OES Policy Council Meeting Minutes and Action Items

May 5-6, 2003

Chicago, IL

Present: 

BLS:

George Stamas (Co-chair)

John Filemyr 

John Pinkos 

Michael McElroy

Laurie Salmon

Ed Robison

Michael Horrigan

Guest:  Jay Mousa 

Pat Arnold (MD)

Mike Polzella (CT)

Bob Murdock (NV)

George Putnam (IL)

Mary Ann Regan, co-chair (PA)

Dan Hall (NM)

Charlie Saibel  (WA)

Rebecca Eleazar (SC)

Tom Gallagher  (WY)

Renee Konicki  (NY)

Comments on minutes of February meeting.  

Pat Arnold requested clarification as to whether the Meeting Customer Needs group should conduct a customer satisfaction survey.   The group should wait for the report from the WIC Customer Satisfaction Workgroup.  No changes were made to the minutes from the February meeting. 

Action items from February meeting

1.  George Stamas said that he had collected summary documents on CIPSEA that he will email.  (Action Item.)   The bill itself is about 150 pages, and is available on the workforce ATM (NASWA’s web site). 

George S read an email that he sent to the San Francisco Region describing circumstances in which OES data can be shared with projections staff.  Generally, if the staffs in projections and OES are under the control of the cooperating representative who signed the LMI-CA, it’s okay for projections staffs to have access to confidential data so long as they observe BLS rules on disclosure.  The development of projections is an authorized part of the nationwide employment statistics system under section 309 of the Workforce Investment Act and, as long as the projections work is exclusively statistical and is being conducted under the supervision of the Cooperating Representative, the work is permissible.   If not, (MA, UT, GA, DC), other arrangements can be made.   This policy will be stated in LMI cooperative agreement.    The cooperating representative is responsible for ensuring that the projections staff adhere to the confidentially provisions of the cooperative agreement. 

States can contract out with others with BLS approval. CIPSEA requires documentation of data sharing activities, and BLS will have to approve these, including sharing data with universities.  In the future, everyone with access to microdata will sign a sworn statement saying they will keep the data confidential, and they will use the data for stated purposes.  Further information on CIPSEA will be covered at the upcoming BLS-LMI meetings.

As an informational item, George raised an additional issue on data disclosure.  This had to do with a proposal to require some establishments to report on an OES form and provide that information to a non-affiliated government agency as a program-monitoring device.  He said that he is drafting a statement saying it is a violation of the BLS non-disclosure policy to use bureau data in this manner and he will send the statement forward for bureau approval.   John Pinkos mentioned that there might be precedent for State use of BLS data in this manner and that OES should be aware of that when formulating this policy statement.

2. George Stamas said that rather than stamp State Operating Manual pages as “Confidential,” disclosure parameters will be removed from the State operations manual.   The State Operations Manual will have a statement saying that the OES supervisor has the disclosure parameters.

3. Email proposal was sent to policy council members 

4. Work groups sent their charters to George Stamas and Mary Ann Regan. 

5. Bob Murdock reported that the research proposal for ETA was completed and submitted.   

BLS UPDATES – 

Estimates review software

Laurie said that BLS provided states with a copy of a modified version of the programs that BLS uses to review estimates.     BLS will ask for feedback to see if it is useful, how it can be improved, and whether is should be programmed outside of FoxPro.   The systems enhancements work group should consider its value added to the program and possible improvements.  George Putnam will take this on.  The program is available on Stateweb. 

E-mail data collection pilot

Mike McElroy has been working with Rich Fecher of BLS systems team, setting up naming conventions, and testing procedures.  Procedures were tested by sending examples to home emails from BLS and then they were tested in the states.  The group found problems with Earthlink, which reformatted or created unwanted files and replied to the original sender rather than to the BLSOESDATA address.  Seven test states and 3 Regional offices have been asked to test to see how that goes before full-scale implementation.  

