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Abstract: With the economic upheaval brought by COVID-19, it was very difficult to understand
economic events as they unfolded in real time, during unprecedented pandemic conditions. Since
existing methods did not adequately address the rapid changes to the economy on a statewide basis,
we felt compelled to create a novel approach to (a) bring current critical data and (b) to evaluate
the varying impacts of changes occurring in real time. As practitioners, this created actionable
data to forecast future economic scenarios using public datasets and readily available spreadsheet
software, giving guidance on an economy in conditions with no direct analogue. This paper describes
a way to integrate public data to assess present economic changes and describes the approach using
straightforward processes and accessible tools. By comparing and contrasting findings in Arizona
and Colorado, our analysis of this approach reveals that the updated data showing the current state
of the economy (the Nowcast) is a robust approach for creating accurate, current data, and the various
methods for further dissection (the Multi-Level component) create informative datasets for a detailed
analysis, with the caveat that structural changes to the economy need to be kept in mind so as not to
confuse what is firmly known with what is an overly broad application of the method.

Keywords: COVID-19; Nowcasting; regional economics; supersectors

1. Introduction

One of the hallmarks of the COVID-19 pandemic is uncertainty. As the outbreak
progressed and the economy evolved, decisionmakers needed tools that described up-to
date, current realities as they occurred. It was well understood that the economy was in
a massive state of upheaval, but—precisely how massive? What were the state-by-state
differences and similarities? What was happening in different sectors of the economy?
The same is necessarily true of the economic recovery. Having ways to model what
arises is critical to creating quality policy plans that address targeted issues. Data must
be comprehensive enough to cover many potential futures, flexible enough to apply to
different parts of society, and clear enough to accurately describe the potential impacts
from policy decisions. The approach presented in this paper creates a new set of tools that
provide a view of the economy using current data, facilitates rapid model generation in the
present landscape, and then presents limited use cases to demonstrate the impacts using a
“Multi-Level Nowcast” methodology. This allows for a current-state, quality evaluation of
economic ramifications, given that non-pandemic past recessions are suboptimal datasets
on which to model.

Researchers have devised a variety of ways to evaluate the economic landscape after
the advent of COVID-19, albeit with significant shortcomings to each approach. Many
researchers turned to the U.S. census” American Community Survey for guidance in the
early months of COVID-19; however, data collected were two to three years old (Kaiser
Family Foundation 2020; Leibovici et al. 2020). In a study published by the University of
Chicago, researchers studied data from a private company that revealed dramatic drops in
the number of hourly employees working and total hours worked, along with increases in
firm shutdowns (Bartik et al. 2020). Other University of Chicago economists used cellphone
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data to track customer visits to over 2.25 million businesses, finding that consumer traffic
dropped more than 60 percent during the lockdown (Goolsbee and Syverson 2020). While
Unemployment Insurance claims (UI) are one of the few just-in-time indicators of the job
market in America, they are not useful for predicting policy effects on target populations,
since only a portion of the workforce qualifies for Ul in the event of job loss. Data in the
aforementioned studies have multi-level aspects, but each has the drawback of being either
proprietary data, a fractional portion of the overall U.S. picture, or information that is badly
outdated. In short, better approaches are needed to answer real-time questions.

This paper seeks to address structural gaps in the data highlighted above by using raw
data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) and manipulating it to create a “Multi-Level
Nowcast”. As a useful example, the current-state Nowcast is then used to evaluate the
impacts of airline industry losses on Colorado’s economy and Arizona’s economy and
then discuss the differences between the two. Impacts of the COVID-19 induced recession
on low-wage employees are then considered, using the same basic dataset. One great
advantage of this approach is, of course, that the raw data and spreadsheet processing
software are publicly available and free—so the method is quite available to interested
researchers. In that sense, the ultimate goal of this paper is to create a practical, simple, and
costless approach for non-experts to create a viable Nowcast for planning purposes.

Section 2 provides a brief evaluation of the broader impacts the airline industry has
on state economies, as well as more detailed motivations for our particular interest in
this topic of study. While this paper uses airline industry employment to illustrate how
a Multi-Level Nowcast can be used, the approach can be expanded to study any area
supported by the underlying BLS datasets. Since this encompasses diversity in geographies,
industries, and income levels, the approach provides a very flexible framework for future
investigations. Section 3 presents analytical results of findings, with Section 4 offering
conclusions. Appendix A provides more details regarding standard accuracy criteria and
an evaluation of Nowcasting compared to statistical ARIMA model results. Appendix B
discusses AR-X incompatibility with the Nowcasting used in this publication. Finally, for
those interested in creating their own Multi-Level Nowcast, Appendices C and D offer
detailed instructions.

The steps in creating a Multi-Level Nowcast are detailed but not difficult, with
illustrations of both the process and actual datasets to assist in the replication of the
methodology for future researchers.

Without a Nowcast there is no current, detailed framework of publicly available data
from which to model current and future shocks, either by job title or income level. As
COVID-19 continues to change America’s economic landscape, having a universal practical
framework that allows for flexible, targeted cuts of the economy is a very powerful tool.
Information from the Nowcast can also be used as a foundation for other investigations
and is not a final, singular output. Creating a Nowcast allows a researcher to quickly model
how impacts—whether based in policy or economic trends—are expected to affect those
within the area of interest.

2. Materials and Methods

Recognizing the need for a near-term data solution, several leading institutions and
scholars were quick to estimate closer-to-real-time estimates of various economic phe-
nomena. The NY Fed Nowcast, the Weekly Economic Indicator (Lewis et al. 2020), and
countless non-traditional data sources were used, including changes to employee hours
worked (Bartik et al. 2020), restaurant reservations (Lewis et al. 2020), and travel-based data,
such as hotel occupancy rates (STR 2020) and daily TSA screenings. All showed dramatic
changes happening in near real time, but none were capable of showing the immediate
pressure on low-wage workers.

In mid-April of 2020, Parolin and Wimer (2020) estimated the possible extent of
suffering among the U.S. population, as a whole, should the unemployment rate remain
around 30 percent through 2020—forecasting an increase in the poverty rate from 12.4
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to 18.9 percent (or more than 21 million people). Granted, 30 percent unemployment
was not sustained through 2020, and forecasting possible unemployment trajectories is
notably difficult, as discussed in Petrosky-Nadeau and Valletta (2020). Although poverty
estimates are presented on an annual basis and with a considerable lag, the Parolin and
Wimer (2020) report was timely, receiving considerable media coverage. Nonetheless,
geographically specific data on low-wage workers and an up-to-date industry-specific
investigation remained elusive. The methodology in this paper seeks to solve that problem.

Given the broad potential applications and pressing need, a solution that augments
publicly available data and closes the data gap without reliance on proprietary tools or
methods is needed. Although much of the private data listed above were beneficial and
timely, there is no guarantee such data will always be available. Further, as private, propri-
etary data, the quality and veracity of the information cannot be validated or crosschecked
by other researchers. Not only is the BLS data public, but it is also high-quality. The
Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW) is the most comprehensive source of
data on employment, hours, and wages by industry in the U.S., covering about 97 percent
of all civilian wages and salaries. The data are available at the national, state, metropolitan
area, and county levels. The BLS’s Current Employment Statistics (CES) are similarly
considered a “gold standard”—one of the most timely and sensitive datasets published
by the federal government. The CES sample is drawn from the QCEW, using the more
than 10 million establishments covered by unemployment insurance. Although neither
covers certain agricultural workers, the self-employed, or unpaid family workers, the CES
does include certain jobs not covered by U], including railroad jobs and those in religious
organizations. Additionally, the two data sources trend well together.

Another valuable reason to use BLS data is that so many stakeholders rely on it. The
data are widely understood, structurally stable, and well supported within federal budgets.
Policymakers rely on the BLS to inform debates around healthcare, social security, and
employee benefits, but private industry also uses several BLS sources quite heavily. Having
a high-quality, neutral dataset that allows for comparisons of compensation and benefits
across different industries, occupations, and regions is advantageous for so many groups
that users of all stripes have a vested interest in retaining quality, continuous BLS datasets.
Selecting this particular public data source for study provides a high degree of certainty
regarding future data quality and accessibility.

Importantly, the use of the specific public datasets selected makes analyses applica-
ble in each individual state, allowing for replicability and comparison when evaluating
unfolding trends. States, of course, are often responsible for implementing social service
programs that individuals and families rely upon when economic shocks occur. Fiscal
changes made at the federal level filter through each state in different ways, so real-time
data are essential for state-level policymakers to make informed decisions—decisions that
often require considerable amounts of public resources.

2.1. Operational Example—Near-Term Nowcasting for the Airline Industry

The airline industry was chosen as an example in this paper for a few reasons. Firstly,
the industry is highly susceptible to demand shocks. The beginning of the 1980s and 1990s,
2001-2005, and post-2008 were all periods of significant losses in terms of employment
and profits. All of these shocks pale in comparison to the initial losses experienced due
to COVID-19. The UN agency for civil aviation has estimated that global financial losses
to airlines and airports totaled USD 370 billion and USD 115 billion, respectively, in 2020
(ICAO2021). For North America alone, gross airline passenger operating revenues dropped
USD 88 billion, while airport revenues dropped over USD 22 billion.

