Minutes

OES Policy Council Executive Committee Meeting

Chicago, IL

May 7-8, 2002

Meeting Attendees (with region representation in parenthesis)
Executive Committee

Mike Horrigan (Co-Chair), BLS

George Putnam, IL (5)

Mike McElroy, BLS



James Barnes (Co-Chair), TX (6)

John Pinkos, BLS



Mary Ann Regan, PA (7)

George Stamas, BLS



Tom Gallagher, WY (8)

Martha Dailey, MA  (1) 


Bob Murdock, NV (9)

David Trzaskos, NY (2)


Peter Hebein, Chicago RO

Rebecca Rust, FL  (4)

Technical Committee

Laurie Salmon, BLS



Michael Polzella, CT




Robert Vaden, NJ



Lance Laird, PA

Lelia Todd, KY



Steve Hine, MN



Florence Gibson, LA



Mark Dermit, TX

Betty Brown, MO



Kenneth Budman, CA

Cindy Paul, ID



Anna Russell, Philadelphia RO



Pilot States

Mary Massey, NC

Rebecca Eleazer, SC

Administrative Issues

· Welcome:  The OES policy council welcomed George Stamas from the BLS Statistical Methods division.  Martha Dailey announced that this was her final policy council meeting due to her upcoming retirement.    

· OES Policy Council charter: The council reviewed and discussed the current OES policy council charter.  The WIC said that all policy councils should follow their respective charters more closely.  Many committee members expressed concern that the current charter does not adequately address the ETA interests in local data from the OES program.  More emphasis on local area statistics and research was desired.  James Barnes, Martha Daily, Tom Gallagher, and Dave Trzaskos met informally to incorporate the committee’s suggested revisions into the charter.  James Barnes will send a revised charter to the committee members for further review/comments.

· Membership section: The membership section of the charter was also reviewed closely.  State members expressed concern that there would still be a large percentage of the executive committee comprised of LMI directors because only six of the regions are eligible to elect State supervisors in 2002.  It was suggested that all 10 members be reelected in September 2002, instead of just the five members currently scheduled.  James Barnes talked to Chris Miller, co-chair of the WIC, to see if this would be possible.  Chris Miller said that this full reelection would be OK.  The State members, however, decided to continue with the current schedule of electing only the even region members in September 2002 (along with Martha Daily’s region 1 chair).  The odd region members will have their election in September 2003.

· ETA involvement on the Policy Council: The committee expressed concern that ETA has not been sending a representative to the meeting.  The committee discussed whether the ETA committee member should be added as a tri-chair to the OES policy council.  The council should discuss this item with the WIC before addressing it with ETA.  Another option suggested would be to have one or two meetings per year that were more focused toward ETA issues.  Agreements were not reached on either of these suggestions.

· Change in technical committee organization: The technical committee members were informed that the technical committee would not continue in their current format, but would be converted to ad hoc workgroups to work on projects as they arise.  The current charter does not allow an official standing technical committee, but does allow ad hoc workgroups that are chaired by a member of the OES policy council. BLS agreed to fund the travel of the workgroups in FY2003.  The entire technical committee has been invited to the August 2002 policy council meeting.  Future attendance as ad hoc members will be discussed at that meeting. 

· Changes for future policy council meetings: The State members said that they need preliminary agendas at least six weeks before future policy council meetings.  The BLS members said that they need as much detail as possible about FY 2003 ad hoc workgroup travel plans by June/July 2002, so that money can be appropriated most efficiently.  The council approved both requests.
· Data sharing: The agreement for data sharing among States was reviewed.  Regional offices will coordinate data sharing if States provide one of 11 preset reasons for requiring the data.  If other reasons are provided, BLS must review the data sharing request.
Funding/ETA Issues/Research proposals

· Letter to ETA/Research proposals: The council suggested that a formal letter be drafted to ETA requesting information about the role ETA will be willing to play in funding future OES policy council research projects.  After receiving a response to the letter, Bob Murdock and George Putnam will draft research proposals for ETA.  Bob Murdock suggested that any research proposals sent to ETA not be too specific, as this could reduce the amount of funds provided.

· Current ETA funds information:  Bob Murdock said there is currently about $150,000 in ETA funds available.  This money needs to be spent by June 2003.  Bob Murdock will send a summary ETA funding report to James Barnes for review.  

· CATI system: The Colorado CATI system did not work in the OES survey environment.  Colorado does not want to be paid for this system because it did not work.  The Policy Council needs to review the contract made for this system to determine what funds should be paid.  Cost could range up to $50,000.   

· EDS training: The council would like to create a proposal for ETA to fund advanced EDS analysis training.  These funds should pay for production of the training and for the trainers, but probably not for attendees’ travel expenses.  Funding for State travel should be available through one-stop funds.

· Funding proposals for current ETA funds
· OES-NY QA edits proposal: Preliminary approval was granted to supply some of the current funds to NY for help in modifying the current QA programs/parameters to make them more efficient in finding problem microdata.  The proposed cost was approximately $30,000.  