BLS creates templates, and the email subject line includes a code that forwards the email to the state office.   A state has a small section of the template where they can modify instructions.   The state sends the template to the respondent and when the respondent replies, that response is routed through the BLS server and then forwarded to the State.   If respondent uses Earthlink, they may have to be told that this might not work.  BLS sends a reply to the respondent that says the data has been received.  Some states will probably want to add their own thank you note.  

This system permits any employer to email data. They don’t need a PIN, but they do need the template.   As described in the solicitation letter the respondent has to contact a state industry analyst in order to provide data by e-mail.  

There were questions on the impact on response rates particularly with the estimated range of burden hours included in the template.  Typically an e-mail response takes very little time because coding falls on the receiving state.  Some thought that this would have little impact on an e-mail respondent because the respondent has already been in contact with a state analyst and agreed to participate.  BLS will determine whether OMB requires the burden statement on both the printed survey form and the template, and whether the time requirement may be modified if firms are sending data electronically.  (Action items)    

Colorado, Iowa, Kentucky, Nevada, New York, Oklahoma, South Carolina, and the Chicago, Dallas, and Philadelphia regional offices are taking part in the email pilot.   

Renee expressed concern that emails would be forwarded to an individual analyst and that there may be problems if the analyst is on leave when the email arrives.  BLS will be able to track the email that comes in and goes through to states.   

5-digit NAICS pilot - 

The goal of this test is to provide respondents with a survey form containing occupations that they can closely identify with -- those that are tailored to their 5-digit NAICS – and see whether response rates are higher than that for a 3-digit form.  There are five test states: CT, MD, MN, OR, and WA.    The test includes ten 10 5-digit NAICS that were selected on the basis of having a sufficient number of units in the test states.  Some were 5-digit sampling NAICS, and others were not.   In the test states half of the units will be sent a 5-digit form and the other half will get a 3-digit form.  In addition to response rates, responses will be reviewed to see if there are any differences in occupational profiles.   A preliminary report on response rates based on the first three mailings can be expected in November.  A study of effects on staffing won’t be available until after the master files are received Dec 31st.  

Central Printer

It has not yet been determined whether the print contract will be sent for bid again, or whether the current contract will be modified.  Some contract modifications have substantial charges.  If the contract is sent to bid again, contract changes will include changes to State solicitation letters, and increasing turn around time on first file from 5 to 10 days.  BLS has negotiated with NPC on changes to current contract.     If the contract will be sent for bid again, then BLS intends to ask for a one-year contract with the option to extend for 4 years.   The current contract with NPC goes to Feb 2004, however, the contract also specifies the November ’02 contract and the May ’03 mail outs and doesn’t mention others.   There have been no recent reports of printer errors.

New Metropolitan Area definitions 

BLS has an AAMC with Alaska to designate contiguous areas for metropolitan and balance-of-state (BOS) areas.  This area mapping is used for increasing the area scope for calculating mean wages when data quality or confidentiality prohibits publication for the Metropolitan and BOS areas.   New Metropolitan areas will be announced in June 2003.    BLS will send .pdf files with maps, and ask States to designate their BOS areas.    The BOS area definitions should be created by August 11.  

Currently, BLS is considering sampling metropolitan areas, and metropolitan divisions.   If so, there will be about 10 percent more areas than there are now.  There could be some combined micropolitan statistical areas that may be larger than the metropolitan areas and this might be an issue to consider when OES defines area strata.  

Tom, Bob and George Putnam requested that OEUS consider state concerns on area definitions across programs.  This policy council should make a recommendation to WIC to look into this.  Mike Horrigan will make Jack and Chris Miller aware of this.  Bob Murdock will draft a letter to the WIC asking them to consider this issue. (Action Items).  The next WIC meeting will be June 10-12 in DC.    