Secondly, the airline industry is highly geographically concentrated due to airport
hubs. Pushing the maximum amount of traffic through a hub is beneficial both to airline
companies, due to lower overhead costs, as well as to passengers, due to greater choices in
flight availability and costs, a topic nicely summarized in Button and Lall (1999). Hubs are
also beneficial to their surrounding areas. McGraw (2016) found that hub airports increase
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personal income and establishment counts in their commuting zones by 2.3 and 1.6 percent,
respectively. An ancillary effect is that many companies intentionally choose to locate
in areas near airport hubs. This is particularly true for wholesale trade and distribution
centers. Thus, an economic downturn in air traffic can have considerable negative impacts.

Lastly, and crucial to this paper, the airline industry is highly segmented. There are
airport personnel with middle to high incomes—including those responsible for flight
operations, engineering and maintenance, and sales and marketing—a large majority of
whom belong to a union. There is also a considerable workforce that is subcontracted by
the major airlines—including food service, airport security, cleaning, and fueling—who
frequently earn low wages and are rarely covered by collective bargaining agreements.
COVID-19 impacted airline workers in different ways. Whereas schedule changes imposed
by the FAA on the country’s air traffic control system caused some disruption to air
traffic controllers, a number of airline companies underwent major furloughs and layoffs.
Nationally, air transportation employment alone dropped over 130,000 from January to
June of 2020, as shown in Figure 1 (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 2021).

Air Transporation Employees: Seasonally Adjusted, Apr-06 to Jul-21
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Figure 1. BLS CES U.S. Airline Employees, retrieved from the Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis
27 August 2021.

2.2. Regional Detail—The U.S. States of Colorado and Arizona Show the Airline Industry Example

Within the United States, and particularly within the Mountain West Region, Colorado
and Arizona present unique cases for evaluating economic trends. As two states without
coastal components of their economy, both Colorado and Arizona have been among the
most successful economies nationwide and have experienced a high rate of growth as well
as economic diversification over time. They are the top two states in terms of employment
for the Region, as shown by the upper lines on the graph, yet adequately proxy patterns
seen in the remaining states within the Mountain West, particularly in terms of the Region’s
year-over-year employment changes (Figure 2). In both states, rural /urban patterns are very
similar, and employment growth over the past 14 years has followed similar trajectories.

With its central geographical placement, Colorado has long been an airline hub and
an important location for both travelers and transit alike. Considering the proportion
of jobs in the state that are supported by the airline industry, Colorado has the second
highest percentage in the Mountain West, trailing only Nevada in its percentage impact
on the overall economy. Colorado’s evaluation comes in contrast to Arizona, which has
airline employment patterns that more closely reflect typical patterns within the Region.
Minor carriers have experimented with placing more hub operations in Arizona, and overall
employment numbers are very similar to Colorado’s, but the percentage of employment has
not occurred on the scale of Colorado’s legacy of airline operations. Using two such similar
economies, yet with very different airline employment patterns, provides an interesting
vantage point from which to evaluate broad economic trends.
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Figure 2. Employment by State within the Mountain West Region, 2006-2020.

2.3. Robustness

When taking such an unusual approach to BLS data, it was important to evaluate
the appropriateness of the methodology described below. Although the CES and QCEW
come from a similar universe, the total employment counts for each differ, as each excludes
certain types of jobs. The CES reports more jobs than the QCEW because the CES covers
many jobs that are not present in the QCEW. For example, while both CES and QCEW
include state government education jobs, the CES picks up students employed through
Work Study while the QCEW does not. Nevertheless, the two series track well together,
even during volatile periods, such as the Great Recession. During this timeframe, the CES
data were consistently above final QCEW data (at the end of all government-run updates)
and mostly within a margin of 0.7-3.6% of the final QCEW values, as shown in Figure 3. In
other words, the QCEW was always within 4 percentage points of the CES on any given
month throughout the Great Recession. Very importantly, the CES data presaged rise and
drop, something that was later validated by the final QCEW publications. And without
inserting the CES data, researchers would be left without anything to evaluate until QCEW
data are finally released. Creating a Nowcast by meshing QCEW + CES datasets allows
researchers to do a much better job of understanding what is occurring, even in the midst
of upheaval, than if this tool were unavailable.

For the test cases presented in this paper, the Nowcast methodology uses CES data
to bring current the overall view of the economy, with older CES data being replaced as
QCEW reports become available. Yet the CES data still serve the same function as they
do nationally: they catch the direction and magnitude of final QCEW data. During the
same time period as the Great Recession, shown in Figure 3 above, Colorado’s portion of
CES data was within a margin of 0.8% below or 4.2% above final QCEW values, with both
median and average differences from the CES being just 1.5% more than the final QCEW
data. The same trend held for Colorado as for the national data: the CES correctly reflected
the inflection points and magnitude of changes shown in the final QCEW information.

While the CES provides useful U.S. employment data and is quite current, showing
data for the immediately preceding month, the QCEW is much more exhaustive—allowing
for industry-level employment data calculated directly from unemployment insurance
reports that are submitted to the BLS quarterly. In addition, whereas the CES provides
estimates only for the U.S. as a national total, the QCEW provides detailed data for each
U.S. state. With QCEW estimates being published 6-9 months after the reference period,
there is a considerable lag in state-level employment data.
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Figure 3. Comparison of QCEW and CES data using Nowcast methodology—Total U.S. National data.

Another statistical approach could be AR(X), an autoregressive function. However,
as shown in Appendix B, such a forecast does not accurately capture the critical turning
points in the economy, such as the COVID crash that is being used as the case study for
this paper’s methodology. By not limiting our approach to the constraints of a model
format—instead tracking developments as they occur—the power comes by not being
constrained by past trends or factors that may no longer exist. Furthermore, to be run
in a simple spreadsheet, as the current paper’s Nowcast can be, requires considerable
manipulation of dozens of data series to generate a workable set of stationary time series
that are capable of an AR(X) analysis—and then still necessitates further assumptions about
lag structure that are not necessary for Nowcasting. In contrast, this paper’s approach
creates a simple methodology that any local community or state can apply with minimal
complexity to Nowcast the regional economy.

As will be detailed in subsequent sections, state-level Nowcasts are derived by using
an individual state’s share of total U.S. employment by supersector, as defined in the QCEW,
and then applying those shares to the timelier CES estimates. This yields high quality
approximations of statewide employment, both in total and by supersector. Because state-
level CES data are derived by applying proportional multipliers from quarterly QCEW
publications, this updates the state-level CES estimates as new QCEW publications become
available. And again, when faced with a choice of using data that were within a 5% margin
of final values during the height of the Great Recession or having no data at all and waiting
for the QCEW to be published, it is often advantageous for researchers to use imperfect yet
timely data from which to base initial analyses.

3. Select Examples: Results of Running a Multi-Level Nowcasts for Colorado
and Arizona

Having determined the value of a Multi-Level Nowcast for evaluating a variety of
trends, the following section presents findings from using one to more closely examine key
data. To recap at a high level, a Multi-Level Nowcast takes the most robust framework
for the economy as a foundation (the QCEW, shown in grey in Figure 4), updates it using
the most current data available (the CES, shown in purple in Figure 4), and then carves
out areas of interest using income- or occupation-level data from the BLS’s Occupational
Employment and Wage Statistics (OEWS, showing line-graph carveouts of key industry
data in Figure 4).

Common sense would suggest that COVID-19 has impacted the airline industry—but
by precisely how much? How many workers, and of which skill levels, are being impacted
by changes to air travel? What are the incomes of those experiencing employment changes,
post COVID-19, and how does this differ between states? If a Multi-Level Nowcast is



Economies 2022, 10, 194

7 of 31

QCEW

created, a researcher is suddenly able to address these questions, and many more. To
illustrate, this paper compares and contrasts results for Arizona and Colorado, given
their unique positioning and overall similar economies within the Mountain West Region.
Testing impacts by job type requires using OEWS data to find the percentage of employment
represented by the targeted group and then multiplying the Nowcast by these proportions.
This creates a Multi-Level lens with which to evaluate current information.

CES

OEWS

Figure 4. General illustration of how QCEW, CES, and OEWS datasets come together to create a
Multi-Level Nowcast.

3.1. Total Employment—Arizona vs. Colorado

The first step is to create a Nowcast for both economies so as to be able to directly
compare shocks to the system in both locations. As previously described, this requires
pulling QCEW data and updating them with the state’s portion of employment changes
shown in the CES (Figure 5). In both cases, actual QCEW data are presented as a solid
line, while the Nowcast updates are reflected in the dashed lines. The darker line shows
what is known today, given the most recent information available, while the lighter line
captures what would have appeared by using the Nowcasting methodology on data that
were available at the start of the COVID-19 pandemic and as the pandemic unfolded. In
examining the descriptive statistics for each state, of key interest is the fact that the MAPE
(Mean Absolute Percentage Error) is very consistent and quite low—well under 5% at the
state level. This holds true in all cases—when comparing the Nowcast to Final QCEW data,
to Preliminary QCEW data, to Final + Preliminary QCEW data, or when considering a
Nowcast based on the QCEW data available when the pandemic hit (4/2019) vs. a Nowcast
based on the most recent data as of this writing (preliminary QCEW of 9/2021). Of course,
the final consideration of Nowcast to Nowcast has similar descriptive statistics due to CES
data being a key part of each dataset, but the relationships and magnitudes remain similar
to the evaluation of QCEW to the Nowecast portions of the dataset. These examinations
were also performed for data for the US Total (50 States + Washington DC, excluding
Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Virgin Islands), and all appeared to be of quite good quality,
with a MAPE for all time periods of less than 1%. It is important to note that the data
are holding up through some of the most difficult times that the US has ever experienced
economically—it encompasses even the month of April 2020, when the economy shed more
than 20 million jobs in a single month. Using quality data published by the QCEW and
updating them with current-state CES numbers creates a strong Nowcast for immediate
analysis and review of economic impacts.
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Figure 5. State-level Total Employment: QCEW Final, QCEW Preliminary, and Nowcasts incorporat-
ing CES data.

