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Mary Ann Regan opened the meeting, explaining that creating a vision for the program will be subject of the morning meeting.  

Mike Horrigan introduced Ed Robison, who is acting as the branch chief for OES in the statistical methods division.   

Mike Horrigan started the discussion on vision for the program, directing us to materials he emailed prior to the meeting.  He wanted to focus on goals first, then on specifics and setting up working groups.  He  read the basic principals included in the document and asked for comments.  

Charlie Saibel said he thought that the vision should be a little more basic to begin with, describing things like why the OES program exists, the need for OES data, and a justification for the program – something that can be posted on the internet.  Tom Gallagher added that it should include “what” it is that the programs will accomplish, rather than “how”.     It should identify the purpose for producing the data.  

Mary Ann Regan added that it should also include what the Policy Council is about.  

As an example, Bob Cottrell said a goal of creating a static survey form implies using data in a time series outweighs the customer’s needs for data on new occupations.  George Putnam said that different customers might have different needs, but that it is up to the policy council to make them consistent.  

Tom Gallagher suggested that OES could be looked at as part of total compensation.  Bob Cottrell said that LMI information should be combined to answer specific questions for customers that don’t have the resources to gather the information from disparate sources.  Pat Arnold asked whether it would be the role of the policy council to have a position on whether occupations will ever be linked to wage records.  

Renee Konicki said that goals should include the development of a marketing plan.   Bob Cottrell added that the policy council should broaden the knowledge in the user community of the availability, potential uses and value of the data.  Mike Horrigan said he liked the outreach on the NY web site.  He suggested creating pamphlets might work as outreach.  Charlie Saibel said that this ties in with promoting what the OES product does that others don’t.  This would be helpful in getting responses.  

Bob Cottrell and Pat Arnold said that the database itself is not so interesting.  It is the applications that are interesting.  

Mary Ann Regan referred to the customer satisfaction group, and suggested that perhaps OES would benefit from this more than CES, which doesn’t have many local users, anyway. 

After a break, the goals were written on the flip chart.  

· Creating a vision statement 

· Meeting customer needs

· Outreach/marketing – data uses for respondents, users, and other agencies, such as ETA.  

· OES role in overall LMI information, such as using OES and benefits data to get total compensation. 

· Creating a balance between a time series and information on new occupations 

· Determining what is value added in OES. 

Pat Arnold suggested adding reducing error associated with statistics, and explaining why a certain amount of error is acceptable.  Rebecca Eleazer asked what the role of the policy council regarding the quality of the estimates, and the outputs of the programs.

Dan Hall said that goals shouldn’t be so detailed.  Goals of the policy council should be to support the goals of the OES program, which is part of the BLS structure, and to guide the development of the program to meet the needs of the customers.  Mike Polzella said that goals should not be too abstract.  The policy council should be involved in response rates for large firms, particularly certainty units, and email data collection.  Renee said that a medium of exchange should be established for communicating issues with other councils, states, and BLS.   

Charlie Saibel said that the OES program has changed quite a bit in recent history, and that additional changes may be part of the future, depending on customer feedback.  George Stamas said OES must have statistically sound methods for reacting to program changes.   Changes do not always fit so easily into a design and statistical costs have to be understood when procedures are proposed and implemented.  One concern he raised was the need to increase speed of response to the survey by employers, especially now that we are on semi-annual panels.   Mike Horrigan agreed that the volatility of the estimates must be reduced.  

Mike Horrigan suggested that a work group should look at the vision statement in more detail.  The group took a break from discussing the program’s vision, to address other items on the agenda. 

OMB rules on confidentiality 

George Stamas sent the Commissioner’s order 93-3 on confidentiality, which includes a statement saying that sample composition can not be revealed.  We use the language ‘virtual certainty” rather than certainty when describing selection of a unit with over 250 employees.  George also e-mailed the group a passage from OMB Working Paper 22 (…Statistical Disclosure Limitation...) that says that parameters behind disclosure procedures should not be revealed.  He was aware of no specific OMB policy on this.  While there is apparently no written BLS policy, the Working Paper provides a guideline to federal statistical agencies.  The parameters currently appear in OES operations manuals.  Tom Gallagher noted that there are no penalties against those violating these rules.  However new legislation introduced by Tom Sawyer of Ohio incorporates penalties of disclosure.   He said that the data-sharing piece of this legislation is only 4 or 5 pages long.  One impact of this legislation is that BLS is modifying the disclosure statements provided to respondents.  

Action Item:   Send data sharing bill information, and a statement summary that indicates whether this affects BLS data sharing for 2002.  The question arose whether OES state partners can share confidential data with their projections staff.  

Mike Horrigan suggested that the topic be considered for including in the LMI conference. 

Action Item:  The page in the State Operations Manual dealing with confidentiality should be stamped “confidential”.  

New MSA Plan

George Stamas said that he forwarded the council a presentation by Ken LeVasseur of BLS regarding the new MSAs.  The presentation included two web sites that have supplemental information.  George said that he expects that the previous OES samples which were allocated based on old MSAs will be recoded to the new MSAs and included in future estimates.  George and Mike Horrigan also suggested that implementation of the new MSAs would be an opportune time for reconsidering the entire sample allocation plan.

