OES Policy Council
San Antonio, Texas
March 28 & 29, 2006
Attending:

States: (State, Region, email)
Sylvia Conlin (NY, 2, bciac1@labor.state.ny.us)
Bill Dobson (FL, 4, dobsonb@bls.gov)
Keith Ewald (OH, 5, ewaldk@odjfs.state.oh.us)
Tom Gallagher (WY, 8, tgalla@state.wy.us)
Delores Hall (AR, 6, delores.hall@arkansas.gov)
Darragh Huggins (NV, 9, d-huggins@nvdetr.org)
Randy Murphy (PA, 3, ramurphy@state.pa.us)

Charlie Saibel (WA, 10, csaibel@EDS.WA.GOV )
Teresa Taylor (IA, 7, teresa.taylor@iwd.iowa.gov)
Absent: Bob Cottrell (NC); 
George Nazer (NH, 1, gnazer@nhes.state.nh.us); John Pinkos pinkos.john@bls.gov (BLS)


BLS:

Deborah Brown brown.deboraha@bls.gov
Mike McElroy mcelroy.michael@bls.gov
Laurie Salmon salmon.laurie@bls.gov
George Stamas stamas.george@bls.gov
Marie Stetser stetser.marie@bls.gov
Guests:

Mike Polzella (CT, michael.polzella@ct.gov)

Julie Wojciechowski (BLS DALRO)

Jim VanGeffen (Texas)

David Lipnicky (ETA)
Phil Doyle (BLS OCWC)

Jeffrey Schildkraut (BLS OCWC)

Two new members were introduced: Delores Hall from Arkansas and Teresa Taylor from Iowa.
Action items and minutes from the November 2005 meeting were reviewed and approved.  
OES PRCT—George, Tom, Mike Polzella and Charlie, reported on the progress of the OES Pilot Response Campaign Team. Five states worked with BLS to design a brochure and produce standardized content for OES survey letters.  States participated through one face-to-face meeting and a series of productive teleconferences.  The end result was a more well defined and understood test of survey package contents and a procedure that the group thought should be held up as a model for State involvement in other OES project development.  The OES PRCT is asking that the new OES respondent web page be used only by the “brochure” test panel, at least for the May panel.  Bill Dobson pointed out that the letters could be worded stronger and that they did not include the word confidential.  George said that the group opted for “used for statistical purposes” because BLS cannot pledge to hold information “strictly confidential” and would have to cite the law—this is already included on the survey form.  Mike Polzella said the letters were the result of a joint effort and went through many revisions before they became final.  Materials and instructions for the OES PRCT are posted on the BLS Stateweb.  Because the group wants to control for unrelated environmental issues in the States,  BLS regional offices will be asked to answer a series of question about State operations over the course of the experiment.
States Report

Given the FY 2006 rescission and the decision not to produce November panel estimates, states would like the opportunity to produce their own November estimates using BLS micro data.  BLS members explained that the process leading up to generating estimates is a complicated process of many steps.  Marie Stetser drew a high level diagram of the process.  It is also described in great detail in appendix M of the OES State Operations Manual.  BLS was not intending to ask states for several inputs that would be required for a November panel of estimates.  The group discussed options that might be available in EDS, to re-benchmark data to a more recent reference and age wage data forward.  Sylvia Conlin, Bill Dobson and Darragh Huggins offered to look into the possibility of using EDS.

During a discussion of setting priorities for budget cuts, George suggested it that might be better handled off-line with the budget in hand and that we should stick to the agenda for this meeting.  Keith raised the question of whether the 2-panel collection in OES fulfills it’s promise.  Several voices could be heard saying that the purpose was to mitigate seasonality in the estimates, and the data had yet to be analyzed to see if it had much an effect.
Telephone Non-Response Followup 

Keith Ewald presented the team report, a summary of a survey of a range of states regarding the use of the telephone in conducting the OES “mail” survey.  Keith stated that while he got considerable assistance from the regional offices involved, that because of State OES PC turnover the report was very much an Ohio report.    He asked for additional State participation on the team.  Teresa Taylor signed on.  Keith was asked what might be warranted with the projects findings, such as changes in the survey forms or recommended procedures for telephone follow up. Response rates might help answer those questions and he was asked to add those.  He was asked to share this report back to the State survey participants to see if this matched their experience.  It was also suggested that SPAM might be improved to better track mode of response.
NCS Survey

At the request of the OES Policy Council, Phil Doyle and Jeff Schildkraut, both of BLS/Office of Compensation and Working Conditions attended the meeting and gave a presentation providing an overview of the National Compensation Survey (NCS).  They covered the structure of the program—occupational wages, employment cost trends, and employee benefits—and explained how the design supported the three programs.  Their presentation addressed sample design and selection, described the data collection methods (the survey initiates with personal visits) the items collected, and publication.