We performed a simple test of potential systematic bias on both the Arizona and
Colorado data by regressing the actual QCEW data on the Nowcast and a constant. The
latter constants are insignificant, indicating there is no significant bias in the Nowcast.
Furthermore, the regression coefficients are statistically indistinguishable from 1, indicating
that the condition of a weak forecast rationality exists—further affirming the value of the
Nowcast as a useful heuristic tool for practitioners.

These data show that Nowcasting remains a good approach. On a state-by-state basis,
each proportional share of changes in the CES (+/—) as reflected in the Nowcast at times
run counter to the standard US trend shown in Figure 3. While the national trend shows
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QCEW employment data to be less than CES data, at times a state-level Nowcast, which
uses CES data, can show values that are greater than QCEW due to a combination of CES
data being run more quickly, details of CES methodology, and the way the Nowcast uses
multipliers to estimate each state’s portion of changes to the CES. In all data examined for
Colorado for this paper, this quirk does not present an issue, as all data points shown are
within 4% of the eventual actual QCEW data, and inflection patterns are well-represented
in the Nowcast information. In Arizona, 5 of the 15 data points are outside of the 4% ideal
(Apr-20, 7.6%; May-20, 7.4%; Oct-20, 4.8%; Nov-20, 5.8%; and Dec-20, 6.2%), but again,
inflection points, timing, and trend development all track the eventual QCEW data very
closely. Looking at both state samples, if a researcher were presented with waiting months
for quality QCEW data or being able to use the Nowcasted data immediately, having
something instead of nothing would generally be preferable. Even a rough estimate would
have given a much timelier sense of what was occurring and what recovery patterns were
unfolding, long in advance of QCEW data being published.

3.2. Airline Employment—Arizona vs. Colorado

Given these two distinct regions, with differing histories and employment patterns,
yet both undergoing the same crisis of a pandemic in the same sector of the economy—how
have the shocks impacted each state on a supersector level? How many workers, and
of which skill levels, are being impacted by changes to air travel? To evaluate, OEWS
airline data are now overlaid on the Nowcast data in order to determine trends. All airline
jobs under consideration in this evaluation occur within the Trade, Transportation, and
Utilities supersector. For each year under consideration, airline employment as a percentage
of the total supersector is calculated, and then multiplied against the Nowcast in order
to have a current view of airline-specific data (Figure 6). As with QCEW data, OEWS
data are produced long after changes in the economy have occurred, barring researchers
from evaluating updated information by using the standard dataset. By multiplying the
Nowcast by OEWS trends, research can ostensibly be performed on industries of interest.
In the absence of any other information, this methodology holds the employment pattern
relationships constant in order to see what shocks to the supersector mean for the targeted
subgroups. Common sense would suggest that COVID-19 has impacted the airline industry
in Colorado—but by precisely how much?

The initial step in this effort is to split out the codes pertaining directly to airline
workers to apply them to the OEWS dataset'. Importantly, this paper does not attempt
to evaluate ancillary impacts on employment, such as changes felt by restaurant workers
employed at the airport or nearby hotel workers. Because federal bailouts to the largest 9
airline companies alone totaled over USD 35.78 billion, it seemed important to understand
the scope and recovery patterns of this particular group (Accountable.us 2021). The impacts
of air travel on the economy undoubtedly ripple far beyond this limited scope of evaluation,
but as a starting point, the airlines were of specific interest.

When evaluating the findings in Figure 6, it appears that following the initial drop
in airline employment in April of 2020, airline employment in both states has risen dra-
matically and not only recovered to a level above the peak travel season occurring before
COVID-19 was present in the U.S.—in December 2019—it has risen by 3% in Arizona and
15% in Colorado. Yet TSA check-ins, which are a good proxy for airline traffic volumes,
show that while the number of air passengers has recovered from the lows of 2020, air
travelers are still far fewer than in 2019—Please see Figure 7 (Transportation Security
Administration 2021). Anecdotal evidence suggests that ongoing struggles persist in airline
operation, and no easy explanation comes to mind that addresses the 3-15% increase in
airline employment shown in the Multi-Level Nowcast.
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Multi-Level Nowecast: Calculated Arizona & Colorado Airline Employment, Jul-2018 to Jul-2021
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Colorado Airline Employment
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Figure 6. Multiplying the Nowcast dataset (QCEW and CES) by airline employment percentage
(from OEWS).
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Figure 7. Total U.S. TSA check-ins, shown on a monthly basis.

For guidance around this issue, let us backtrack and evaluate the Nowcast across all
supersectors (Figure 8). Looking at the underlying data, the issue becomes readily apparent.
Because Airlines are in the supersector of Trade, Transportation, and Utilities, economic
growth in areas, such as trucking and warehousing, are offsetting declines in air travel or
other forms of trade. With the rise in online shopping, radical changes have been underway
in how goods move through the economy, and future data will likely reflect this structural
shift in the OEWS data. So, while the graphs in Figure 6 are indeed representative of the
proportion of the supersector’s employment as calculated using the 17 May-20 May OEWS
datasets (3.5-4.8% of the Trade, Transportation, and Ultilities supersector, depending on
the state and year), there are not data yet on how the structural changes are impacting the
overall makeup of state economies, employment within the supersector, or relationships
among job categories within the one particular supersector. In this example, a ceterus paribus
assumption is not a quality assumption due to the changing nature of work and consumer
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demand following the COVID-19 pandemic. This exercise surfaces how drastically people’s
changing shopping habits are impacting state economies.
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Figure 8. Arizona and Colorado employment by supersector, using Multi-Level Nowcast methodology.

3.3. Impacts on Low-Wage Earners—Arizona vs. Colorado

Another interesting lens to consider is how changes in employment by supersector
would impact lower-wage workers. Because the Nowcast is built on actual evolution within
the economy by supersector (from the CES data), areas experiencing employment changes
will be reflected in Nowcasted employment numbers. This is quite important since not all
supersectors have been impacted equally by COVID-19, and wage distributions are not
consistent among supersectors. Having insight into what this means for a state gives deci-
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sionmakers critical data for evaluating the economy. To be fair, the same issues presented
applying the Multi-Level Nowecast to airline employment are still in play: if structural
changes are occurring in the economy, applying percentages equally will mask specific
evolutions. Researchers can compensate for this, however, by increasing or decreasing
findings based on other areas of research. Examples would be adjusting for a K-shaped
recovery, weighing frontline hospitality job losses more heavily, etc.

Having the OEWS data for each state in hand, it is easy to see that while the dataset
can be evaluated by job title or supersector, it can also be evaluated by income level. For
each occupation in the dataset, the total number of workers in the geography is given, and
annual wages are presented at the 10%, 25%, 50% (median), 75%, 90%, and average (mean)
salary levels. That is, if an occupation in a state has 1000 workers, and the 25% salary level
for that occupation is USD 31,500, it can reasonably be inferred that those 250 workers in
that role in the state make USD 31,500 or less. Further, it is possible to aggregate across
all occupations in the state in order to understand what is occurring to workers at certain
income levels in the economy. This reveals wide-ranging economic and policy implications.

For this exercise, the Multi-Level Nowcast is evaluated not against airline workers
for review, but rather against a weighted average of 50% Area Median Income (AMI) for
all counties, to test how economic impacts appear using that measure. This measure is
important because it shows the lower bound for many housing programs and is a good
proxy for people who have some income, but who earn below half of what is common for
the state. While AMI calculations do include data from many types of income, including
those who are not in the workforce and collecting Social Security or other public benefits, it
does provide an interesting lens with which to view a locale. After pulling population and
income data for each county in the state and creating a statewide weighted average, 50%
AMI is USD 27,579.05 in Arizona and USD 38,602.69 in Colorado. By interpolating between
each known annual salary level by occupation code, the precise percentage of employment
at 50% AMI can be calculated by supersector. That percentage is in turn multiplied by the
number of workers in the Nowcast to estimate the current number of employees falling at
or below 50% AMI. Figure 9 illustrates the resulting values from these calculations.

From this calculation, it is easy to see several interesting themes:

e  Most workers earning under 50% AMI are in the Service-Providing sectors of the

economy.

@) At 94.1% in Arizona and 90.7% in Colorado;

O Specifically, the supersectors of Trade, Transportation, and Utilities as well as
Leisure and Hospitality have very high percentages of low-wage workers;

O This would make employees in these sectors especially vulnerable to lost work

time or economic shocks, such as have been experienced under COVID-19.

e  While fewer employed people are low-income, at 18.1% of Arizona employees and
37.0% of Colorado employees, this finding illustrates how AMI data are skewed by
citizens who are no longer in the workforce.