Projections Partnership
Mike Horrigan said that the partnership meetings overlap quite a bit with the OES meetings.  The April meeting highlights include a Utah presentation of their system, and a top-down documentation of the system, including its use as well as statistical procedures.  A conference is being planned for September or later, which includes ETA and that is designed around data quality, methodology, and results.  The agenda has not been set.  They are looking at marketing, including hiring an outside consultant.  A request for a session at the workforce innovations conference was turned down.  Update:  Two days after the OES Policy Council meeting, we learned that we in fact were accepted to make a presentation at the conference.  Mike described the four committees on the partnership: IT, training, communications, and technical advisory committee.   The committees will be populated with analysts and LMI directors.  They are considering web-based delivery of training supplied through a contract.  The technical committee will look at state and MSA estimates that come out of EDS.  States were supplied with CES industry employment time series.  Harvey Goldstein will be working on how this can be adapted for States.  The group provides exchange between federal and state partners.  Olaf Bjkorland, Tony Dais, and Barbara Dewert represent ETA on the partnership.  

Micro matrix is part of the projection suite, along with long term and short term applications that use the same inputs.  This is expected to be completed in the next year. It includes On-Line Analytical Processing (OLAP), which uses pivot tables to look at relationships between occupational projections, industry projections, wages, geography, and time.  

Tom Gallagher suggested WIC look at other BLS data used in modeling, and that OES policy council and projections partnership should tie together tools that can take output of different programs and use in projections, and facilitate the feedback to the programs that provided the input data.   Currently there is no facility for communication between groups other than shared membership (Mike Horrigan, Bob Murdock).   In addition to the OES and projections partnership cross interests, there are other programs that might have cross interests with projections, such as the 202 Policy Council.  Tom wants input on analysis of BLS data. Tom will talk to James Barnes about providing to and getting input from the 202 program. (Action item)  John Filemyr suggested that this issue go to the WIC.   Mary Ann thought that it should be at the work group level.  The WIC could be asked to suggest how to facilitate this, including training.   There is no tool now for doing analysis that integrates more than just one piece   

Rebecca Eleazer suggested the LMI institute might be used for the training piece of this.  The curricula could be adapted to incorporate cross program issues and analysis.  The broader issue should be brought to the WIC.  A suggestion was made that the policy council chairs get together at the LMI conference

The council decided that a group should write a position paper to the WIC stating that this should be of concern to the WIC.  (Action item)   Tom, Pat, and Mike Horrigan will be on the group.  This might not have as much appeal to the other policy councils as it does to OES because the other programs are not as integrated.  Other programs may not have the interest, so it may be up to the projections and OES councils to integrate output form the 202 and CES programs to be relevant to projections. 

State representatives Issues  

The State representatives are interested in improving the process of getting the minutes out sooner.    George Stamas agreed that BLS would try to provide the State Co-Chair with a draft within about a week of the meeting.  Mary Ann will provide a draft of the action items within a week so that the members are clear on their assignments. 

Mary Ann also mentioned that there were several other state specific issues that Mike Polzella would present later in the meeting.

Regional Office Role – 

John Filemyr was invited to attend the meeting and explain the regional office role in OES.  John said that Regional Office workload has increased with the expansion of OES including COCs, NCS coordination, formal and informal training, and assistance.  There were 13 RO staff positions, and 4 positions were added in 1999 for COC work.  Total staff is now 17, spread across 6 regions.   The Regional staff’s responsibilities include: 
1. COC data collection and coding

2. Quality assurance

3. Data processing/systems support

4. Operational guidance / technical assistance

5. Training – informal and formal

6. Management consulting, dealing with state organizations 

7. Review and Monitoring of state activities 

8. State data collection assistance – state worker of last resort

Cooperative agreement relations and monitoring functions are not done by OES staff.  COC collection and coding, operational guidance, and training take most of the resources.  For the COC process, a total of 11 to 12 thousand establishments that are collected, identified, and matched to establishments in the sample, resulting in 9 to 10 thousand usable reporting establishments.  Many are year to year carry over, and multis, which makes things easier, especially if they are electronic.   COC collection takes about 7 staff per year, allowing about .8 to .9 hours per establishment.   In many cases, there are firms that provide data for all units every year.  

