Notes

OES Policy Council Executive Committee Meeting

Clearwater, Florida

February 5-6, 2002

Fiscal/Administrative Issues:

· The OES Policy Council welcomed two new members, James Barnes from Texas and Tom Gallagher from Wyoming.  Bill LaGrange, the current State co-chair, announced his upcoming retirement and asked the State members to select a new State co-chair as he expected this to be his last Policy Council Meeting.  The State members met on the morning of February 6th and selected James Barnes from Texas to be the new State co-chair.

· A discussion of the Council’s current funding and future funding was held.  Bob Murdock reported that all outstanding payments have been made including those to North Carolina for the EDS system maintenance and upgrades, leaving a balance in the neighborhood of $80,000.   As available funds decrease it becomes more important for the Council to put together a budget request for further funding to support the ongoing work of the Council.  

· Another area of concern is the commitment of ETA to the OES Policy Council.  With the transfer of funds to BLS, it is important for the Council to stress to ETA the gains to their LMI system that can be realized through the OES survey. One way of addressing this issue is to identify research projects that will help to strengthen the utility of the program.  The Council agreed that a group, including Bob Murdock, NV, and George Putnam, IL, will put together a funding proposal for ETA which will request funding for items such as ongoing maintenance of the EDS system and EDS training as well as research projects to improve the OES data.  Areas suggested for research included secondary education occupations, the linkage of wages to occupational demand shifts, and the consistency of occupational estimates between EDS and the Micro-Matrix system. 

· Rebecca Rust, FL, reported to the group that the WIC is looking at communication issues both for themselves and for the Policy Councils.  She informed the Council that the WIC may soon be issuing some guidelines for the style and method of release of Policy Council minutes.

Program Issues:

· There will not be a response rate requirement included in the FY2003 Cooperative Agreement.  In keeping with discussions previously held by the Policy Council, BLS has agreed that the MSA response rate deliverable will be dropped in the transition year for year round collection and that the statewide response rate requirement will be determined after a review of survey round 2000 response rates and the response rates achieved by the pilot states during the panel 1 collection period.

· The language of the Cooperative Agreement now allows for data sharing between States and it is suggested that the data could be shared through the Regional Offices using the BLS e-mail system.  Please note:  As of 2/27/02, BLS is currently working out the exact procedures governing the process for sharing data.

· The work of the NAICS subgroup has been completed and a number of NAICS codes have been identified for sampling at the five-digit level.  Criteria used to make the determination included the size of the industry, the uniqueness of the occupations and the existence of industry specific occupations. 

· The latest version of EDS for use with the 2000 survey results has been completed and made available to the States.  At the present time there have been no major problems reported.  North Carolina is currently working on two enhancements to this version, one will update the system to output the OES data in the ALMIS 2.2 format and the second will modify the publication modules to put out fewer pages for use on the WEB.

Year Round Collection:

· The five pilot States attended the meeting and reported on progress to date.  All five States have reported similar experiences during the first phase of the pilot.  All reported that the additional time gained for address refinement for the first panel greatly reduced post office returns and mis-directed mail.  Response rates vary among the States but all report that they are doing well and feel comfortable that the response rate for the first panel will be satisfactory.  Some of the pilot States have a goal of wrapping up collection of the first panel by April in order to minimize the amount of collection overlap with the second panel which will be mailed in May.
· A major project important to the implementation of year round collection is central printing and mailing and a lot of questions and concerns were identified. BLS reported that they are in the final stages of writing the specifications for a printing contract and outlined the process for the Council.  

· Central printing will be required of all States.

· Electronic files will be sent by the States to BLS for validation and forwarding to the printer.

· Mail out packages will include the survey form, a State specific initial or follow-up solicitation letter, a State specific one or two-sided informational flyer and a return envelope with the State specific address.  

· Special codes will be used in SPAM to identify units including those that will not be mailed such as multi-location reports that need to be bundled and sent to a central address.  In order to allow for this bundling need, BLS will have blank forms printed and they will distribute these to the States upon request. 

· There will be an initial mailing and two follow-ups with an optional third follow-up.  The third follow-up will use an unstructured form.

· Electronic versions (Excel) of the forms will be provided to the States on CD for use in responding immediate requests for the form.

· They will request a turnaround time of five business days from receipt of the files to mail out.

· The color of the ink on the form will be different for each panel.

· BLS announced that the second panel sample will be distributed to the Pilot States on March 1st and that a training session on central mail out procedures and processes with them has been scheduled for March 12th and 13th.

· BLS has had a policy of using E-mail for data collection only as a last resort, however, OCWCOWCS has recently received BLS security clearance to begin to collect data using e-mail.  Because of this change, Mike Horrigan proposed that BLS take the lead in a group to put forward a proposal for collecting OES data using E-mail.  The goal is to develop a procedure that would protect the confidentiality of the data but would not be so technical that it would be unworkable.