The AAMC with the state of Alaska runs through August of this year.  In response to a question regarding how Alaska was chosen for the projects, John Pinkos said that BLS asked for volunteers last summer.  

Documentation Update 

George Stamas said that the sampling appendix to the State Operation manual is about ready to be distributed.  The appendix regarding estimates production is not ready yet.   Tom Gallagher asked whether the appendix would be confidential.  The short answer was that it depended on whether or not the appendix used the term “virtual” certainty.  Current plan is to make it available, but George has presented the question to the Chair of the Disclosure Review Board.  George, Tom and Mike Horrigan acknowledged that little more had been done over the past three months by their work group on documentation.

2001 Estimates status

George Stamas said that the 2001 estimates should be better quality than the previous two years because all estimates were based on a full 3 years of survey data.  Mike Horrigan brought up the subject of the amount of time built in the process to review estimates.  

Status of research proposal to ETA 

Mike Horrigan said that ETA has set aside $300,000 for the proposal from the policy council that was presented to them in November. 

Bob Cottrell read the first page of the research proposal to ETA.  The proposals cover 3 areas: systems enhancements, vision and research (initial oversight), and training.  Council members need to contact those who wrote proposals that were incorporated to make sure they are still available.  In addition, others may be included in proposals.  The council members should communicate with ETA to determine if this is the type and format of proposal they want. 

Bob Cottrell described a new feature of the EDS system, which uses EQUI data to produce local area estimates in a new way.  George Putnam expressed concern that this was done and distributed without the policy council’s oversight.  Bob said that this was work that got underway under the technical committee.  He said that if the Council wanted, perhaps the feature could be turned off.

SPAM enhancements 

George Stamas provided a worksheet handout (attachment) outlining the time line for SPAM enhancements.  For the May panel, the system will be delivered with the sample. [In fact, it went out March 5, before the sample.]  In the future, the Policy Council can consider whether they want it sent in advance, or whether the time for installing a new version of SPAM can be reduced from the current 30-day requirement. 

Status of November 2002 Field Collection and Central Printer
George Stamas provided four handouts (attached).  The first provides central printer day-to-day current operations; the second shows performance of the central printer; the third shows the number of packets, by state, sent out by the central printer; the fourth shows success measures.  

Renee Konicki suggested the timing for mailouts be reconsidered, because the number of forms crossing in the mail has increased.  Other states said the current procedures were okay.  

Ken Budman had sent comments to the Policy Council regarding changing letters for each mailing.   George said that the printer might be able to print a different solicitation letter with each mailout.  This would allow the states to vary the wording and possibly add a date.   Note that this is one letter per mail out, and that letter would be the same regardless of whether it was a first,  second or third follow up to a business.  The contractor has been accommodating with requests for changes from the states, but negotiations will be required if it is a regular expected activity, and that will likely increase costs.

Imputation 

George Stamas provided handouts on changes to imputation procedures that are being considered for the 2002 estimates.     Tom Gallagher said that George should prepare documentation providing explanations for why these decisions were made.  He said that would be useful for supporting or amending the process in the future.

Email Data Collection 

Mike Horrigan reported that the email data collection proposal that was provided to the OES Policy Council at a prior meeting would be approved.  He will email the report to the Council again.   The proposal includes a pilot for email data collection beginning with the May panel, with the goal of implementing email data collection fully.  Five states and two regions will be involved in the pilot.   States have already volunteered.   BLS will work through the Regional Offices to confirm the arrangements or solicit additional volunteers, if necessary.  

Action item:  Mike Horrigan (or George Stamas) will provide the most recent copy of the proposal to the Policy Council members.

Funding allocation subgroup

Mary Ann Regan reported that the subgroup, consisting of Renee, Mike Horrigan, Tom Gallagher, Mike Polzella, and Mary Ann used Mike Horrigan’s programs to test changes in funding/workload based on weights applied to different workload factors.   The subgroup suggested that schedules be given a weight based on size class, with establishments of size 1 to 6 having a weight of 1, and those in size class 7, 8, and 9, be given weights of 2, 3, and 4, respectively.   The number of MSAs is a factor in workload, but they suggested reducing weight given to the number of MSAs from 12.5 to 10.   They found that size of the MSA was not a significant factor, and they suggested it not be used.  The base funding currently is $71,000 per state, which accounts for 20% of total State funding.  

Once the Workforce Information Council makes a decisions on base funding, the OES PC would like another chance to comment on workload allocations. 

Mary Ann sent the recommendation to WIC on Dec. 9th.  

Cooperative Agreement 

George Stamas said that he sent forward the cooperative agreement within BLS, with the State comments incorporated.  