O Within the evaluation of goods-producing supersectors, the Natural Resources
and Mining sector stands out as having many low-wage workers, in large part
due to agricultural wages;

O Within Service-Providing portions of the workforce, again, the supersectors of
Trade, Transportation, and Utilities (with retail employees) as well as Leisure
and Hospitality (including hotel and restaurant workers) provide clear outliers
as having many of their workers earning below 50% AMI.

e Running the data, we find that in Arizona just over half a million workers earn

below 50% AMI, while in Colorado, the number of low earners is close to one million
employed workers.

O Particularly with layoff and unemployment patterns that have arisen during
the pandemic—with white collar workers being able to work remotely and
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having fewer layoffs due to changes in public health policies—it is clear that
these low-earning workers are especially vulnerable.

e These trends can help inform the dialogue between policymakers and economic
experts.

O Since not all parts of the economy are feeling the effects of the pandemic equally,
having targeted data with which to inform decision making is particularly

helpful.

As changes to these supersectors occur due to the COVID-19 pandemic—such as
overall employment drops in Leisure and Hospitality or structural changes to Trade,
Transportation, and Utilities due to altered shopping patterns—it is important to recognize
that this will create real changes in state economies, the needs of their communities, and
potential demand for social safety net offerings.
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Figure 9. Percentages of workers <50% AMI, by state, and corresponding counts of Nowcasted

workers.

4. Conclusions: Importance of Multi-Level Nowcasting

This paper has discussed the methodology, application of, and findings derived by
using a Multi-Level Nowcast to evaluate economic systems. As with any method of
evaluation, there are strengths and weaknesses inherent to this approach, several of which
have been presented transparently and indicate opportunities for future research efforts.
However, amidst the dearth of information at the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, it was
always clear that state economies—with lockdowns occurring, viral transmission methods
unclear, and industries in upheaval trying to remain profitable in a “new normal”—were
experiencing a state of freefall, but no one knew quite how far economic conditions would
fall or how far from the nadir conditions were. Particularly when considering trends that
were impacting different sectors of the economy or different states unequally, it was very
difficult to tell how deep or how badly the pandemic would affect our country. Being faced
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with momentous policy questions in this state of freefall—Subsidizing which industries
will help the economy the most? What might future employment trends look like? Which
citizens will need additional assistance, and for how long?—with limited to no data on
which to run quality forecasts, with limited to no consensus between top institutions on
how to approach looming questions, and with very little time to study or develop quality
models ... it was a feeling of helplessness unlike any other. Most of the time, a downturn
occurs, researchers look to the past, attempt to adjust for current factors, and create a
forecast. In the depths of this uncertainty, with no clear past data to evaluate, no clear
way to adjust for current factors, and no solid guidance from thought leaders, Multi-Level
Nowrcasting as an insightful approach was created.

While this paper presents sample analyses of interest, there are many other places
where further inquiry can occur. If Multi-Level Nowcasting is used more widely, the
research approaches, valid areas of application, and general findings can be widely shared
among various regions of the United States. There are so many ways that this analytical
tool can assist in evaluating impacts on economies around the country that it is exciting to
imagine prospective explorations. Finally, since the data can be run solely with manual
extracts and manipulations, in a series of basic spreadsheets, this method is quite accessible
to researchers of all types—creating a very wide range of possible future uses.

It is our sincere hope that by sharing this methodology, other researchers will recognize
the value and applicability of this approach to other areas of interest. In time, this may
yield new findings whereby positive impacts can be created through good decision making
by informed actors. Without a current, quality estimation of the size and makeup of
the economy in question, policymakers are not in a position to make the most educated,
informed assessment, in light of current trends at play in the economy. Particularly in
times of great upheaval, such as the COVID-19 pandemic, having updated, quality data
is more valuable than ever. Multi-Level Nowcasting is an important tool for a variety of
questions facing the American economy, particularly with the powerful updates created in
the dataset, as well as with the highly targeted potential for additional investigations.
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Appendix A. A Brief Comparison of Nowcasting to ARIMA Model Approach Results

A careful reader may wonder how the Nowcasting methodology described in this
paper compares in its predictive powers when considered with more conventional, even
basic, approaches. To that end, we ran a quick ARIMA model using QCEW data from 2001
to September of 2019 for Colorado, then applied that model specification to Arizona and US
Total QCEW datasets to see if the model’s predictive power produced better results than
that of the Nowcast. This timeframe was used because it was the latest data that would
have been readily available in March of 2020, when the COVID-19 pandemic began severely
impacting the United States. The results were tested by running the standard accuracy
criteria of RMSE, MAE/MAD, MSE, MAPE, and MPE. As the most readily comparable
metric, the MAPE is presented for each segment of the dataset on the graphs directly for
quick reference.

Comparing Figure 5 with Table Al and Figure A1, shown below, we can draw several
conclusions, all of which bolster the argument for using a Nowcast when evaluating
economic trends in uncertain times:

1. The MAPE results are better for the Nowcast than for the ARIMA model.

a. Except for the three observations of AZ Prelim Only, AZ QCEW + CES, and CO
QCEW + CES;

b.  Particularly when considering the US Total results, these “better” results for
AZ/CO would indicate that things are much worse for other states, balancing
out the gains in these areas.

2. The Nowcast results are a much better fit to the downturns occurring in the pan-
demic.

a.  Because Nowcasting uses data from the QCEW and CES directly, any downturns
are automatically incorporated into new data;

b.  Which also eliminates adjustment variances that different researchers may
choose to make when trying to account for economic changes in uncertain
times;

c. Goodness of fit is not dependent on researcher expertise or luck.

i Early on in the pandemic, there were many questions about economic

recovery: when it might start, how it would impact different sectors of
the economy, what form it would take, etc.

3. Nowcasting can be performed as a “one-and-done” approach.

a.  The same methods work for all US locations and do not require maintenance
of separate equations or model specifications for every area of interest to a
researcher.

Essentially, the dynamic data being used in the Nowcast provide a much better
approximation for actual future QCEW results than a simple ARIMA model, with less
opportunity for error, less maintenance, and with fewer corrections required to keep the
system up to date and ready to use. By not using past trends to define the equation
describing expected employment, it yields a real-time representation of what is actually
occurring in times of turmoil.
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Table Al. (A-C) Standard accuracy criteria for Figures 5 and Al comparing Nowcast to ARIMA
model outputs.

(A)
Arizona Nowcast RMSE MAE/MAD MSE MAPE MPE
Final Only 96,370 79,757 9,287,178,866 2.81% 2.239%
Prelim Only 108,683 103,983 11,811,976,805 3.59% 3.593%
Final + Prelim 100,492 87,544 10,098,721,061 3.06% 2.674%
QCEW + CES 98,594 98,594 9,720,865,388 3.33% 3.327%
Arizona ARIMA RMSE MAE/MAD MSE MAPE MPE
Final Only 158,252 126,768 25,043,701,975 4.59% —3.378%
Prelim Only 82,961 94,003 9,513,026,088 3.26% —3.262%
Final + Prelim 138,635 114,481 19,219,698,517 4.09% —3.335%
QCEW + CES 42,462 40,590 1,802,994,005 1.37% —1.372%
(B)
Colorado Nowcast RMSE MAE/MAD MSE MAPE MPE
Final Only 38,075 34,533 1,449,701,227 1.32% 1.171%
Prelim Only 63,735 56,957 4,062,144,148 2.11% 2.107%
Final + Prelim 47,848 41,754 2,289,415,023 1.57% 1.472%
QCEW + CES 62,641 62,641 3,923,906,068 2.27% 2.271%
Colorado ARIMA RMSE MAE/MAD MSE MAPE MPE
Final Only 183,407 141,904 33,638,277,110 5.59% —5.532%
Prelim Only 78,702 123,085 17,230,924,990 4.63% —4.629%
Final + Prelim 165,788 134,847 27,485,520,065 5.23% —5.194%
QCEW + CES 62,511 61,077 3,907,658,631 2.22% —2.216%
Q)
US Total Nowcast RMSE MAE/MAD MSE MAPE MPE
Final Only 1,520,761 1,165,076 2,312,714,300,831 0.82% —0.725%
Prelim Only 1,327,070 1,032,842 1,761,114,891,140 0.73% —0.610%
Final + Prelim 1,461,306 1,122,572 2,135,414,490,573 0.79% —0.688%
QCEW + CES 422,354 422,354 178,382,901,316 0.29% —0.288%
US Total ARIMA RMSE MAE/MAD MSE MAPE MPE
Final Only 10,677,790 8,366,965 114,015,200,638,241 6.18% —5.822%
Prelim Only 5,453,548 7,787,688 64,609,122,182,662 5.49% —5.493%
Final + Prelim 9,771,792 8,149,736 95,487,921,217,399 5.92% —5.699%
QCEW + CES 4,086,928 4,025,581 16,702,979,097,606 2.75% —2.746%




Economies 2022, 10, 194 17 of 31

m— QCEW (if unavailable, Nowcast)
Arizona Total Employment and Nowcast of Total Employment = = Nowcast (Most recent QCEW + CES)

