OES Policy Council Meeting Minutes and Action Items

November 6-7, 2003

Clearwater, FL 

Present: 

BLS:

Deborah Brown

Michael Horrigan 

Michael McElroy 

John Pinkos 

Ed Robison

Laurie Salmon 

George Stamas, Co-chair

Pat Arnold (MD)

Rebecca Eleazar (SC)

Tom Gallagher (WY), Co-chair

Dan Hall (NM)

Mike Polzella (CT)

Charlie Saibel  (WA)

Holly Harber (MO)

Absent: 

Renee Konicki (NY)

Bob Murdock (NV)

George Putnam (IL)

Bob Cottrell (Technical Advisor, NC) 

Policy Council representation

Tom Gallagher served as acting State co-chair for the meeting.   States will select a co-chair after the full group of State members has a chance to meet.   State members at the meeting gathered for the first hour to discuss their OES concerns.  When the full Council convened Tom said that he would take time later in the meeting to report on the State discussion.  ACTION ITEM 1: He also asked that the minutes include a statement that States not on the Policy Council should take the initiative to contact Policy Council representatives when they have an OES issue for the group to address.  

Meeting minutes 

The minutes from the August meeting were accepted with no change.

Meeting schedules 

The council discussed a suggestion from Renee Konicki that the number of Policy council meetings be reduced from 4 a year to 2 or 3, even if those meetings are a day longer.  This would be more in line with how other councils conducted business, and could help those states having a difficult time traveling.  The group considered options of video conferencing or teleconferencing between 3 meetings as a means to help keep activities moving.  ACTION ITEM 2:  George Stamas will develop a proposal for a reduction in meetings based on the group discussion and send it to Tom Gallagher for review and to share with State representatives for decision.  

Team reports 

Productive Efficiency   Mike Polzella and Mike McElroy reported on the progress of their group.  Mike Polzella’s report is included in attachment #1.  It provides a summary of a follow-up survey he conducted regarding State use of post cards in OES for pre-notification or non-response follow-up.   The policy council decided that BLS should not pursue central printing and mail for post cards.  Mike McElroy reported on the email data collection pilot and then changes that had been implemented to make it more tenable.  The pilot has been extended into collection of the November 2003 sample panel.  A decision regarding whether email data collection should be used for all states in the May panel will be made by February.  If the email data collection is to be implemented, training should be provided at the national meeting.   

Training   Rebecca Eleazar and John Pinkos reported on the progress of their group. Rebecca’s report, including an update on EDS from Tom Price, is included in attachment 2.  Bob Cottrell had emailed the same document to the group as an update on EDS activities, which can be found in attachment 4.  Rebecca also reported on the results of her survey, which are in attachment 3.   The Council discussed sites for the training—BLS National Office or Kansas City computer training facilities; Missouri Mobile computer training; and a web based approach that is being used by Nebraska for some applications.  Rebecca said that EDS training could be offered in January or February.  Some Council members thought this might be too ambitious given that they don’t have complete training materials or trainers identified at this point .   ACTION ITEM 3: Rebecca will provide Tom with an update on the development of EDS training.

The policy council expressed concern about new products in EDS that are not tested or endorsed by the policy council, and potential disclosure problems.   ACTION ITEM 4: The policy council should clarify communication with the EDS developers to make sure that the Council is informed of any changes to EDS.  Tom will make the contact.

Policy Council funds for EDS can be applied to training as well as to system development.   ACTION ITEM 5:  Mike Horrigan will get accrual on PY02 funds for supporting EDS and OES research.   ACTION ITEM 6:  Tom will contact Bob Cottrell with regard to NC perception of the role of EDS developers in the development of training.

John Pinkos reported that the National Office is developing training on estimates review, and is working on and OES Fed/State staff certification program.   

Systems Enhancements 

Mike McElroy reported on the progress of this group and provided strategic objectives (attachment 5).   Strategic objectives included an integrated testing plan for SPAM (Sample Processing and Management software), a major rewrite of SPAM and evaluation of a central server application for SPAM.  Several Council members asked whether the scope of SPAM functions should be considered in a major rewrite of the system.  ACTION ITEM 7: The Systems Enhancements group will gather information on user interests for the long range role of SPAM.   

