collection cycles?

Data methods and process have been stable; data values themselves vary based on the economy.
Other Potential Concerns

26. What other factors not addressed above could impact the suitability of this data source for use the IHBG formula? In what way(s)? Please provide examples to support your determination.

This data is collected with reference to the location of the employer, not the place of residence of the employees, so it may not track perfectly with where individuals are currently living. 
Recommendation
27. Should this data source move on to the evaluation stage? If no, please provide examples to support your determination.

All technical support members agree that it should not move on to the evaluation stage. QCEW may be useful for making adjustments based on county or state level averages and employment rates, including supplementing current Family Median Income level calculations. However, because it is only loosely connected to housing need and collected with reference to employers and not individual employees (or their families or households), it is difficult to imagine what potential primary IHBG variable QCEW data would contribute to. The forms do (at least the examples we saw) include employees’ social security numbers, so it may be possible to link the data to some other data source to aggregate and summarize by individual or family level earnings and employment status, but that other data source (for example individual/ family tax returns) would likely duplicate much of the same information and provide it in a more convenient format, negating the contribution of the QCEW data. Likewise, trying to modify this data collection project to add additional questions to capture employment characteristics of tribal areas to many different versions of state specific forms would be an enormous challenge on the order of creating an independent data source specifically targeting tribal lands and needs.
Ben Winter adds that this “should not be evaluated because the data source is tenuous to housing need and because there is a sizeable share of AIAN workers that would not be captured (farm workers, self-employed).”
Pat Boydston notes that “the data is not linked closely enough to housing need to be used as a source of data for the formula.”  

Jim Anderson adds that “This data does reflect any of the housing need variables in the IHBG formula.  There is no identification of the race of the employee, the location of their residence, or characteristics of their family.”  