· EDS maintenance: An EDS maintenance contract still needs to be finalized with North Carolina. The estimated cost is $60,000.  Preliminary funding approval was given for this item.  James Barnes and Bob Murdock will discuss EDS maintenance with Bob Cottrell and bring a proposal back to the council for final approval. 

· “Why the numbers changed” research proposal: Tom Gallagher proposed looking at the various components that might have caused some large wage changes between the 1999 and 2000 data.  Estimated cost is $5,000.  Preliminary funding approval was given for this item.  

· “Developing technical documentation for the OES program” proposal: Tom Gallagher proposed creating a detailed documentation of the statistics produced by the OES program and the methodology behind them.  Mike Horrigan, Mike McElroy, and George Stamas will review this proposal to see what questions should be answered.  This proposal was not yet approved for funding.

Review of Technical Committee Projects

· Address refinement: The committee presented the results from their study.  Because address refinement needs to be even more efficient with two panels, it was suggested that an ad hoc workgroup be formed to further examine the address refinement issue.  This group would examine the effectiveness of the pre-survey post card and create an address refinement training guide to be included in the State operations manual.  This training guide may list all available resources and practices that States could use for address refinement.  The council also suggested that one or two states monitor their address refinement process to provide a better idea on the number of addresses that need to be changed and why.

· EDS training: The committee said that the EDS training documents are still in progress, but they should be ready for a late summer training session.  The training session would be approximately two days.  There is a basic training module and an advanced training module.  There is also a basic analysis module that may be included.  The council suggested making an advanced analysis module part of an ETA funding proposal.  It was suggested that this committee continue its work on the EDS training.  

· Management software: This group said that their survey results show that the states do not need a separate software system for management reports: the current available SPAM queries along with some ad hoc adjustments should be sufficient.   The survey summary results were provided to the council.

· Scanner:  This group has finished.  The report was sent out.

· Crosswalk library: Information was sent to the States.  States have not been using the crosswalk (no definite reason why).  A recommendation was made to include firm crosswalk training in the September national training.

Technical Committee Minutes

· The technical committee met briefly during our last meeting.  Several groups have completed their assigned projects.  One new project was assigned and another project was expanded.  The projects now being worked on are: EDS training, Address refinement, and identifying areas and industries that will be benefit from two panel collection.  

· EDS Training is currently being written and plans are to present this training late summer or early fall.  Times and locations are still being investigated.  When more information is available, states will be notified.

· Address refinement project is being expanded to including information into the OES manual as a best practices module.  This committee will use the results of their survey, and other information to write a module on address refinement procedures that can be incorporated into the State Operations Manual. 

· Seasonal analysis will be focussing their attention on identify OES estimates that will improve as a result of semi-annual collection.  They will identify industries and areas with seasonal activities and the effect on their employment levels using the new collection reference dates.  The results will be incorporated into the national training in September. 

EDS Program Issues

· EDS producing too many pages: If States find that too many pages are being produced for the MSAs, North Carolina has a patch for the EDS system available.
· EDS/Micromatrix integration: The EDS system is supposed to be fully compatible with the micromatrix, but there are still issues that need to be resolved by Utah.  Bob Murdock will follow-up with Utah on this issue.  SMD may need to examine the benchmarking differences between the two products.

NAICS Issues

· NAICS manuals: BLS will be ordering NAICS manuals for 1 of every 2 OES employees through an initial print run coordinated through the Census Bureau.

· AutoNAICS: States reported that there is some question as to whether they are supposed to have access to AutoNAICS.  BLS said they will look into this issue.  If States do not have AutoNAICS, more print copies of the NAICS manual may need to be purchased.    

Year Round Collection Issues

Central Printer Update

· Contract:  The central printer contract was awarded to NPC Inc., located in Claysburg, PA.  They were the only bid that could meet the five day turnaround requirement.  The contract is for the pilot study and the first year (Nov/May) of the regular year round collection. 

· Initial print test: Test packets were sent to some BLS staff.  The test run worked well.  Packets took 1-3 days to arrive on average.  Both the bar codes and the packaging also worked correctly.

· Blank forms: States will be provided blank forms for up to 30% of their sample, but can request less.  These forms are for the mailing of materials to multi-units and others requiring special handling. The State members of the council decided to receive blank forms twice per year in different colors.  To save money, States should order as few blank forms as possible.

· Business reply letter: The business reply letter will be provided by the central printer if it is part of the mailout package, but States must continue to supply their own envelopes in cases where they mail the survey.

· Mailout envelopes: States will be given the option of ordering mailout envelopes for use in units requiring special handling.  If they choose to order these envelopes, they will be given the option of having their return address printed or leaving it blank if they anticipate having it change in the near future.  
· Brochure:  Two draft brochures were distributed to the council members.  One brochure provides highlights of the central printer process.  The other brochure provides highlights of year round collection process. 

· Success measures: The list of success measures still needs to be finalized.  Current ideas were presented to the council.  Question was raised about the type of success measures that the central printer could provide.  A work group consisting of Mike Horrigan, Bob Cottrell, Mark Dermit, Bob Murdock, and Mary Ann Regan will discuss this further over the phone.