A question came up about collecting certainty units every year.  Mike McElroy said that they should revisit the notes from the certainty unit committee. Mike said that one goal was a 2-year panel with a focus on wages, and that response did not increase and there was a trade off in giving up local area data.  The certainty units are not the same as the multis COCs that John was talking about, which may be smaller units.  Mike Polzella will send the report that resulted from the Certainty Unit project (Action item.)      

Quality Assurance Activities-- John said that Regional offices review state microdata coding, interim and final master file coding, and SPAM quality program outputs.  He proposes more consistent and formal quality assurance activities, including reviewing every atypical schedule, and review randomly selected 25 schedules for coding to get OES quality assurance on par with other bureau programs and make sure there is consistency across states and coders.   

Regional office time spent on System support has been reduced.  Operational Guidance largely consists of OES procedural clarifications. Regional offices are involved in problem solving and sharing ideas.  Staff turnover, particularly of OES supervisors determines the amount of operational guidance required.  Training includes the OES overview, SOC training, reluctance avoidance, regional, tri-regional, and national training.  

State data collection assistance includes coding survey forms and telephone data collection.  The RO should work with states to avoid this role.  Several states consistently ask for R.O. assistance and this should not be the case. 

On communications John pointed said that policy councils have caused changes in communication.   ROs have a conference call after each council meeting.    Having regional offices allows regions to have responsibility for fewer states and allows them to be familiar with the particular issues in each

Estimation 

George Stamas said that, as he outlined in his email to the Policy Council the sample has been stretched due to changes in coverage and stratification.  The overall sample design will be reviewed when new MSAs are identified.   Due to the changes, and the fact that prior year data were stratified by SIC rather than NAICS, the November estimates will be created using 1999 data in addition to 2000, 2001, and November 2002 survey data.  This will be explained in an s-memo.   

George Putnam expressed concern about using 1999 data and asking if they are representative of 2002 or 2003.  He said the 1999 staffing patterns should be compared to the present year to see if they changed, especially in key industries. 

Changes in imputation

George S reported results of changes to imputation and imputation tests based on NAICS.   When 3 years of data are pooled, 92% of records were imputed at state 5 digit NAICS level, 99% at national level.  However, when wages were imputed from data pooled across years, there were some occupations showing up on imputed records that did not have wages reported from any other establishment in an individual year.   When imputing occupational profiles with data for each year about 78 % of units are imputed at the state 5-digit NAICS level and about 99% were imputed at the 5-digit NAICS level overall.  This occurred due to removing size class groups from the imputation strata and relying on a ratio test to see if the match is close enough in terms of employment.  Other changes include using the current NAICS rather then original, and the summed total employment rather then original benchmark employment from matching.   SMD is still considering borrowing profiles rather than employment levels. 

George Putnam asked if there is a difference in response rates among firms suffering economically.  John Pinkos said that response rates might be increasing due to improvements in data collection.  Mike Horrigan said that he would contact Clyde Tucker and see if BLS could provide any data on response rates and economic activity.  (Action item)

A discussion on high weights of OES units was put off for later in the meeting and appears when state specific issues were addressed.

Work Group Reports
Research and Vision Group 

Tom Gallagher passed out a proposed vision statement:  “ The OES Policy Council will provide oversight necessary so that the OES program is effectively planned and managed to produce high quality occupational employment and wage data that is used to develop and enhance a range of current and emerging LMI products and services sought by local, state, and national customers.”

Some participants said that this was more of a mission statement than a vision and that the vision should reflect the goals rather than how they would be achieved.  Comments on the vision statement should be provided to Tom by the end of the week. 

Discussion turned to the group charter.  Tom gave a summary and it was decided that Policy Council members should review the charters for all of the work groups and provide comments to each group by May 13.

Documentation 

The documentation group did not provide a charter or work plan and the Policy Council took the advise of that group and rolled the Documentation work group into the Research and Vision work group, forming the Research and Documentation Work Group. 