OES NCS

The discussion shifted from NCS to the prospects for integrating OES and NCES as a unified survey operation.  The group discussed a proposal developed at BLS by staff from the two offices.  That proposal sets a goal of continuing to meet the needs of  the current users.  States expressed interest in expanding benefits information for more geographic detail.  Charlie Saibel said that this integration would probably include expansion of the list of centrally collected units.  He was concerned that this would mean shifting more work from States to BLS regional offices.  He asked if BLS would consider allowing a larger state role in COC collection or coding.  George said that the logistics would become more difficult but he suggested that Charlie develop a proposal for consideration. 

OES Timeline Workgroup

Five states submitted State timelines for OES activities.  States that did not submit timelines said that they followed the timelines suggested by the State Operations Manual, the LMI CA and S-memos.  With a wide array of formats, Tom agreed to take on a group that would attempt to merge this information into a common format and try to expand it.  A new workgroup was assembled that would include Tom, George Nazer, representatives from Oregon, Pennsylvania, and Jim Van Geffin from Texas and Julie Wojciechowski from the Dallas Regional Office.  Keith Ewald, Teresa Taylor, George Nazer and Tom Gallagher were also asked to form a group to articulate a State perspective on the purpose of OES.
SOC Revision and Occupational Coding

Mike McElroy gave an update on the SOC revision.  The SOC Policy Committee coordinating the revision consists of 9 federal agencies, chaired by Jack Galvin (BLS).  The committee has suggested some changes in the SOC principles including efforts to remove ambiguity in those referring to “managers” and “supervisors”.  (The revision emphasizes planning and directing activities of managers.)  The committee also decided that licensing requirements vary too much across states and other jurisdictions to be included in SOC occupational definitions.  We are still waiting for the publication of the Federal Registry Notice.
On occupational coding, Mike reported progress on reviewing OES title files by a group that included State and regional OES representatives.  He also said that the development of a new occupational training class was progressing, and that there would be a walk through for the participants in that group, held in conjunction with the next OES Policy Council meeting.

Address refinement work group

The work group was asked to prepare a training session on the use of Melissa data match results files for national training conference.  They did not proceed with this because the conference was postponed and there was uncertainty over whether it would be held.  At the last Policy Council meeting it was suggested that “ND” be displayed in the state use field when the sample is first exported to the State.  This would clearly indicate to the State that the address was undeliverable and required attention, and it would reduce the need for states to know the meaning of specific Melissa mail codes.  This should be included in the upcoming August release of SPAM.
Fillable forms

Mike Polzella and Darragh Huggins reported on the fillable forms progress.  This was a project to develop forms that respondents could complete and email back to BLS.  To write and save to the form, the respondent only needs Adobe reader, free software that is widely available.  This has potential to reduce data entry and promote quicker responses by expanding email collection.  BLS has worked with an Adobe contractor to develop fillable survey forms for several industries and the unstructured.  However, in testing the survey form, it was discovered that they become unmanageably large when entering any data.  BLS is working with Adobe to try to find a solution to this problem.

EDS Funding 

Bob Cottrell (NC) emailed EDS status reports to the Policy Council because he was unable to attend.  Darragh Huggins reported that Bob Murdock (NV) and Bob Cotrell had discussed funds available to support EDS and they are apparently sufficient to provide support through June 2007.  George said that the council had to monitor this because BLS would consider providing support to EDS for OES applications.
Management Placement test

Mike McElroy reported on this test, which was to determine whether moving managerial occupations to the end of the survey form would reduce the editing workload on the part of the States, and whether it would result in fewer employees reported in management.  The test was conducted through two panels in part because of as series of mishaps in processing the survey forms.  The results that could be analyzed suggested that relocating these occupations had no impact on State workload.  Before implementing this change, a more structured, rigorously monitored controlled test would be required.  This would include maintaining logs records related to each test and control case.  It would be an increase in workload for State participants and would require compensation.
LMI CA

George presented the wording for the OES work statement in the FY 2007 LMI CA for discussion highlighting the changes.  There was little discussion.

MSA Estimates

BLS members gave the status of the conversion to the new MSAs, highlighting the few obstacles that were uncovered.  States received these estimates for review in the middle of March.  BLS said they expected to publish the estimates in May.