· BLS would also like the OES Policy Council to work with BLS’s Survey Methods Group to develop requirements for a prototype of a self-administered questionnaire for the OES Program.  This goal of this project would be to develop something that can be adapted for Internet application.  It was suggested that the group look at the work done by Minnesota and the Internet Subgroup since a self-administered questionnaire had been developed by that group as a starting point.

· An area of critical importance to the Policy Council is how to assess the pilot project and how to measure its success.  Earlier discussions of tracking the pilot focussed on the central printing project and the review of the pilot States’ response rates.  The Executive Committee felt that there were two tracks to measuring the success of the project. The first measure would involve operational issues such as response rates, workload overlap, staff deployment and meeting deliverable dates.  The second track would measure success against the goals of the project, which were to eliminate seasonality and to improve the appearance of the timeliness of the data.

· The Executive Committee formed a group to formalize the success measures for the project and develop an ongoing reporting process for tracking these measures and communicating progress to all States.  Members of the group include Mike Horrigan, BLS, Bob Cottrell, NC, Bob Murdock, NV, and Mark Dermit, TX.  MaryAnn Regan, PA, will act in an overview capacity for the group.

· Bill LaGrange, CO, and Bob Cottrell, NC, reported on the progress of the CATI project.  Colorado staff has completed the work necessary to collect OES data using the Sawtooth software that is used by their phone center.  The work done by CO was shared with the staff from NC in order for them to develop an interface between the SPAM system and the telephone collection software.   As the staff from the two States worked through the process it became apparent that there were difficulties in the interface and that the software and application used in CO was best suited to a phone collection center and not the best for use in an OES unit.   The Executive Committee decided that the CO project on CATI collection would continue to measure the utility of CATI for OES and that the Council should pursue the possibility of including a CATI module in SPAM.  

Technical Committee Updates:

· The EDS/Systems group is working on projects for both SPAM and EDS.  They have been working on gathering, reviewing and prioritizing SPAM enhancements and sent a list to Betty Brown.  Betty said she would forward the list to BLS so the group can  finalize the priorities with BLS shortly.  For EDS they are focussing their attention on getting its value known in the States and developing a training program for its use. The need for training falls into two areas, the use of the system itself and analysis of the data produced by the system.   The subgroup will be developing training on the use of the system first and then moving on to focus on the analysis training.  They will be looking for State volunteers to assist and will also be working with the LMI Institute.

· The Central Mailing/Address Refinement group is working on the timing and mechanics of the central mail process. They have made a recommendation that the follow up mailing dates should be in 4 week intervals and that States should be able to send files earlier if they are ready.  They are also gathering information on address refinement procedures and will be putting out some information on best practices and recommendations on how to improve the process.

· The Employer Crosswalks/Scanning group reported progress on the development of a central employer crosswalk library. Working closely with the BLS national office staff, a crosswalk site has been created on the BLS Intranet and some test crosswalks have been put on the site.  They have determined a set format and naming convention for the files and hope to have the library available for State use before too long.  They also surveyed the States and compiled a report on scanners and scanning software in use in the States and identified those that have been most successful.

· The Management Software group is working with the Pilot States to identify the issues and needs for managing a two panel sample.  In addition they will be contacting all States to identify procedures used to manage the survey process, and reviewing the utilities and queries currently in SPAM to assess their usefulness for year round collection.

Meeting Schedule:

· The Policy Council agreed to set the dates for the meetings to be held for the remainder of the year.  Dates selected were May 7th and 8th; August 20th and 21st; and November 6th and 7th.  The Policy Council also agreed that additional meeting might be held as needed to monitor the Pilot Project.

ACTION ITEMS

1. A group (Bob Murdock and George Putnam) was set up to identify OES Policy Council research projects and construct a proposal to submit to ETA for funding.


2. BLS is going to write up a brochure on twice-a-year data collection to give to the OES Policy Council Executive members.  The brochure will include a timeline of major activities that will occur during twice-a-year collection.  The State members of the Executive Policy Council will share the brochure with each of the States they represent. This item has been completed.
3. Bob Cottrell will develop a general proposal for developing a CATI capability in the States for use in various surveys, including the OES.


4. Mike Horrigan will write up a description of the survey methodology process for collecting data under a CATI protocol in the OES.  The purpose of this write-up is to develop a plan for developing and testing the acceptability of CATI to respondents that can occur alongside the development of computer systems for implementation.