Training 

John Pinkos passed out a charter and work plan for the Training Work Group and asked for feedback.  The group is currently comprised of John and Rebecca Eleazer. Training on analysis, providing examples of ways in which OES data have been used, training for supervisors on survey management should be added.  The council said that timing of training should be coordinated with SPAM enhancements and other changes in the program to the extent possible.  The work plan needs to outline what’s next.   The group will create a plan for converting presentations such as those at the Tri-regional Workshops into training materials.   John will expand the work plan to include those and survey management training.

Systems enhancement 

George Putnam reported out for the group, providing the work plan and bringing up several issues for resolution by the policy council.  The system enhancement group has Betty Brown as the lead for the SPAM enhancement subcommittee and Jeff Green as the lead for the EDS enhancement subcommittee.

The Workgroup activities should be coordinated with the seating of new state reps on the Council.

States and ROs would continue to submit recommendations for enhancements to existing systems.  The work group would prioritize these as well as make forward-looking recommendations on new features. 

 George Stamas said that the release of the SPAM system is part of the day-to-day management activities for which BLS is responsible.  

Renee Konicki suggested that a resource list would be helpful if there are specific questions, or queries on the system.  

George Stamas suggested formalizing the informal testing procedures that are now in place.  

George Putnam asked whether the PC expects full documentation of the systems, and who should be responsible for it.   The SPAM manual documents the systems functions.  The system enhancement group will review system documentation. 

The council also discussed EDS.  Some members said that the policy council should be considering the testing, documentation, distribution, and training issues not just for SPAM but for EDS as well.  Whether distribution of EDS should be unlimited was discussed specifically. 

Work of this group should be done through email and phone conference calls and could also be facilitated through tri-regionals and national conferences.

Action Item: If possible, password protect and limit access to EDS to staff involved in LMI operations.  This might be justified because the software includes specifics on protection against disclosure.

States want training on systems to coincide with release of the systems.  Training committee will schedule training with software enhancement release.  The EDS system training should be incorporated as add-ons to the BLS training or conferences to take advantage of travel costs already incurred. 

Productive efficiency 

Mike Polzella discussed the group’s work plan.  Many items are in process, including monitoring the contract for the central printer, email data collection, collecting information from the pilot and making recommendations for improvements, internet data collection, survey management software, working with the system enhancements group if this involves developing software.  These will be looked at from a cost-benefit perspective.   The group dropped the software vendor project from the list that resulted at the February Council meeting, citing that it is not quite ready for their involvement.    Members are Mike McElroy, Mike Polzella, and Pete Hebein.  

Products and meeting customer needs

Pat Arnold said that the group will ask states to tell us what they already have in terms of products that are OES based, and tell us what they think are customer needs, who are those potential customers, and how OES and related data can meet those needs.   The group is asking whether OES data can be combined with Job Vacancy, LEHD, Longitudinal employer household dynamics – linking wage record information with various types of census information, industry analysis.   Pat has examples from Maryland.   The group will consider how this ties in with other BLS programs.  They will not only develop a list, but also create a library of products.  

Mike Horrigan said that before releasing any products they should be reviewed by the research group. The NASWA competition was suggested as a place to showcase some of these products but Mike thought that they required a different venue in addition to NASWA.   The group should find out what is attractive to the WIBs and look at products, or packages provided by other vendors including ERRIS.   Contact with ETA should be timed such they have something to react to after WIA reauthorization.  The Policy Council asked the group to try to collect usage statistics such as publications sent or web hits for the various products from State LMI shops.  

Pat proposed a close relationship with the research and vision group, in part to identify unmet needs and propose research to meet them.  Pat felt that staffing pattern data are under utilized.  

In a wrap up of all of the work groups, members were asked to review charters and provide comments to the chairs of the work groups.  Mary Ann said that she and George S would review the charters and work plans so that the council produces a cohesive set of products from these work groups.

