OES Policy Council; Reno, Nevada; December 14-15, 2004
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Visitors

Dara Huggins (NV)

Mohammad Quddus (NV)

The Policy Council welcomed new members Mark Barcellini (KS), Sylvia Conlin (NY), Bill Dobson (FL), and Keith Ewald (OH), and Mike Soloy (BLS).  Meeting time was spent (1) recapping past Policy Council activities for the new members (2) Discussing the current situation for OES; the program has been going through a period of big changes and (3) Identifying areas of where the program might find efficiencies.

Tom and George provided a recap of Policy Council presentations to the WIC, held in DC December 9th.   One message back from the WIC was the importance of a short-term plan and a longer-term plan.   The Policy Council heard reports on Spam Enhancements, E-mail Collection, Management Occupation Collection Test, other form changes, and the status of the new printer contract.  An EDS maintenance/training update was also provided, including an update on the Estimate Review Module being constructed by North Carolina with AAMC funding from BLS.  

The group also talked about the activities of the Pilot Response Campaign Team (PCRT), a Commissioner’s Management Initiative Marketing Board team. We discussed what the Council’s role should be in relation to that team.   This team has asked OES to serve as a test subject, and is looking for means to raise establishment survey response rates.  The PRCT has been advised that that the OES response rate is already good and it would be difficult to raise the overall OES response rate; pace of response or particular troublesome groups of employers could  be areas where changes might bring about some measurable improvements.  The PCRT is reviewing solicitation materials, procedures and web facilities.  George will provide the PCRT charter and minutes to the Policy Council and will try to arrange a teleconference with any interested members.  
Bob Murdock discussed the shift of EDS support from the OES Policy Council to the Projections Managing Partnership, with continued ETA support.  States projections groups use EDS to produce estimates for sub-MSA areas or other groupings or employees not standard output from OES.  The OES policy council is willing to continue provide technical support and assist in training.  EDS is funded through June 2005.  The Policy Council decided to provide $89,000 of remaining funding to extend the EDS contract beyond June.  Bob Cottrell gave an update on work to develop an estimates review module that can be used with or without other EDS features, funded by a BLS AAMC.

The Melissa Data address refinement experience was discussed.  Some states found this more useful than others.  The preferred address (physical locations, UI, mailing) was discussed.  The physical location had been designated as the default.   A team was set up to investigate how states used the results from the Melissa address match and to propose improvements for the process. Mike Polzella will lead the team reviewing the address refinement process.  

There was a discussion of the role of telephones in the OES survey, including a discussion of the Colorado Pilot Study.  OES does not have a well-defined telephone-follow-up procedure.  Each state tailors telephone follow-up to their needs and resources.  It is not well known what role telephone follow-up plays across the states, where it is successful and how those successful states apply it. The group wants to determine high-level requirements for a CATI follow-up tool, the costs of developing a tool and what the benefits would be.  

The Council saw coding occupations to the SOC as another area where efficiencies could be had.  There were also concerns about the coding-interpretation process.  This function has shifted from one branch to another at BLS.  Mike McElroy is heading up a review of the coding interpretation process and the existing software.  Members advised consultation with ONET.  There was also discussion of autocoders and tools on the web.  SPAM can retrieve possible occupational titles, given key word, but other tools that might make coding more efficient should be considered.  The Policy Council set up a team to pursue this area, with Mike as the team lead.

Members also had questions about revision plans for the SOC.  The SOC Policy Committee had indicated that the next review would get underway in 2005, in preparation for the decennial Census.  States asked how they could get involved in the revision.  The last revision committee consisted of “owners” of occupation classification systems from BLS, the Census Bureau, Defense Manpower Data Center, Office of Personnel Management, Employment and Training Administration, Office of Management and Budget, National Science Foundation and the National Occupational Information Coordinating Committee.  Technical workgroups were chaired or co-chaired by staff of these agencies (with one co-chair from the Employment Security Commission of North Carolina).  OMB would be the sponsor of any next revision and a call for comments would be issued through a Federal Registry notice.  State Workforce Agencies can respond to the call for public comment and also, by virtue of their close contact with BLS and ETA, have the opportunity make their views known less formally.  Members are interested in getting the revision process started, and would like BLS to do what they can to make that happen. 

The Council reviewed the LMI CA draft.  One request was for a short-term reduction in the response rate requirement for sampled areas (Met areas and Balance-of-State areas).  With the new metropolitan areas being introduced some states were concerned that they could have some surprises in collecting responses.  Members agreed that a deliverable of 70% of units for sampled areas was reasonable and that this would be reviewed for the 2007 contract.  The statewide employment and units response requirements were unchanged.