= ARIMA Forecast

3,100,000 . . ‘
I i |
3,000,000 ! ! —
i T -
| -
2,900,000 I
! h i - -
i i -
2,800,000 i i i
i | _ i
i
2,700,000 ! ' . i
1 I
i W os i ‘
2,600,000 ! v : ‘
i i !
‘ " I
2,500,000 I i
QCEW Final Data ActuaIsJ v i MAPE | MAPE
1 I !
2400000 (toAprio) : MAPE . : NOWCAST NOWCAST
l QCEW Final Data  NOWCAST 2.81% J.O.CEW Prelim _ 3.59% lNchasts 3.33%
2,300,000 ! (May-19 to Dec-20) ARIMA  4.59% MAPE I[Jan-21 to Sep-21) ARIMA | (after ARIMA
,300, |
| QCEW Final + Prelim Data NOWCAST 3.06% 3.26% |Oct21)  1.37%
2,200,000 : {May-19 to Sep-21) ARIMA 4.09%: :
2,100,000
BaEe=222299222289222838388383888337835835735877
I T z T RT3 s z
2238545355538 8:34:85553238¢8:3:2553388¢:3+5°¢8
e QCEW (if unavailable, Nowcast)
Colorado Total Employment and Nowcast of Total Employment Nowcast (Most recent QCEW + CES)
ARIM A Forecast
3,100,000
| , |
3,000,000 i : i
i I i
I i I
2,900,000 i i T
I i I
2,800,000 d " i
i i |
2,700,000 : i !
] -
I i |
2,600,000 i i
i ; i
i i i
2,500,000 i i i
| i |
1 i MAPE ! MAPE
2,400,000 i VIAPE i NOWCAST, NOWCAST
2,300,000 LCEW Final Data Actuals || QCEW Final Data _ NOWCAST 1.32% |acew prelim  2.13% [|Nowcasts 2.27%
R (to Apr-19) : (May-19 to Dec-20) ARIMA  5.59% MAPE | (lan-21 to Sep-21) ARIMA | (after ARIMA
,|| QCEW Final + Prelim Data Nommsri.ﬁ?% 4.63% ]o:t-zn 2.22%
2,200,000 i (May-18 to Sep-21) ARIMA  5.23% ]
i i i
2,100,000 .
33332&%22&2&22222&%283223 ssaaﬁ:m:na:nz:mn%ﬁ
OIS ARG 0 7 R : YT YT YL T ;
2358382355553 3838 3853533383k =2385553388384az¢

= QCEW (if unavailable, Nowcast)
US Total Employment and Nowecast of Total Employment — — Nowcast (Most recent QCEW + CES)

= ARIIMIA Forecast

153,210,000
| | !
| -, |
148,210,000 ; = T ' :
210, | i
i = =
1 1 #
143,210,000 ! : ;
1 1 !
1 1
138,210,000 : ! :
i i !
i i !
133,210,000 : ! i
i i !
QCEW Final Data Actuals J ! MAPE ! MAPE
128,210,000 (to Apr-19} ! MAPE ! NOWCAST' NOWCAST
lQCEW Final Data NOWCAST 0.82% J.QCEW‘ Prelim  0.73% lNchasts 0.29%
! (May-19 to Dec-20) ARIMA  6.18% MAPE IJan-21 to Sep-21) ARIMA ! (after ARIMA
l
123,210,000 ; QCEW Final + Prelim Data NOWCAST 0.79%, 5.40% |Oct21)  2.75%
i {May-19 to Sep-21) ARIMA  5.02% !
i I !
118,210,000 i !
mmzsnaaaaansaannnes 89588858 S8 55538578
3 O L TLTET L TIET
2EF8545835255 3853858 535255333880 28255238 88584¢R¢

Figure A1l. State-level Nowcasts as compared to ARIMA model outputs.
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Appendix B. An Expanded Comparison—AR-X Benchmark Incompatibility
with Nowcast

To be more specific in considering the Nowcasting methodology’s predictive power,
we turn our attention to the possibility of using an AR-X model format, as recommended
by one of our anonymous reviewers. In short, there are several reasons that AR-X is not a
valid substitute for the Nowcasting approach detailed in this paper, with problems rooted
in periodicity/calendar issues, non-stationarity, seasonality, structural breaks/fat tails,
and model specification. Each of these issues is described in more detail below, hopefully
providing full illumination around issues that would arise, were AR-X methods attempted
to address the issues covered by Nowcasting.

Appendix B.1. Periodicity/Calendar Issues

Among other things, the goal of the proposed Nowcast is to exploit the greater
frequency of data collection of the Current Employment Statistics (CES) as compared
to the Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW) as well as to mitigate the
substantial lag time between the end of the quarterly coverage period of the QCEW and
the public release of the data. The frequency and lag time to release are illustrated below
with reference to the as yet unreleased QCEW statistics for 2022Q1.

QCEW & CES Coverage and Release Schedule
For 2022Q1 (Lines = Coverage Periods, Points = release dates)

CES Jan — e 02/04/22
CES Feb ® 03104122
CES Mar —® 04/01/22
QCEW Q1
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep
Date
Report N\ame —e- CESJan —e— CESFeb -e CES Mar QCEW Q1

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics
Figure A2. Comparison of QCEW and CES release schedules.

The Anonymous Referee (“Anon”) suggested that the Nowcast should be bench-
marked against the predictive performance of an AR-X model. In particular, Anon sug-
gested a model of the form?: Vitsl = € + Vit + BXite1 + Uigr1, Where yi and X, are
the employment of industrial supersector i at time t according to the QCEW and CES,
respectively.

Although it is not clear from Anon’s notation or comments which periodicity (quarterly
or monthly) should be used, we will make the assumption that Anon meant monthly. Given
the substantial lag time between the release of the full QCEW and for a given quarter and
the component monthly CES releases, this means that even if potential end users of the
AR-X model’s forecast were capable of running it themselves, they would need to contend
with very wide confidence intervals on the forecast values. This is because they would
need to forecast eight time steps ahead before the next QCEW release partially caught up
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with CES. These confidence intervals would also become even wider and mostly likely
less accurate when they are most important (i.e., during times of heightened economic
dynamism and uncertainty). Thoughtfully interpreting forecast results in such contexts
requires exactly the type of audience expertise that our Nowcasting methodology aims
to avoid.

While the AR-X model may be more robust or flexible for experienced users, it is not
robust in terms of who can implement it. We address several more issues in this vein below.

Appendix B.2. Non-Stationarity

The figure below plots the evolution of total, domain, and supersector employment
according to the CES for the entire time period for which there is both CES and QCEW data
available. For this figure and the two that follow it, the patterns and features exhibited in
the CES data are extant (although not precisely the same) in the QCEW data.

It is supremely obvious in the figure below that each time series is not stationary. Thus,
in order to avoid completely spurious regression results, the end users of an AR-X model
would need to first difference all the series (i.e., both the QCEW and CES for each industry).

CES Monthly Employment from January 1990 to May 2022
By Total, Domain, and Supersector Employment

Total All Industries, Goods-Producing, Service-Providing, Natural Resource
Gov't & Priv. Priv. Gov't & Priv. & Mining
150,000 4 24,0001 Egggg- 900 A
140,000 4 UL 8004
130,000 - 22,000 110,000 7004
120.000 4 20,000 4 100,000
110,000 4 18,000 4 90,000 600+
. . Trade, Transportation .
Construction Manufacturing & Warehousing Information
—  8.000- 18,000 A 3,750
g 28,000+ 3,500 1
© 7.0004 16,000 A 26000 3'250
S 6.0004 | = '
> 14,000 3.0004
24,0004 '
8 5,000 4 2,750+
S 4,000 12,0001 22,0004 :
© o - Professional & Education & Health " e
>
3 Financial Activities Bl e e Leisure & Hospitality
— 9,000 22,500 25,000 4 17,500 4
=
& 85004 20,000 A
J 15,000 A
£ 5,000 17.500 4 20,000
o  7.5004 15.000 12,500 1
[=% : 15,0004
£ 7.000- 12,500 10,000 4
Lu 6'500- T T T T T T T T
Government 1990 2000 2010 2020 1990 2000 2010 2020
Other Services Fed./St./Local
6,000
5 500 4 22,0004
5,000 4 20,0004
4,5001 18,000 1

1990 2000 2010 2020

1990 2000 2010 2020
Date

Figure A3. Evaluation of non-stationarity in CES monthly employment data (national) by supersector,
January 1990—May 2022.

Appendix B.3. Seasonality

Seasonality is also a source of non-stationarity since the mean is not stable through the
season. The figure below shows how employment changes over the course of each year in
each time series by indexing two January employment levels as 100 and then updating over
the next 11 months. Clearly, the majority of the time series exhibit very visible seasonality.
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In order to mitigate this seasonality, the end users of an AR-X model would need
to implement an appropriate method for de-seasoning the data. Seasonal differencing is
the simplest but also the crudest method for achieving this objective. However, based
on experience with smaller entities and local governments that do not employ dedicated
economic professionals, this is still a somewhat onerous requirement for data preparation.

Seasonal CES Monthly Employment from January 1990 to May 2022

By Total, Domain, and Supersector Employment

Total All Industries, Goods-Producing, Service-Providing, Matural Resource
Gov't & Priv. Priv. Gov't & Priv. & Mining
105+ e === | 1057 P RlE o i
— A = ——1
100 =———"_ —| o4 — 100 4 F —
95+ P Y CE 1907
95+ \ ap
Q04 ~. | 904
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— . " Trade, Transportation
8 Construction Manufacturing & Warehousing
=
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Figure A4. Evaluation of seasonality in CES monthly employment data (national) by supersector,
January 1990-May 2022.