5. A group was set up to write an ongoing document on the process of implementing twice-a-year data collection.  The idea is to document the process, develop measures of success, and inform the States about where we are in the process as we move from the pilot to full implementation.  The group consists of Mike Horrigan, Bob Murdock, Bob Cottrell and Mark Dermit.  Mary Ann Regan will serve as the independent reviewer of the various versions of the document as they are developed.  Mike Horrigan to follow up.


6. Tom Gallagher and Shail Butani agreed to talk about Tom’s concerns regarding the BLS statements on reliability of OES estimates.  Tom also raised the issue of needing similar statements for estimates produced by the EDS. Mike Horrigan to follow up.


7. BLS agreed to write into the contract specifications for the centralized printer a turnaround time from the receipt of a State file to mailout of 5 days (instead of the proposed 10 days).  This has been completed..


8. BLS will ask the winner of the GPO contract award for centralized printing the following questions:

a. The cost and viability of a third (second followup) unique solicitation letter.  (Please note:  We would like a budget estimate on this, but the actual implementation of such a contract modification may not take place until after the first full year of twice-a-year data collection).

b. How will the printer handle flow requests for mailouts.

This item is in progress.


9. BLS will investigate the best process for identifying the routing of forms to individual data collectors in a State.  The suggestion was made to use the State Use Field or the mail code for this purpose.  Upon investigation, it was decided to use the mail code field on the industry description label for this purpose.  This change is being implemented in the SPAM system. This has been completed..


10. BLS will add the members of the Technical Committee to the Pilot email group. This has been completed..


11. BLS agreed the firm crosswalks library will be sorted by NAICS code for the November 2002 survey.  Mike Horrigan will contact Robert Gaddie concerning COC crosswalks.


12. BLS agreed to provide mailout envelopes to the States for postal returns.  This item is in progress.


13. Mike Horrigan will confer with Tom Gallagher on the issue of what kind of additional statement we need, if any, that confers a State’s legal permission to grant data sharing with other States for OES data.  The investigation of this issue should also include an analysis of who the signatory should be in each State.


14. BLS agreed to lead a working group on developing a proposal for the BLS Security team for the collection of electronic data files from firms via email for the OES survey.  Mike Polzella from Connecticut will be the State representative on the working group.  Bruce Montgomery lead, this item is in progress.


15. BLS agreed to lead a working group to lay out a process for developing an Internet data collection facility in the OES program.  Mike Horrigan noted that two members of the BLS Office of Survey Methods Research would be members of the team.  Steve Hines of Minnesota will be contacted to see if he is interested in joining the team.  Betty Brown will identify other possible working group members from the States.  The initial focus of the group will be to investigate internet data collection from the point of view of responsibility usability, with an emphasis on developing testing protocols to ensure that this form of data collection is viewed as a valued option by respondents (and which ones). This item is in progress


16. BLS agreed to provide a limited number of each of the 100 NAICS based forms to the States for ad-hoc mailings (such as the need to send out an alternative form based on a change in the NAICS code, that can not wait until the next mailing by the central printer).  The procedures for providing these forms (and possibly taking the respondent out of a centralized printing mailout) will be part of the procedures that are being developed for twice-a-year collection (and are being tested in the pilot).   In addition BLS will provide forms to State for multi-establishment reporters. This item is in progress


17. The OES Policy Council Executive members agreed to consider at the next Policy Council meeting the issue of how we are organized as a Policy Council, which members represent which States, the efficacy of the current Executive/Technical Committee structure, etc.  This item to be on May agenda.


18. The OES Policy Council Executive members agreed to a centralized distribution of agenda items and meeting notes, the procedures for which will be developed by the Workforce Investment Council.  In the interim, James Barnes, the new Policy Council co-chair will take the responsibility of coordinating the communication, review, and distribution of these documents to all OES Policy Council members.  This will include providing advance notice to Executive Policy Council members to allow them time to solicit agenda items from the States they represent.  A call for agenda items will be made during April 7-21.


19. Two separate training modules for the EDS system will be developed, a basic and an advanced module.  Mark Dermit is taking the lead on this.  A third module, one that provide training in analysis of OES data at the sub-MSA level will be developed first as a proposal by the Bob Murdock and George Putnam workgroup (see #1 above) for submission to ETA.


20. EDS modifications (Can number of pages produced for web be reduced?)  This item is in progress.


21. Report on EDS/MicroMatrix integration.  Assigned to subcommittee.
Possible “Success” Measures for Year-Round Collection

Number of states meeting timelines

Carry over of late reporters

Response rate by geographic area

Supplemental funding availability (Is funding outside of BLS being used to supplement the

program?)
Currentness (Are the results timely enough to meet needs of users?)
Utility to users

Staff commitments (What resources are required to get the job done?)
Quantitative measures (Recommendations to be made by subcommittee.) 

Qualitative measures (Recommendations to be made by subcommittee.) 

Reports from central printer

Analysis by state size
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