Bill Dobson asked whether the wording on the deliverable dates in the contract should be modified to allow for the possibility that the survey timeline, especially the mail-out dates.  Survey time line and mail-outs were discussed.  Clearly some states have issues with the current schedule, thinking longer intervals would be more cost effective and alienate fewer respondents that have responses and follow-up mailing cross in the mail.  Other states think the schedule is good as is.  George said that several states had provided data on daily mail flow, but that he had not processed it yet. (Charlie Saibel later provided the data he had received to the whole group.)  Mike McElroy mentioned again that local post offices sometimes hold survey responses and bundle them for delivery—the state OES staff had to contact the post office to make sure that this was not happening.  George also was concerned about what the lengthening of the mailing period would mean for the December mailing.  Both Tom and George said that they were interested in seeing a review of this issue, but that the Policy Council should not push for a change without sufficient background indicating that the change would be an improvement.  They asked if there should be a team to pursue this and, if so, were there any volunteers.  After some discussion, and many thought that with a smoother process in place the schedule might be fine, and no team was set up.  (There was flurry of email following the meeting on this topic, and a team might yet be put together.)

Communications issues continue to be a focus of attention.  It appears that there may be some unevenness in the notification of states as to when the NO posts estimates to the web.  And in a follow up to previous meeting discussions, the Council discussed the usefulness of Council business concerning the direction of the program being communicated to the States and Regional Offices by Council members.  And, it was proposed that communications regarding daily operations and meeting deliverables would take place through the Regional Offices.  George indicated he would follow up with other Council Co-chairs to see how communications were handled.

Ed Robison presented an overview of the new survey design that will be implemented along with the new metropolitan areas that will be sampled for the next survey panel.  Areas sample will be Metropolitan areas, metropolitan divisions, and multiple balance-of-state areas that were defined by states.  Industry sampling will still be by 4-digit NAICS and selected 5-digit NAICS.  Establishments with 250 or more employees will be included with virtual certainty over a three-year period.  For some states this could drop to 100 or more employees.  The major difference with the current design is that the new design will not explicitly stratify by size class.  Instead it will draw sample units across size classes with probabilities of selection decreasing along with employment size.

The Council focused on the short-term need to stabilize operations of the OES program.  Also noted, but not acted upon at this time, were state concerns over turnover and the need for training.  As part of its short-term plan, the Council formed 3 ad hoc working groups to review practices and look for efficiencies: Address refinement (especially use of Melissa Data); the role of telephone collection in OES for nonresponse prompting and data collection; and occupation coding.  These groups were charged with developing plans of action in each of these areas.

Teams

Address Refinement—Mike Polzella (CT/Team Lead), Charlie Saibel (WA), Sharon Stang (BLSNO), Others.  This team will first focus on the Melissa data procedure with an out reach to states to determine its value (effect on PO returns), how to improve it, and what other tools were available.  It was also suggested that the group look for improvements in the SPAM archival address features. Work plans to be shared with the PC by mid-January.
Telephone Collection— Keith Ewald (OH/Team Lead), Mark Barcellini (KS), Dan Hall (NM), Deborah Brown (BLS BOS), Others.  The team will review what states are doing, what works, what doesn’t, Efficient management (when to pick up the phone), how does it affect response, potential of CATI.  Work plans to be shared with the PC by mid-February.

Occupational Coding— Mike McElroy (BLSNO/Team Lead),Bill Dobson (FL), Pat Arnold (MD), Bob Cottrell (NC Tech rep), Others. Team will review the CBT Coding class, OES title search, possibilities for improved automation in coding.  Work plans to be shared with the PC by mid-February.
Action items:

1. The council authorized Bob Murdock (NV) to contract up to $89,000 to continue support for EDS after June 30, 2005.  The Projections Managing Partnership will then provide funding for EDS.

2. George will provide the council with PCRT charter and minutes and the Council will attempt to schedule a conference call between members of both groups.

3. George will contact other BLS Policy Council Co-chairs to see if they have communications issues in their programs and how they are dealing with them.

4. Due dates for future SPAM enhancement and Forms suggestions will be posted on the OES processing calendar.

5. Response rate wording in the LMI_CA will be adjusted to a minimum of 70 % of units in each area.  This will be reviewed before the next 2007 CA.  The statewide requirements will be unchanged.

6. George will contact the BLS webmasters to see if links to state products can be posted on the BLS web page or the BLS Stateweb.

7. Work groups will develop plans of action and provide them to the Policy Council members for review.  The Address refinement group will have plans available by mid-January; others will distribute workplans to the PC for comment by mid-February.
8. OES Policy Council co-chairs will update members on the status of BLS’s payroll software project and how the council, or individual states, can provide input/involvement.  It was reported that BLS is revisiting the project.
Meetings for the next calendar year and proposed locations:

April 12-13, 2005—New Orleans, LA

August 16-17—Seattle, WA

November 15-16—DC area, possibly Alexandria, VA.