Return of Vision and Workgroups

The Council returned to the topic of Council Vision and formation of workgroups.  We identified priorities. We spent considerable time discussing productive efficiency.   In addition to items suggested in Mike Horrigan’s pre-meeting materials on Vision, workgroups in this area would look at process management, the flow of the survey from beginning to end, including survey management software, and determining whether a central server is wanted.   After this discussion, we decided to group the remaining priorities into 3 areas—data quality; documentation, research and training; and products analysis and meeting customer needs.  Of note on this third area, the survey respondent was to be viewed as an OES customer.  We separated into 3 workgroups to discuss these in detail, including items that should be included or dropped from the pre-meeting materials and to determine which should be worked on in the next year, and who should work on them. 

Reports of the three groups are below. 

The Data Quality Group consisted of Renee, Rebecca, George (Stamas), Ed, and Pete     

The group said all items on Mike Horrigan’s list should be included.  They listed the following priorities.  

1. Review imputation 

2. Review benchmark quality, including whether an annual average or something else should be used, and quality changes due to acceleration of estimates  

3. Review sampling, including high weights, certainty unit cut off, treatment of location 999 units, sampling at the UI account level, PPS sampling, and the overall sampling plan 

4. Tools and time for data review at the micro and macro level

5. Occupational coding issues, including managers in small firms with small salaries, and consistency of coding large multis 

Other priorities, but not ranked as priority for the remainder of the year: 

· Review Survey forms 

· Time series comparability 

· Local area estimates 

· Frame quality, including address refinement and multis that are pro-rated at the establishment level 

· Response analysis, through cognitive tools, focus groups, and personal visits 

After some discussion, the policy council decided that local area estimation should be elevated in priority, if not within this group’s activities,  for one of the other groups.  Tom also suggested that quarterly collection be considered.  Mike Horrigan said it should be added to the agenda.  

The training/documentation/ research group included Tom, Dan, John, George Putnam, and Mike (Horrigan). 

A working group should be established to provide training to OES staff on analysis of estimates, recognizing that it is not always OES staff that does analysis.   Training should include use of estimates (not necessarily how to create new estimates), with modules on interpretation of estimates, mistakes to avoid, examples of best practices analysis.  One goal of this training is to have the staff create the next year’s fact sheet.   An item on how new OES employees are trained should be added to those sent with the Vision materials.   

A workgroup should be established for documentation, including maintaining an inventory of documentation, setting up a repository, such as the Stateweb, for the documentation, to identify gaps in documentation, and prioritize their development.    They might interview groups, perhaps at the tri-regional to help identify gaps, or to critique existing documentation. 

A work group, including current members should track current research on or using OES data, and establish goals for next year’s call for papers.  They should prioritize research proposals, or consider which research topics the council wants to consider.  A topic for the next meeting is to create a list of projects to use de-obligated funds. 

The Products/Analysis/Meeting customer needs group consisted of   Pat, Laurie, Charlie, Bob, Mike (Polzella), and Mary Ann.

Priorities for this group include


Products 

· Providing a limited series of products to encourage participation for employers in the OES survey, such as pamphlets or publications

· Identifying current products and services currently being used by the states 

· EDS development to update the system to handle 2 panel collection
Analysis 


· Creating a work group to look at analysis of local data, and find ways to supplement area data in order to produce these estimates

Customer feedback 

· Develop a process for collecting information from reports required from LMI directors by ETA as part of the one-stop grant requirements.   WIC also has a customer satisfaction group.  The council should look at feedback to provide direction as to where the program should go. 

In order to address all these priorities, we created nine work groups with the following members. 

1. Data Quality Renee Konicki, Laurie Salmon, Ed Robison

2. Training for OES  John Pinkos, Rebecca Eleazer

3. Documentation Mike Horrigan, Tom Gallagher

4. Research and Vision Dan Hall, Pat Arnold, George Stamas (co-chair), Mary Ann Regan, Tom Gallagher (co-chair), Bob Murdock

5. Systems enhancements Mike McElroy, Bob Cottrell, George Putnam

6. Products and meeting customer needs Laurie Salmon, Bob Cottrell, Pat Arnold (chair), Charlie Saibel
7. Productive efficiency Mike Polzella, Pete Hebein, Mike McElroy
Each group should decide whether they want to solicit other members from outside the policy council.   In two to three weeks they should have drafted a charter. 

Mike Horrigan and Mary Ann Regan closed the meeting thanking the group for pulling together and addressing the agenda in good form.  Mike also said that he was stepping down from the position of BLS co-chair but would attend the meetings to represent Occupational Employment Projections Interests.  He named George Stamas as the BLS co-chair.  The meeting wrapped up with a summary of the action items.

ACTION ITEMS

1. Send data sharing bill information, and a statement summary that indicates whether this affects BLS data sharing for 2002.  The question arose whether OES state partners can share confidential data with their projections staff.  

2. The page in the State Operations Manual dealing with confidentiality should be stamped “confidential”.  

3. Mike Horrigan (or George Stamas) will provide the most recent copy of the proposal to the Policy Council members.

4.Work Groups will develop charters and recruit participants from outside the policy council as necessary.

5. Research group will convene to review and develop quick turnaround strategy for finalizing the research proposal that will be submitted to ETA.