Appendix B.4. Structural Breaks/Fat Tails

Supposing that the end users of our Nowcasting strategy could comfortably and
reliably construct time series that were first differenced both seasonally and non-seasonally,
there is still the issue that parametric modeling strategies, including the AR-X model, are
not particularly robust to structural change. There are, of course, methods for identifying
structural breaks, although depending on end users to implement these further reduces the
number of entities that would have access to forecasts. Furthermore, it does not mitigate
the issue of forecasting through a structural break in the data generation process or fat-tail
event. To wit, the figure below shows the first differenced (seasonally and non-seasonally)
time series in black with red dotted lines indicating +/— six standard deviations from
the mean. Observations that are more than six standard deviations from the mean have
one-in-half-a-billion chance of occurring. Every one of our time series witnessed observations
at least this large, with some substantially larger.
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First Differenced* CES Monthly Employment from February 1991 to May 2022
By Total, Domain, and Supersector Employment (Red Dotted Line is +/- 6 Std. Dev.)

Total All Industries, Goods-Producing, Service-Providing, Matural Resource
Gov't & Priv. Priv. Gov't & Priv. & Mining
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* Both seasonal (12 months) and nonseasonal differencing applied

Figure A5. Evaluation of first differences of CES monthly employment data (national) by supersector,
January 1990-May 2022.

Appendix B.5. Model Specification

Beyond the periodicity and calendar issues discussed above, which only set the
baseline model specification needed to avoid predicting two time series simultaneously,
there is the additional issue of lag structure/model identification that would optimize
the performance of the AR-X model. Since we are considering 14 different time series,
even if we could optimally identify the appropriate lag structure for each model within
4-6 attempts per model, then that would require us to run and evaluate between 112 to
168 individual AR-X models (2 states x 14 time series x 4—6 models per series). This is
a very onerous request from Anon. However, in fairness to Anon, they suggested that
we merely select models on the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC). We are concerned
though that this seems very much like data mining and would thus make us dubious about
the appropriateness of the model selected for each time series as a benchmark.

If Anon is willing to more specific about the lag structure/model specification that
they would prefer, then we are happy to run those particular models.
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Appendix B.6. Conclusions

Resolution of all of the issues covered above may reasonably be expected to be part
of the day-to-day responsibilities of an expert forecaster or time series econometrician.
However, these professionals are not the target audience of our Nowcasting methodology.
Any form of an AR-X model is not an appropriate benchmark since the fallback option for local
governments and non-forecasting professionals is merely to wait for the release of data
rather than attempt to find, learn to use, and then interpret the output of an AR-X model.
Our methodology is not intended to be stringently rigorous, but rather to be relatively
robust as well as simple and therefore easy to implement for governments and entities that
cannot afford a staff economist. It is also intended to be less fragile with respect to fat-tail
events than traditional time series models, which again require substantial skill to fortify
and interpret in highly dynamic periods.

Appendix C. How to Build and Evaluate a Multi-Level Nowcast, Considering
Specific Trends

The value of creating a Multi-Level Nowcast has been detailed in this paper. This
appendix describes the steps taken to build the dataset. This methodology allows other
researchers to replicate, extend, and push analyses into areas not examined in this particular
paper. To recap, a Multi-Level Nowcast takes QCEW data, updates it with CES data, then
applies striations based on income- or occupation-level data from the OEWS. Breaking the
steps down very simply, to create a Multi-Level Nowcast, the researcher must perform the
following steps, as detailed in Figure A6:

1. Download data from the BLS: QCEW, CES, and OEWS.
2. Create a key and apply it to the raw data.

a.  This allows the different datasets to align and filters out any extra states.
b. It creates a standard, uniform crosswalk among all sources, particularly since
each dataset is structured slightly differently.
c. The OEWS constantly shifts occupation codes—ensure all are represented before
data use.
3. Add CES data to QCEW data to obtain a current monthly employment value.
a. At the state level, first calculate the percentage employment in each category,

then multiply the state’s percentage to the national-level current CES data.
4. OEWS employment data must be cleaned before they can be used.

a. Data are supposed to be a nested hierarchy (Detailed — Major — Total), but
there are issues that have to be resolved to make this a true statement.

5.  Find either the targeted jobs or the targeted income levels of interest, then apply
the target percentage to OEWS data, quantifying the number of workers within
the definition.
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| State/Region | U.S. Total
=
QCEW J - . [ .
A State % of National data by Total Employment by
supersector supersector
p. "y N -~
BN ) [
CES G N \
B Bring Employment current Bring Employment current
by adding CES State % of by adding CES Total Emp #
National data to QCEW by supersector to QCEW
. ps
MNowcast # Employees '
= I
c | OEws | —2 . S |
| Find # of employees impacted by job title or income level \
| |

| Divide # impacted by total # employees to get % impacted J

J

Multiply Nowcast # Employees by % Impacted to get the
Nowcast # Employees Impacted

% Impacted

Figure A6. Numbers and percentages of workers falling below 100% AMI and 50% AMI by supersector.

Step 1: Download data from the BLS. For every dataset, there are a number of ways
to access the data. Rather than prescribe a specific route, this paper describes the final
data needed—the researcher can then determine the easiest way for them to access that
particular dataset.

QCEW data require Monthly data, seasonally adjusted;

Private and federal/state/local government employment;

At a state/national level;

Total all industries (10), Domains (101, 102), and Supersectors (1011 ... 1029).
CES data must have Employment changes by industry;

As shown in the CES Publication of Employment and Earnings “Summary Table B ... ”;
(“Summary Table B. Establishment data, seasonally adjusted”).

OEWS data need Annual data by job with employment and 10/25/50/75/90 percentile wages;
On a state and national level;
All levels: Detailed occupation codes > Major industry codes > Total for the state.
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Key A—State/Region

Key B—QCEW

Key C—CES

Key D—OEWS

Key E—Target Jobs

Step 2: Create and apply keys to raw data. In order to have every dataset align to the
other, the researcher must create a series of keys or crosswalks to have all pieces come
together successfully.

Create a key that filters the data by state/region of interest;

Omit unwanted locations (e.g., Puerto Rico, Guam, Virgin Islands, etc.);

For the OEWS, Total U.S. data are often too aggregated—the dataset is more precise if all state data are
summed into a “U.S. Total”.

Create a key that separates and sums Totals, Domains, and Supersectors nicely at a state or national level;
Make sure that Government and Unclassified data are represented as desired.

Create a key that maps employment categories into the QCEW Key structure;
Aligning the CES with the basic QCEW definitions;
At times, this requires extra summations in order to line up the categories.

Create a key that puts occupational codes into a corresponding industry;
The role is in several industries, but overall market is driven by one major group.

If analyzing a group of jobs (e.g., airline workers), create a key for relevant roles.

Step 3: Add CES data to QCEW data to obtain a current monthly employment value.
Using the processed data that have been run through the keys, add the CES data to the
QCEW data. Remember that the CES data need to be translated to proper units; for instance,
national employment changes shown in the CES’s “Summary Table B ... ” has the unit of
thousands, while the QCEW presents employment in single units. The CES also usually
shows changes to overall employment, so the months must be continuous for the data to
be accurate. At a national level, the datasets can simply be added together—see Figure A7
for details.
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QCEW Data, Total U.S.

Nowcasting
#
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B.01
B.02|
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C.12
C.13
C.21
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C.23
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C.25
C.26
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Nowcasting

A.01
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C.27|
c.28

Nowcasting

A.01
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B.02
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C.12
C.13
C.21
c.22
C.23
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C.25
C.26
C.27|

Nowcasting Category All Data
(Private & Gov't)

Total All Industries, Private & Gov't
Goods-Producing, Private
Service-Providing, Private & Gov't
Natural Resources & Mining
Construction

Manufacturing

Trade, Transportation, and Utilities
Information

Financial Activities

Professional and Business Services
Education and Health Services
Leisure and Hospitality

Other Services & Unclassified
Government, Fed/St/Local

Jul-20 Emp Aug-20 Emp Sep-20 Emp

115,964,583
21,122,072
113,853,551
1,842,739
7,302,594
11,976,739
26,061,076
2,598,508
8,170,546
19,929,205
21,639,404
12,426,196
4,017,576
19,011,040

116,966,182
21,202,031
115,798,186
1,828,277
7,350,234
12,023,520
26,289,972
2,627,130
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20,128,893
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4,044,949
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117,259,985
21,169,430
117,380,073
1,826,850
7,308,228
12,034,352
26,426,376
2,643,321
8,144,567
20,097,378
22,069,554
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21,289,518

Nowcasting Category All Data
(Private & Gov't)

Total All Industries, Private & Gov't
Goods-Producing, Private
Service-Providing, Private & Gov't
Matural Resources & Mining
Construction

Manufacturing
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Professional and Business Services
Education and Health Services
Leisure and Hospitality

Other Services & Unclassified
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QCEW Data, Total U.S.
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26,061,076
2,598,508
8,170,546
19,929,205
21,639,404
12,426,196
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20,034,035
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117,259,985
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1,826,850
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Nowcast: QCEW

QCEW Data, Total U.S.
Nowcasting Category All Data
(Private & Gov't)

