Choosing data and tools for screening
ACCTG 522  |  Class 09  |  October 28, 2026  |  Team discussion template
Design a defensible process for selecting a preliminary long and short within your team’s industry. Use class to choose a feasible route and identify missing inputs; the screen does not need to be completed today. Deliverable 1 is due November 9.
Team __________________________    Selected industry __________________________
The process that transfers between tools
	Stage
	Decision and evidence to retain

	1  Establish eligibility
	Identify the permitted universe. Record filters, observation dates, and requirements needing separate verification.

	2  Define the screen
	Explain the economic rationale, factor definitions, ranking direction, and treatment of missing or invalid values.

	3  Obtain and prepare data
	Select sources, standardize units and periods, and check company and security identifiers.

	4  Calculate and compare
	Apply the same rules across peers. Retain inputs, calculations, exclusions, and ranked output.

	5  Investigate candidates
	Check surprising results and explain why the proposed long and short fit the intended traits.

	6  Analyze and value firms
	Load historical information into one EVAL workbook per firm. Develop forecasts and valuations for shortlisted companies.


Data sources and technologies serve different roles
FactSet supplies data and an integrated screening environment. WRDS provides access to datasets such as CRSP and Compustat. Excel, Alteryx, SQL, Python, Power BI, and Tableau can implement parts of the analysis. EVAL loads historical data and supports analysis, forecasting, and valuation for one firm per workbook.
Discussion  What would demonstrate that AI improved your analysis?
________________________________________________________________________
Tool choice should reflect data coverage, required calculations, team capability, reproducibility, and total preparation and review effort. A more complex implementation does not by itself produce better evidence.


Define the data before choosing the tool
Planning assumption: FactSet can screen your industry and provide typical financial fields such as P/E, P/B, and market value of equity. Confirm exact item names, definitions, dates, and access in the application; the labels below are analytical requirements, not verified FactSet syntax.
	Requirement or field
	Definition or verification decision

	US headquarters and exchange
	Verify headquarters in the United States and listing on NYSE or NASDAQ. Incorporation country is not a substitute for headquarters.

	Industry and identifiers
	Record the GICS industry group and, when useful, industry. Retain company and security identifiers. SIC/NAICS categories are not automatically equivalent to GICS.

	Market value of equity
	Must exceed $500 million as of November 6, 2026. Verify currency, units, date, and whether the measure covers a security or the company’s equity classes.

	Average daily trading activity
	The brief specifies more than $5 million over the trailing 90 days as of November 6. Confirm dollar-volume interpretation and calendar/trading-day window. Retain daily observations if calculating it.

	Conference-call history
	Verify calls for each of the last 12 reported earnings releases. Financial ratios alone do not establish this requirement.

	P/E and P/B
	Choose trailing versus forward earnings; define book equity and reporting period. Decide how losses, zero denominators, and negative book equity affect comparability.

	Custom factor inputs
	For each factor, identify needed statement items, market observations, history, and information availability dates. Record whether it is supplied or must be calculated.


Dates can change the answer
Distinguish market observation date, financial reporting period, public release date, and download date. Refresh the required market checks for November 6. Confirm that your WRDS extracts actually reach that date; a historical research database may require a more current supplemental source.
Discussion  Would the lowest P/E firm necessarily be your best long candidate?
________________________________________________________________________
Data access planning  Identify eligibility checks that require another source.
________________________________________________________________________


Compare routes by required work
The source progression matches the slides: FactSet, adding Compustat, adding CRSP, and adding EDGAR and textual analytics. Difficulty depends on inputs, historical alignment, matching, calculations, and validation. Additional datasets can enter at any stage.
	Route
	Steps and appropriate tools
	Complexity

	FactSet
	Use supplied industry and financial fields such as P/E, P/B, and MVE. Save settings and export results. Confirm definitions, dates, exclusions, and remaining eligibility checks.
	Low

	Adding Compustat
	Obtain financial statement history. Calculate margins, accruals, asset growth, or composite accounting scores. Verify lags, denominators, versions, and missing data.
	Moderate

	Adding CRSP
	Link companies and securities over valid dates. Add prices, returns, shares, volume, momentum, beta, or announcement windows. Some valuation and quality scores combine both databases.
	Moderate to high

	Adding EDGAR and text
	Retrieve filings or other documents; match firms and dates; extract passages; implement sentiment, change, or issue measures. Validate coverage and classifications.
	High

	Additional datasets
	Short-interest positions, analyst forecasts, and call transcripts may require separate access. They are not automatically included in standard CRSP–Compustat extracts.
	Varies