Research and Documentation


George Stamas reported on a conference call that the research and documentation group had.  The group developed procedures for soliciting research proposals and requirements for what those proposals should include (see attachment 6).  ACTION ITEM 8:  George and Tom will draft a call for papers and send it to the Policy council for a quick review before Tom distributes it.  The call will include projects for answers on demand in addition to longer-term research

Products and meeting customer needs

Pat Arnold provided copies of a draft survey and letter for States that is intended to gather information on state uses of OES data and State related data needs.  Council members had comments on the form.  In addition, Council members said that the PAMCAN group should consider using telephone interviews with states to obtain information.    ACTION ITEM 9: Pat will make suggested changes and send it to the policy council for review.   

Data Quality

Laurie Salmon reported that States had concerns about imputation.  The 1999-2001 data were re-imputed based on NAICS using the new imputation hierarchy, so states saw changes due to the improved imputation procedures.   In order to address concerns about classification, an advanced coding course will be offered to states in the near future.  

Production of 2002 estimates

The Council started Thursday morning with Tom suggesting it was a good point in the agenda to report out on the State meeting from the previous morning.  The States raised concerns about the late delivery of the estimates files and the sample files.  They wanted to know what had to be done to make the process more predictable, allowing states to better plan their activities around arrival of BLS deliverables.  Another theme in the discussion was improved communications; the states understood occasional delays but they felt they were not kept informed of those delays and revised schedules.

George explained that staff was developing procedures to reduce the chances of future delays in delivery of OES sample panels to states.

He then went on to explained delays in the delivery of 2002 estimates.  Many of these delays were due to one-time changes due to the conversion to NAICS and semi-annual panels.  They include a review of 1999-2001 data on a NAICS basis, including review of NAICS codes; the necessity to remove duplicate certainty units from the 1999-2001 overlap panels; testing and improving imputation procedures; updates of NAICS codes on the universe file for benchmarking and sample selection; testing alternative weighting methods, and manual review of two sets of estimates.    In addition, George explained that estimates production can’t really begin until all the data is in from all of the States.   This typically is not the “final” master file due date, but three weeks later when the “corrections” files are submitted.  The production and validation of estimates in the three weeks after these files are due is unrealistic given the current run-time of the programs.   He said that he had tried to extend the amount of time for preparing estimates referenced in the LMI cooperative agreement but didn’t get agreement, and suggested that the council reconsider.  He also acknowledged that this year estimates were delivered well outside even the schedule that he had proposed.

In response to request from some states to postpone the delivery of the 2003 May masterfile, and to provide states with a more realistic time table in which to receive estimates, the policy council changed the schedule for the May 2003 panel as follows: Final master file due date: Thursday, January 8, 2004; Corrections file due January 29, and initial estimates will be delivered to states on March 11.  The Council also agreed that the FY2005 LMI cooperative agreement should be changed to allow BLS to deliver estimates 6 weeks after the final corrections files are received from states, effectively adding 3 weeks for processing and validation.  The schedule will be reviewed again at the next policy council meeting.   ACTION ITEM10: BLS will inform the states of the Policy Council’s agreement to revise the delivery dates for the May 2003 panel.

LMI Allocation

Mike Horrigan reported on a conference call with Renee Konicki and Mike Polzella of the Allocation Subcommittee.   WIC presented a change in allocation of base funding of LMI funds that was driven by a fixed number of staff positions for each program.  WIC asked the policy councils to review the allocation formulas in light of this decision and determine whether they wanted any additional adjustments to the workload factors in the program allocation.  The subcommittee suggested Policy Council adopt the changes in workload factors that had been submitted to WIC in December 2002.  The Policy council accepted the recommendation.  ACTION ITEM 11: The recommendation will be forwarded to WIC.  Update: George Stamas provided these to WIC members Mike Horrigan and Jack Galvin. 

Sample allocation

Charlie Saibel reported on an email exchange that he had with states regarding sampling units for education.  (These were included in a package that George provided at the start of the meeting. See attachment 7.)  Some states thought we should sample by UI account, picking up all reporting units, others were fine with the current approach. Charlie said that he had received several more e-mails on the subject.  Ed Robison raised several questions regarding revisions to the OES sample design.  On a sample related issue, Deborah Brown stressed the importance of states doing address refinement on the Central Office Collected sample units, particularly with respect to unit location identifiers.  ACTION ITEM12: Sample design will be added to the agenda for the next meeting.  ACTION ITEM13: Charlie will provide Council members the additional emails that he received regarding sampling school districts at the UI account number, rather than at the UI run number. ACTION ITEM 14: State members will convey to non-member states the importance of address refinement for Central Office Collection units.