Total All Industries, Private & Gov't
Goods-Producing, Private
Service-Providing, Private & Gov't
Matural Resources & Mining
Construction

Manufacturing

Trade, Transportation, and Utilities
Information

Financial Activities

Professional and Business Services
Education and Health Services
Leisure and Hospitality

Other Services & Unclassified

C.28

Government, Fed/St/Local

Jul-20 Emp  Aug-20 Emp

115,964,583
21,122,072
113,853,551
1,842,739
7,302,594
11,976,739
26,061,076
2,598,508
8,170,546
19,929,205
21,639,404
12,426,196
4,017,576
19,011,040

116,966,182
21,202,031
115,798,186
1,828,277
7,350,234
12,023,520
26,289,972
2,627,130
8,193,097
20,128,893
21,858,508
12,621,602
4,044,949
20,034,035

+ CES Data

il

Sep-20 Emp

117,259,985
21,169,430
117,380,073
1,826,850
7,308,228
12,034,352
26,426,376
2,643,321
8,144,567
20,097,378
22,068,554
12,637,413

4,071,946
21,289,518

US Total

CES Data, Adding Employment to QCEW

0ct-20 Emp

118,046,985
21,276,430
118,060,073
1,828,850
7,381,228
12,066,352
26,611,876
2,634,321
8,178,567
20,338,378
22,152,554
12,902,413
4,119,946
21,015,518

Nov-20 Emp

118,378,985
21,344,430
118,324,073
1,831,850
7,405,228
12,107,352
26,747,576
2,634,321
8,188,567
20,433,378
22,195,554
12,912,413
4,116,946
20,920,518

Dec-20 Emp Jan-21Emp Feb-21 Emp

118,154,985
21,426,430
118,018,073
1,831,850
7,452,228
12,142,352
26,748,276
2,643,321
8,206,567
20,592,378
22,166,554
12,414,413
4,100,946
20,888,518

118,307,985
21,413,430
118,184,073
1,831,850
7,453,228
12,128,352
26,795,076
2,653,321
8,207,567
20,677,378
22,140,554
12,389,413
4,112,946
20,964,518

118,638,985
21,365,430
118,563,073
1,823,850
7,392,228
12,149,352
26,843,776
2,650,321
8,202,567,
20,740,378
22,184,554
12,744,413

4,122,946
20,878,518

Figure A7. Progression of creating a Nowcast for Total U.S. data.

At a state or regional level, this simplified approach will not work because CES is
only shown nationally and does not align to a single state/region. The fix is simple: Find
the most recent quarter’s percentage of employment by supersector for state/region in
the QCEW. Then multiply that percentage to the CES data in order to add the correct
portion of the national employment to the state/region of interest. This does assume that
the proportional changes by state/region stay constant from the most recent QCEW to
the current CES, which admittedly is not perfect, since some regions are bound to be hit



Economies 2022, 10, 194

26 of 31

Nowcasting
#

A.01
B.01
B.02
C.11
C.12
C.13
C.21
C.22
C.23
C.24
C.25
C.26
C.27
C.28

harder than others. However, in the absence of other information, this is the best way to
understand changes in the nation’s labor markets, updated to current times. See Figure A8

for details.

State-level Data : All Industries
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State-level Data : All Industries

Total All Industries, Private & Gov't
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Construction

Manufacturing
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Government, Fed/St/Local

2,168,687
363,601
2,209,001
40,325
177,054
146,222
461,202
72,981
163,475
428,489
326,388
272,713
79,748
404,005

2,184,097
362,828
2,232,040
40,166
176,524
146,138
463,895
73,097
164,112
430,100
330,033
279,003
81,029
410,771

2,178,681
361,129
2,236,034

40,704)

174,476
145,949
464,408

73,640
163,706
427,623
331,279
275,566

81,330
418,482

2,177,155
362,519
2,225,722
40,398
176,018
146,103
463,198
73,239
163,764
428,737
329,233
275,761
80,702
411,086

% of National
1.87%
1.71%
1.92%
2.20%
2.40%
1.22%
1.76%
2.79%
2.00%
2.14%
1.51%
2.20%
2.00%
2.04%

CES Data, CO % * Total U.S. Changes in Employment

14,678
1,833
13,084
44
1,755
389
3,272
=251
682
5,153
1,250
5,817
958
-5,601

6,192
1,165
5,080
66
577
499
2,394
0

200
2,031
648

-4,178
1,405
-5,888
0
1,130
426
12
251
361
3,400
-437
-10,932
-319
-654

2,854
-223
3,194
0

24
-170
826
279
20
1,817
-392
-249
239
1,553

State-level Data : All Industries

Total All Industries, Private & Gov't
Goods-Producing, Private
Service-Providing, Private & Gov't
Natural Resources & Mining
Construction

Manufacturing

Trade, Transportation, and Utilities
Information

Financial Activities

Professional and Business Services
Education and Health Services

Leisure and Hospitality

C.27|Other Services & Unclassified

C.28

Government, Fed/St/Local

Nowcast, QCEW + CES Data, US Total
QCEW Data, Total U.S.

CES Data, Adding CO% Employment to QCEW

2,168,687 2,184,007 2,178,681} 2,193,359| 2,199,552

363,601
2,209,091
40,325
177,054
146,222
461,292
72,981
163,475
428,489
326,388
272,713
79,748
404,005

362,828
2,232,040
40,166
176,524
146,138
463,895
73,007
164,112
430,100
330,033
279,003
81,029
410,771

361,129
2,236,034
40,704
174,476
145,049
464,408
73,640
163,706
427,623
331,279
275,566
81,330
418,482

362,962
2,249,118
40,748
176,231
146,338
467,680
73,389
164,388
432,776
332,529
281,383
82,288
412,881

364,127
2,254,197
40,814
176,808
146,837
470,074
73,389
164,588
434,807
333,177
281,603
82,228
410,940

2,195,374 2,198,227

365,531 365,308
2,248,310 2,251,504
40,814| 40,814
177,938) 177,963
147,263 147,002
470,086 470,912
73,640 73,919
164,949 164,069
438,207 440,024
332,740) 332,349
270,671 270,122
81,900 82,148
410,285 411,839

2,258,796
40,638
176,496
147,348
471,771
73,835
164,869
441,371
333,011
277,915
82,348
410,081

Figure A8. Progression of creating a Nowcast for Colorado state data.
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Step 4: OEWS employment data must be cleaned before they can be used. In theory,
for any given state, employment would sum from Detailed (occ_code = xx-yyyy) up
to Major (industry codes; xx-0000 of the occ_code data) and Major up to Total (00-0000).
Unfortunately, for a variety of reasons, this is not the case. Luckily the fix is easy: by industry
code group for the state, fill in any entries that have 0 or ** with quality approximations,
then distribute any excess employment proportionally to the detailed occupations. See
Appendix D for details and methodology used in this paper.

Step 5: Find either the targeted jobs or the targeted income levels of interest, then ap-
ply the target percentage to OEWS data, quantifying the number of workers within the
definition. While it is nice to have updated overall employment data, as found in Step 3,
it is even better to be able to understand the impacts of economic developments or vari-
ous policies on different populations. First, define the population of interest—either by
occupation code (occ_code) or income level (as applied to a_pct10, a_pct25, a_mean [50%],
a_pct75, a_pct90)—to be able to carve out the information for this group. After clearly
defining the group of interest, a researcher now has concrete information that is based
on actual employment and wage data. Calculate the percentage that meets the targeted
criteria, then multiply it by the updated employment data found in the Nowcast to obtain
a final, Multi-Level Nowcast, focused on the areas of interest. This approach is illustrated
in detail in Section 3 of this paper.

Importantly, for the U.S. as a whole, it is safest to run the data for all states and then
aggregate up to the country’s total. Particularly when working with the annual incomes
presented (the a_pctX mentioned previously), the spans between different income levels
are too broad on a national level to be widely useful. States also have uneven distributions
of high and low wages, and highly heterogeneous wage floors, given state-level minimum
wage regulations. Aggregating all state information to a national total allows for a very
detailed breakdown of the information. And since employment patterns have changed due
to the data only being published annually, it also allows for the evolution of the economy
in the present tense. Particularly in times of great upheaval—such as the COVID-19
pandemic—these updated, detailed data are very valuable from a research standpoint.