ETA Research Funding and Project Selection

Bob Murdock said that $38,000 remains of money from ETA under the previous contract. The statement of work for current year’s $300,000 was completed, and the document was submitted and accepted by ETA.   The statement of work included EDS and 3 other projects involving states. 

The policy council will go back to the original proposals to see whether the states that suggested them can still carry out the research.   In addition, other states will be notified so that they can indicate whether they have the interest and ability to participate.    The research work group will develop a plan to manage the research funding if any is received from ETA.  

Budget and the LMI-CA

WIC is still deciding what to do with the base positions, and any changes are not for the 2004 LMI agreement.  George S also said BLS was trying to work in some changes in contract wording with regard to data sharing for the up-coming agreement.

George S said that he also had to raise two funding issues: one on ad hoc travel for non-policy council work group members; the other on payment for postage of pre-notification postcards or follow up letters.  These were both items that he said were intended to be funded only temporarily by BLS.  BLS had taken the position that the FY 2003 LMI-CA was the last contract year that BLS would pay for ad hoc travel.  BLS does not pay for the travel of non-council members to participate on ad hoc groups for other policy councils.  The position, as George said he understood it was that the travel is already included in the LMI-CA as program related travel.  The question was “should BLS set aside a portion of state money before allocating to the states.”  There were remarks from BLS members concerning how difficult it is to spend this set aside travel money and how it is almost certainly lost to the program if it is not spent.   Bob Murdock suggested that deobligations and AAMCs might be one path to get work groups money for travel.    The council recognized that BLS was not going to set aside budget for travel and did not support setting aside state funds to cover this expense.  

George S said that postage related to pre-notification postcards was a one-time (one fiscal year) funding.  Most policy council members felt like this was a useful effort.  Discussion led to the decision to continue the use of post cards and follow-up letters.  Postage costs ($115,000) will be taken off the top of state funds before funding goes to states.  In LMI negotiations, states that decide not to use the postage will have a proportionate amount of funding restored.   

Issues from States 

Mike Polzella said that some States have too many forms of certain types and not enough of others.   BLS members agreed with the need to better coordinate this part of the program.  Mike McElroy said that BLS will send out an S-memo indicating the number of forms that will be ordered, and allow states to indicate if they would like fewer of certain types of forms. 

One state reported what they thought was a large increase in sample units in NAICS 6110 in the May panel than they had in the November panel and overall compared to education.    George Stamas said that BLS was aware of this issue and is looking into it.  Explanations were suggested but the possibilities were probably not exhausted.  He would try to follow up.  He said that if other states noticed this, they should bring it to the program office’s attention.  

High weights 

Renee had asked before the meeting for a discussion of high weights that are assigned to some OES records. High weights are mainly found in large States.  These a few units with single panel weights above 3.000. There is currently a cap of 200 on 3-year allocations, resulting in 1,200 on a particular panel.   George S said that when he gave his example of how these weights occur last November, he left out one part of the explanation—what happens when a unit is selected from size class 1 but not size class two (or size 2 and not size 1) strata for a particular industry/area.   Ed provided an explanation. Due to allocating 200,000 units over 500,000 non-empty strata some units have very high weights.  This is exacerbated because allocation is done to size class 1 and 2 together, and then weights are given to each unit.  If there is a unit in one of these size classes, but not in the other, the weight is increased so that the selected unit can account for the employment in both size classes.  In addition, the units are more likely to come from size 1 due to frequency.    So long as size class one units are in scope for the survey and there is no increase in sample size the large weights will occur.  The cap is not very effective, first, because it does not consider the employment adjustments to weights in size class 1 and 2, and second, because the sample size is not sufficient to allow a sufficient number of units in sizes 1 and 2 to reduce the weights.  Much of the sample goes to meeting simple constraints.  Ed Robison and Shail Butani will provide input on how New York should treat the high weight unit in question.    