OMB Clearance 

Mike McElroy reported that the new OMB clearance package is due internally at the end of the year.  It includes several ‘forward looking’ statements (see attachment 8).   Mike said that OMB was not requiring an expiration date on the May 2004 panel forms because the August 2004 date would make the forms look out of date on the last mailing.  Tom suggested that OES should consider adding a check off box on the survey form asking if the respondent wanted summary information from the survey, once it was completed.   Other members discussed the location of managers in the list of occupations on the form.  Mike said that this question had come up before and that moving the occupations would require considerable software changes.  Mike said that while he is preparing a package for OMB clearance, states can submit suggestions outside of this window as well.  OMB does allow minor modifications in the questionnaire between approval dates.  ACTION ITEM 15: States should send their recommendations for changes in the OES Survey form to their state policy council representative (or to regional offices) by Jan. 15.  These will then be forwarded to Mike McElroy for consideration in the current OMB clearance process. 

Analysis training

As requested by the Council, Shail Butani and George met to outline a proposal for developing an analysis class. Ed and Laurie also participated.  George reported on progress of this task.  He provided a draft plan for discussion (see attachment 9.)  ACTION ITEM 16: The BLS national office will move forward with the first step of the process, collecting examples of analysis and state OES related data needs, through BLS regional offices, at the OES National Conference, and by featuring submitted examples in the OES Newsletter.  

Projections partnership update report


Mike Horrigan said that the projection partnership is working on basic and analytical training, and training on the new projections suite.  The focus in the past has been on getting the system running, but in the future there will be more information provided on how the system works, attempting to explain what happens within the “black box”.   Mike also expressed the interest of continued funding for State projections.  

Next meeting

The next meeting is tentatively scheduled for February 18 and 19 in Washington, DC.   ACTION ITEM 17: George will email these dates to Policy Council members.  Mike Horrigan will contact the ETA representatives directly.  

STATE ITEMS:

1. States should contact OES Policy Council state representatives if they OES issues to address.

2. States should formulate a vision of the long range functionality of SPAM and forward that to the Policy Council state representatives

3. States should submit suggestions for changes to the OES survey for to state Policy Council representatives for consideration in the upcoming OMB clearance package by January 15, 2004.

ACTION ITEMS 

1. Minutes will include a reminder that non-member states should raise OES related concerns with the policy council representative for council consideration 

2. George will summarize a proposal for three meetings per year and forward it to Tom.  Tom will review and forward it to State members. 

3. Rebecca will report to Tom Gallagher on the progress of EDS training development.

4. The policy council should clarify communication with the EDS developers to make sure that the Council is informed of any changes to EDS.  Tom will contact them.

5. Mike Horrigan will get accrual on PY02 funds for supporting EDS and OES research.

6. Tom will contact Bob Cottrell with regard to NC perception of the role of EDS developers in the development of training. 

7. The Systems Enhancements group will gather information on user interests for the long range role of SPAM.

8. George and Tom will prepare a draft call for papers and provide it to the council for short review. 

9. Pat will modify his survey based on policy council suggestions and send it to the policy council for review

10. BLS will adjust the file deliverable schedule as follows:   Final master file due date: Thursday, January 8, 2004 ; Corrections file due January 29, and initial estimates will be delivered to states on March 11.  The schedule will be reviewed again at the next policy council meeting. 

11. The Policy Council agreed to accept the allocation formula as adjusted by the allocation workgroup, including the change in base position allocation.   The recommendation will be forwarded to WIC.

12. Sample allocation will be added as an agenda item for the next meeting. 

13. Charlie Saible will forward information from States on proposed changes to method for sampling schools at the UI level rather than the UI RUN level.  

14. States will communicate to non-member states the importance of COC address refinement. 

15. States with suggested changes in the survey forms should submit those to their state reps or regional offices by Jan 15.  Policy Council members and regional offices will forward them to Mike McElroy. 

16. The national office will move ahead with the request for examples of analysis as outlined in the first bullet of the Analysis report  from George Stamas. 

17. George will email tentative meeting dates.  Mike Horrigan will contact ETA to make sure the proposal for February will fit into their schedule.  