Three calculations that reveal different data needs
Supplied P/E: use the provider’s ratio after checking its definition. Custom cash-flow yield: define operating cash flow minus capital expenditure, divided by market value of equity; align periods and units. Accrual measure: define net income minus operating cash flow, divided by average total assets; this requires opening and closing assets as well as period flows.
An AQR-inspired quality screen requires firm-level inputs and a specified scoring method. AQR’s public factor and portfolio return series are not a ready-made current company ranking. Label any reduced set of measures as a simplified screen rather than a full replication.
Discussion  Which added source would change your ranking enough to justify its retrieval and validation effort?
________________________________________________________________________


Record your team’s screening plan
Which economic characteristic will your team’s screen identify? Which data category and technology will your team use? Where could AI help, and how will your team check its contribution? What is the next missing input or implementation step?
	Planning decision
	Team response

	Economic rationale
	We expect firms with ________________________________
to differ from firms with ______________________________.

	Factors and ranking direction
	Factor 1 _____________________  Higher / lower preferred
Factor 2 _____________________  Higher / lower preferred

	Data and technology route
	Primary source(s) ___________________________________
Calculation tool(s) __________________________________

	Inputs still required
	Fields _____________________  History _________________
Additional source or access check _______________________

	Dates and matching
	Reporting period(s) __________  Market date _____________
Identifiers and matching checks _________________________

	Validation and exceptions
	Independent calculation to check ________________________
Missing values / invalid denominators ____________________

	Evidence and next action
	Retain settings, extracts, formulas/workflow/code, and results.
Next action __________________  Owner ______  Date ______


Evidence that supports an AI contribution
What work did AI perform? What evidence supports its output? How would we detect an incorrect result?
Completion checkpoints
Before November 6: implement and inspect the screen; resolve data gaps and investigate candidates. On/as of November 6: refresh required market eligibility checks. By November 9: submit the pair, qualitative rationale, executable screening logic or saved settings, and screenshots or exported results required by the brief.
References for extending the workflow
WRDS CRSP–Compustat linking guidance: wrds-www.wharton.upenn.edu/pages/wrds-research/database-linking-matrix/linking-crsp-with-compustat/
AQR Quality Minus Junk research and methodology: aqr.com/insights/research/working-paper/quality-minus-junk
AQR example return dataset: aqr.com/Insights/Datasets/Quality-Minus-Junk-Factors-Daily


Team Data Access Requirements
Identify the data needed for your proposed screen. Mark access as confirmed, to be checked, or not required. Availability of an institution’s subscription does not by itself confirm your account, dataset coverage, export permissions, or the required observation dates.
Team __________________________    Industry __________________________
Proposed screening measures _____________________________________________
	Source or access
	Data your team needs
	Access status
	Owner and next action

	FactSet
	Industry, eligibility fields, and supplied ratios
	____________
	________________
________________

	WRDS / Compustat
	Financial statement items and historical periods
	____________
	________________
________________

	WRDS / CRSP and CCM
	Prices, returns, shares, volume, and valid company–security links
	____________
	________________
________________

	EDGAR
	Filings, auditor reports, Form 4, or SEC correspondence
	____________
	________________
________________

	Additional datasets
	Short-interest positions, analyst forecasts, or call transcripts
	____________
	________________
________________

	EVAL
	Workbook and historical information for each shortlisted firm
	____________
	________________
________________

	Other source
	Specify source, fields, and purpose
	____________
	________________
________________


Coverage and readiness checks
Required history and latest available date _________________________________
Identifiers needed to combine sources ____________________________________
Source for November 6 eligibility checks __________________________________
Data to request from the instructor _______________________________________
Access issue most likely to delay the team __________________________________
Calculation environment __________________  Access tested on ______________
Next access check ________________________  Owner ________  Due _________


Appendix: Generative AI in the Screening Process
AI can help build an analysis by drafting filters, formulas, code, or workflows. It can also supply measured values, such as sentiment or accounting-issue labels. The first role requires inspection and reproduction of logic. The second also requires checking classifications against source passages and a consistent rubric.
Can a firm pass every eligibility filter and still be a poor long candidate?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
Which role would AI play in your proposed screen?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
Verification by data category
FactSet: confirm actual fields, dates, and executed settings. Compustat: check published formulas, field mappings, units, lags, and missing values. CRSP: check link validity, dates, corporate actions, and duplicate matches. EDGAR and text: check document coverage, extraction, supporting passages, and ambiguous classifications.
If the code runs successfully, what have we established?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
How could a correct-looking merge produce an incorrect ranking?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
How would you check whether the model applied the same rule to every firm?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
If generation takes two minutes and checking takes two hours, what would you compare?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
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