The meeting wrapped up with a summary of the action items and planning for the next meeting.  John Pinkos will look for locations in the eastern side of the country for the next meeting.  That meeting is tentatively scheduled for August 5th and 6th.

Action Items

1. E-mail pilot – BLS will consider making the template more state specific and changing the wording on the burden statement

2. New area designations – concern that all programs need to work together to have a consistent approach to area definitions reflecting state interests. Bob Murdock will prepare draft memo to be sent from the Policy Council to the WIC. Mike Horrigan will contact Chris Miller and Jack Galvin to let them know that this is a council concern.

3. Projections Partnership – OES Policy Council wants to be formally represented. Mary Ann will draft memo to Partnership and also copy to WIC.

4. Tom Gallagher will talk to James Barnes about a role for the ES 202 Policy council on the Partnership.

5. Tom G., Mike H. and Pat A. will prepare a position paper on a means of coordinating common interests across programs and policy councils through the WIC.  Tom suggested a hybrid fund ledger code and the need to have more global training.

6. Mary Ann will communicate to states before and after our Policy Council meetings.

7. BLS will get draft minutes out for review in one week. Co chairs will make comments within several days so that minutes can be distributed within 2 weeks.

8. Mike P. and BLS will check their files and provide documentation on annual collection of certainty units.

9.  BLS to review two estimation issues – micro level data for staffing patterns for the one SIC to many NAICS assignments; and whether staffing patterns and wages have changed significantly between 1999 responses and 2002/4 responses.  This will be an effort to assess biases that might be introduced by using the 1999 data with the 2002 estimates.

10. George Putnam will notify Bob C. and Tom Price on using the 1999 sample panel in the 2002 estimates and ask what changes would be needed to EDS.

11. All members will provide comments to Tom G on research work plan and vision.

12. Projection Issue - Mike Horrigan will follow-up with Alan Eck and let Bob M., George P and George S and Mary Ann know whether or not occupational aggregation (roll ups of detailed occupational codes) will be an issue for States in the 2002-2012 projections cycle.   Mike will also check with Paul LaForge to see if the systems enhancements that are being made reflect fixes to the occupational aggregation problems that occurred for the states in the 2000-2010 projection cycle.
13. Mike Horrigan will inquire whether information is available on whether response rates changes as economic conditions change. 
14. Training Work plan – John and Rebecca will add next steps to their workplan.

15. Enhancement Group – George P. will ask how the OES systems will work better. 

16. All members were asked to send their ideas on establishing a testing program for states to validate system changes.

17. George P. will contact the systems group regarding communications necessary to conduct their work.

18. George P. will ask Tom Price to restrict access to EDS.

19. Training Workgroup will develop a schedule for training in conjunction with tri regionals. (Include EDS training).

20. All heads of workgroups will provide Laurie with revised work plans by mid May 14.

21. Mike H. to provide info on the new SOC Policy Council, articles on emerging occupations, etc.

22. Quality Workgroup needs to prepare suggestions for AAMC proposals by May 31.

23. Each workgroup chair should review the plans of the other groups and look for areas that need coordination. 

24. State representatives were asked if they want to sub for Mary Ann in Rhode Island. Mike P will consider.

25. PAMCAM workgroup to expand list of products to include actual PDF files, users and usage.

26. Agenda Item for next meeting – How to use websites for communication, and for repository for various documents.

27. Mary Ann and George S. will try to meld the work plans into one cohesive document.

28. Research Workgroup will develop a plan to manage the ETA funding and provide this to the policy Council for review/approval.

29. Postage – the Productive Efficiency workgroup will prepare short analysis of the effectiveness of the postcard. BLS will take money off top of state funds to cover postage and then return funds to those states not participating in prenotification or follow-up letters.

30. BLS will send out an S-memo regarding number of forms needed by states for direct mailing.

31. BLS will look at number of sample units in NAICS 61110 and report back. 

32. Ed will present practical options for mitigating the impact of extremely large weights on OES estimates—he will respond to the question “should states inactivate such a record?”