State government collection
With the OES survey returning to an annual publication, Laurie Salmon asked when the best time to collect state government data would be.  If we are publishing for a May reference, then maybe it would be best to collect this with the May sample panel.  There was no conclusive finding from the discussion.  It will be raised again.
Federal Occupations
Laurie Salmon explained that BLS has received a crosswalk from federal job titles to SOC classification from OPM.  We will compare their mapping to the one that we are using.  Also, currently OES includes only executive office positions provided by OPM and US Postal Service occupations provided by USPS.  BLS is now contacting the legislative and the judiciary branches to determine whether they can secure a reliable and accurate source for employees in those branches.  If this is done,  States will see an increase in certain occupations from these branches of government.
Secondary disclosure
George said that disclosure protection continues to be topic of concern in OES.  There seems to be some confusion about the need for secondary, or complimentary, suppressions.  George said that as long as we see a need to identify cells that present risk of connecting an estimate with a particular respondent, a need for primary suppression, there is a need for secondary suppression.  Secondary suppressions prevent data users from solving for values of suppressed cells using simple mathematical calculations.  States should apply the same suppressions that BLS applies in BLS released data.  BLS has also started providing spreadsheets of suggested suppression for estimates that BLS provides states, but BLS does not release.  BLS takes the position that because we do not publish State and area occupation estimates by industry and because we allow States latitude to produce estimates for non-BLS areas, states have to take responsibility for making adequate secondary suppressions for estimates that BLS does not publish. Following the presentations on secondary disclosure at the OES National Training session, Tom Price (NC) began adding a feature to match entries on  the BLS suppression spread sheet to Estimates from EDS.  He has also been programming secondary suppression routine into the system.  
George said that he drafted a memo from the council to the BLS Disclosure Review Board, based on comments that he had received.  The memo asks the DRB if certain elements of OES statistical methodology might create enough uncertainty in the source of the raw data to provide of sufficient protection for survey respondents.  If the DRB does not find these features adequate in providing protection, the memo asks for assistance in modifying the disclosure protection in place, to release more data without disclosing respondent specific information.  George said he would forward the memo to the states to allow additional comment and then would send it to the DRB.  States supported transmitting this memo on behalf of the Policy Council.
Plain English Sample

Marie Stetser provided a clear and concise presentation on the OES sample design.  This was in part based on materials that had been prepared for a WIC presentation.  The presentation provided the motivation for a design change and described the issues with the previous design, which, since its initiation in 1996, had been subject to series of new constraints.  These included sampling each of the multiple balance-of-state areas independently, expansion of scope to include sampling of the smallest (size class 1 employers), conversion to semi annual and coordination of work sites from multiple site companies, and conversion to NAICS.  The new design sets minimum sample sizes for area and NAICS (4 or 5-digit), caps sampling weights, and allocates any remaining sample across area/NAICS groups proportional to employment in those groups. Within the area/NAICS groups, it uses a selection that is approximately probability proportionate to size.  She said that BLS continues to look at the design to determine if it is meeting our objectives and what changes might be warranted if it is not.

Recent data requestors or inquiries
Tom said that he had been active with several organizations from his state and the mountain region including a private sector multi-state training vendor and a Wyoming Healthcare organization.  He has also been in contact with SHEEO, a consortium on State Higher Education (http://www.sheeo.org/).  George said that since the last meeting he had sat down with other BLS employees and representatives from MEDPAC.  The group was looking at wage rate information that was available within the federal statistical community that might help set reimbursement rates for medical services under Medicare/Medicaid.  He also said that National Center for Education Statistics was inquiring about OES and NCS data for use in their annual report.  BLS had discussed producing special tabulation for occupations in State and local government education, by state and area. 
LMI Conference presentation
Among the items suggested for the OES workshop at the BLS LMI Conference were OES/NCS integration; SOC Revision; Telephone process in OES; and State participation in the PRCT as a model for future program development.

Action Items from the meeting include:

1. The Policy Council found that the State involvement in the OES Pilot Response Campaign Team should be used as a model for future OES endeavors.

2. George Stamas will e-mail Policy Council members a draft memo from the Council to the BLS Disclosure Review Board for comment.  The memo addresses aspects of the OES survey that limit the ability of data users to connect estimates with survey respondents with certainty.

3. George Stamas will provide Council members with the LMI funding allocation formula.  This procedure was developed by the Policy Council about 3 years ago. 

4. The Council concluded that we do not need to establish a work group to examine the length of time between first and second survey mailings, because the current draft of the OES work statement of the LMI Cooperative Agreement added an extra week between the two mailings.

5. Teresa Taylor will join the telephone non-response workgroup.  Keith Ewald will share the workgroup’s draft report back to workgroup respondents for their comment

6. A work group was established to examine the survey activity time line as presented by BLS and practiced by the States.  The workgroup includes Tom Gallagher (WY), George Nazer (NH, proposed), a staff member from Pennsylvania, a staff member from Oregon (proposed), Jim Van Geffin (TX) and representative from the Dallas Regional Office.

7. An OES National Conference was proposed for September 2006, with a focus on SOC training.  George Stamas will email the policy council a list of other topics that have been suggested, for Policy council input.

8. BLS will assemble a list of various files that were received from states for the most recent round of estimates that did not conform to requested formats and naming conventions.  This list will be provided to the Policy Council and to the Regional Offices. 

9. Sylvia Conlin (NY), Bill Dobson (FL) and Darragh Huggins (NV) will identify proposed standard practices in EDS for States to update OES in the absence of November 2005 estimates.  They will present their ideas at the June meeting.

Dates for OES PC meetings in 2006:

June 6-7, 2006 (San Francisco, CA)

November 7-8, 2006 (Washington, DC)