Economies 2022, 10, 194 28 of 31

Appendix D. Process to Ensure OEWS Data Totals from “Detailed — Major — Total”

p . . . p ) .
Eoen Yes |—> | Task is complete J | (E Major) = Total |
Major ' ; ) ‘ i
sum to . p

\Tutal? ) L No ]—r | Divide each Major by Total 2 Major % ] | (= Majar) / Total = Major % |

Subtract (£ Major) from Total = Difference ] | Total - (X Major] = Difference |

Distribute Difference proportionally to all Majors
by Major % = Revised Major

-
(Difference * Major %) + Major
= Revised Major

\

/’Does N r| Yes ]4-‘ Task is complete ]
Revised
Major sum

\\toTntal? J L| No ]—u‘ Try process again ]

Major sum to Total : Numeric Examples

occ_code |o_group emp |% X Detailed |Distribute occ_code |o_group |tot_emp |% E Detailed |Distribute

00-0000 total 8,463,150 463,150 00-0000 total 7,992,460 B.B.i ‘Z Detailed | 6,588,350
11-0000 major 84,530] 35-0000 major | 1,732,410 0.263 369,199

13-0000 | major | 154,630 B.B.ii [Difference] o 37-0000 | major | 249,680 0.038] 53,210 | B.B.ii [Difference | 1,404,070
15-0000 major 547,960 35-0000 major | 1,354,600 0.206| 288,683

17-0000 | major 647,340 I Major =Total? ‘ YES 41-0000 | major 149,860 0.023 31,937 X Major =Total? | NO
19-0000 major 114,930 Process complete 43-0000 major 346,210| 0.053 73,782 Distribute Difference
21-0000 major 550,870 45-0000 major 647,370 0.098| 137,963

23-0000 major | 1,549,650 47-0000 major 365,930 0.056 77,984

25-0000 major 786,410] 49-0000 major | 1,147,220 0.174| 244,487

27-0000 major | 1,547,200 51-0000 major 98,760 0.015 21,047

239-0000 major | 2,479,630 53-0000 major 496,350 0.075| 105,779

occ_code |o_group Updated tot_emp

00-0000 total 7,992,460 New I Major | 7,992,460
35-0000 major 2,101,609

37-0000 major 302,890| X Major =Total? | YES
33-0000 | major 1,643,283 Process complete
41-0000 major 181,797

43-0000 major 419,592

45-0000 major 785,333

47-0000 major 443,914

45-0000 major 1,391,707

51-0000 major 115,807

53-0000 major 602,129

Step 1: Process for summing Major data up to Total data for the state (X Major = Total).
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e - 3 p "
' | (Z Detailed) |
B.A Loop A 1 .
o iled) from Major = Difference | Major - (E Detailed) = Difference |
’ — \ : :
m:rmh iii Median(Detailed) | Median(Detailed) |

category ) 1 .

Count the number of (D or ** entries)

Loop A: Numeric Examples

separately
h. "y

/
Is Extra < '

by # (0,**entries) =2 Extra |

Yes |—b | Use Extra for (0 or ** entries)

Count of (0 or ** entries)

Difference / #(0,** entries) = Extra

Put Extra in all (0 or ** entries)

Median?
No

o entr|es}|

Put Median in all (0 or ** entries)

Put Extra or Median in for (0 or **

entries)

( Does Yes |_. | Task is complete
Detailed \ ’ "
sum to ; )
Major? L

S ] \ No | I

occ_code |o_group [tot_emp occ_code |o_group |tot_emp

99-0000 | major | 100,000| | B.Ai [ Detailed | s1,320 99-0000 | major | 100,000 |5 Detailed | 65230
99-0001 | detailed | 50,640 99-0001 |detailed| 24,530

99-0002 | detailed | 19,220 | B.A.ii [Difference | 660 99-0002 |detailed| 19,220| | B.A.ii [Difference | 34770
99-0003 | detailed |** 995-0003 |detailed |**

99-0004 | detailed | 12,370| | B.Aiii[Median(Detailed)[ 3,660 99-0004 |detailed| 12,370| | B.A.iii [Median(Detailed)| 3,660
99-0005 | detailed |0 99-0005 |detailed|0

99-0006 | detailed |  1,240| | B.Aiv[#(0, ** entries) | 99-0006 |detailed| 1,240| | B.A.iv [#(0, ** entries) | 3
99-0007 | detailed| 5,730 99-0007 |detailed| 5,730

99-0008 | detailed [** B.A.v [Extra | 2,886.667 99-0008 |detailed |** B.Av [Extra [ 11,590.000
99-0009 | detailed 550 39-0009 |detailed 550

99-0010 | detailed 1,590) 99-0010 |detailed| 1,590

occ_code |o_group [tot_emp occ_code |o_group |tot_emp

99-0000 | major | 100,000 | Extra<Median? | ves 99-0000 | major | 100,000 | Extra<Median? | no
99-0001 | detailed | 50,640 99-0001 |detailed| 24,530

99-0002 | detailed 19,220 Put Extra in (0 or ** entries) 99-0002 |detailed| 19,220 Put Median in (0 or ** entries)
99-0003 | detailed | 2,887 Extra | 2,886.667 99-0003 |detailed| 3,660 Median 3,660
99-0004 | detailed | 12,370 99-0004 |detailed| 12,370

99-0005 | detailed 2,336 New X Detailed | 100,000 99-0005 |detailed 3,660 New X Detailed | 76,210
99-0006 | detailed 1,240) 99-0006 |detailed| 1,240

99-0007 | detailed 5,730 ¥ Detailed =Major? |YES 99-0007 |detailed 5,730 ¥ Detailed = Major? |N0
99-0008 | detailed 2,887 Process complete 99-0008 |detailed 3,660 Perform Loop B
99-0009 | detailed 550 39-0009 |detailed 550

99-0010 | detailed 1,590) 99-0010 |detailed| 1,590

Step 2: Loop A, the first step in summing Detailed data to Major data for the state (£

Detailed = Major).
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[ i | Calculate ¥ Detailed ‘ | (Z Detailed) |
Loop B ' I ' ‘ '
B.B ( ) - .
i | Subtract (T Detailed) from Major = Difference ‘ | Major - (Z Detailed) = Difference |
m:!ach iii | Divide all lines tot_emp by X Detailed = % X Detailed ‘ | tot_emp / T Detailed = % T Detailed |

category ) || .
\SE‘PGfﬂft’flf Jw | Multiply % ¥ Detailed by Difference = Distribute ‘ | (% X Detailed) * Difference = Distribute |
Add Distribute to every row = Updated tot_emp ‘ | Distribute + tot_emp = Updated tot_emp |

- ~ p " -
Does r | Yes | —-| Task is complete ‘
Detailed : .

sum to . N P .
| Major? ). L | No |4p| Try process again ‘

Loop B: Numeric Examples

| This dataset went through Loop A first before performing Loop B ‘ | This process did not go through Loop A first before performing Loop B (no 0,** entries) |
oce_code [o_group |tot_emp |% E Detailed |Distribute occ_code |o_group [tot_emp|% E Detailed | Distribute

99.0000 | major | 100,000} B.8.i |3 Detailed | 76,210 990000 | major | 100,000 B.B.i |T Detailed | 89,870
99-0001 | detailed 24,530 0.322 7,657 99-0001 |[detailed 24,530 0.273 2,765

99-0002 | detailed 19,220 0.252 6,000 B.B.ji ‘Diﬁerence | 23,790 99-0002 [detailed 15,220 0.214] 2,166 B.B.ii |Dif‘fErEnCe ‘ 10,130
99-0003 | detailed 3,660 0.048 1,143 99-0003 |detailed 1,570 0.017] 177

93-0004 | detailed 12,370 0.162 3,861 95-0004 | detailed 12,370 0.133] 1,394

99-0005 detailed 3,660 0.048 1,143 99-0005 |[detailed 7,610 0.085 858

99-0006 | detailed 1,240 0.016 387 99-0006 |[detailed 1,240 0.014| 140

99-0007 | detailed 5,730 0.075 1,789 99-0007 |[detailed 5,730 0.064] 646

99-0008 | detailed 3,660 0.048 1,143 99-0008 [detailed 15,460 0.172] 1,743

99-0009 | detailed 550 0.007 172 99-0009 |detailed 550 0.006] 62

93-0010 | detailed 1,590 0.021 496 93-0010 |detailed 1,590 0.018| 179

occ_code [o_group Updated tot_emp occ_code |o_group |  Updated tot_emp

99-0000 major 100,000| New I Detailed | 100,000 99-0000 major 100,000 New I Detailed ‘ 100,000
95-0001 | detailed 32,187 95-0001 |detailed 27,295

99-0002 | detailed 25,220 X Detailed = Major? | YES 99-0002 |[detailed 21,386 I Detailed = Major? ‘ YES
99-0003 | detailed 4,803 Process complete 99-0003 |[detailed 1,747 Process complete
99-0004 | detailed 16,231 99-0004 [detailed 13,764]

99-0005 | detailed 4,803 99-0005 [detailed 8,468

99-0006 | detailed 1,627 99-0006 |detailed 1,380]

99-0007 | detailed 7,519 99-0007 |detailed 6,376

93-0008 | detailed 4,803 95-0008 |detailed 17,203

95-0009 detailed 722] 99-0009 |[detailed 612

99-0010 | detailed 2,086 99-0010 |[detailed 1,769

Step 3: Loop B, the final step in summing Detailed data to Major data for the state (£
Detailed = Major).

Notes

1 Codes used include (occ_code/occ_title)—53-2021/ Air Traffic Controllers, 53-1041/ Aircraft Cargo Handling Supervisors, 49-
3011/ Aircraft Mechanics and Service Technicians, 53-6098 / Aircraft Service Attendants and Transportation Workers, All Other,
53-2022/ Airfield Operations Specialists, 53-2011/ Airline Pilots, Copilots, and Flight Engineers, 43-5011/Cargo and Freight
Agents, and 53-2031/Flight Attendants. In many states, 43-5011/Cargo and Freight Agents are primarily non-airline in nature,
but in Colorado most are employed by airlines and thus are included in the analysis.

2 Anon actually suggested a model of the form y; ¢,1 = ¢ + &yj ¢ + BiX¢+1 + Uj4+1- The authors assume this was a typing error since
we have and utilize supersector employment in both QCEW and CES data.
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