Other semi-annual collection issues

· November 2002 interim file response rate requirement: The LMI Cooperative Agreement in the OMB clearance package stated that the November 2002 OES interim response rate would be set at 52%.  Some States proposed that the rate be raised to 60%.  This increase was rejected through a vote of the council.  Therefore, the November 2002 interim masterfile statewide response rate will be 52%.    

· Newsletter: BLS presented a proposal to create a newsletter that highlights the progress of the semi-annual collections as well as other useful program updates.  A sample newsletter was presented to the council for review.  The States supported this proposal under the stipulation that it would complement, but not replace, more detailed and current technical memos describing the success measures and progress of the semi-annual collection process.  BLS will go ahead with the production of a program newsletter. 


· Pilot State Updates: 
· Reports: The pilot States provided an update of their current progress.  None of the States reported unmanageable problems.  The response rates were very good overall for the 1st panel interim file.  

· State comments: All of the States commented that much more planning and monitoring is needed because of the panel overlap and the compressed collection time of each panel.  Some of the pilot States (TX and NC) stopped work on panel 1 while they completed address refinement for panel 2.  NV said they continued work on panel 1 while completing their panel 2 address refinement.  

· COC complaint: NV reported having problems with their COC data: John Pinkos will follow-up on this issue.     

· BLS request for more information: BLS requested that the States send to them detailed timeline information of the pilot semi-annual collection process, including problems, special reports, and various available rates data (such as rate of postcard return, number of address refinement changes, and rate of telephone contacts). 

· Email data collection: BLS is examining the use of email as a data collection method.  OCWC received approval to use email as a primary data collection method.  Currently, the OES program can only use email as a collection method of last resort.  BLS provided the email proposal to the States.  BLS would like the States to provide feedback/comments before it goes to the BLS security council (comments by close of business on May 24th).  Steve Hine, MN, will examine the protocol for email collection if it is approved by the BLS Security Council.  

· Timing issues:

· June: BLS will issue an S-memo describing the process for States to order forms and mail-out envelopes.

· July:  BLS will issue detailed S-memo describing program changes included in the revised State Operations Manual, which should also be released to the States around this time.  

· Middle July: BLS will release the Atypicals Workbook written by SMD and program office staff.  This workbook was written to be self-instructive.  States should provide feedback to BLS.  There will be a session at the national training for this workbook. 

State workload allocations

· Measure of workload elements: The OES program needs to find measures of workload elements for a report due to the WIC on December 2, 2002.  Workloads will generally be related to the state’s sample size and collection methods.  

· Collection of workload allocation information: Rebecca Rust will draft a memo requesting States to measure and send in their workload allocations.  A group consisting of Rebecca Rust, James Barnes, Tom Gallagher, and Bob Murdock will review the information.  This item should be completed by the November policy council meeting.

September national training 

· Organization of training: Training will be held September 24-26th.  Each State will send two representatives: generally the OES supervisor and the lead technician (some states may have only one person assigned to OES).  The Atlanta regional office will contact the pilot States concerning the details of the practice training session. 
· Training format: Training will be conducted in small groups using many hands-on exercises.  Mike McElroy will examine the possibility of hiring a training consultant from the South Carolina LMI Institute to assist in developing the training  A draft agenda was sent to the States for comments, but few comments were received. 
State concerns about imputation/weighting procedures

· State concerns: NY and some other States presented concerns they have with some of the imputation and weighting procedures used by the OES program.  Some specific examples of strange donor-recipient matches were presented, along with some very high weights.  The States also presented complaints about the inclusion of size class 1 (1 to 4 workers) establishments in the OES sample.  Examples of large occupational employment changes between 1998 and 2000 were also presented. 

· BLS response: BLS said that they will reevaluate the size class 1 issue.  BLS also said they will examine the possible use of weight limits in the future.  BLS asked the States to provide specific examples for review. 

Centralized server proposal

· Proposal:  It was proposed that a centralized server between all of the States and BLS be set-up.  This would provide States with a more uniform system for data processing.  It could also make it easier for BLS to acquire required files and to monitor State process.

· It was also pointed out that centralization should not lead to limitations on the kind of analysis conducted by New York on imputation and weighting procedures or other types of state analysis..

· Conclusions:  The States are supportive of a central server, however it should be properly examined first.  BLS will discuss the technical aspect of a central server with Mike Dorsey (BLS OES systems supervisor) to examine possible issues, including transitional implications and support requirements.  Funding issues for this proposal would also need to be examined. 

Benfits Consortium Coordination

Betty Brown and Tom Gallagher reported on the Benefits Consortium May 2-3, 2002 in St Paul.  They indicated that the Consortium is interested in coordinating its activities with the OES Policy Council. 

Next OES Policy Council meeting

· The next meeting will be held August 20-21, 2002, in Austin, Texas.  

ACTION ITEMS

1. James Barnes will incorporate revisions to the OES policy council charter developed from a meeting among James Barnes, Martha Dailey, Tom Gallagher, and Rebecca Rust.  The revised charter will be sent to the OES policy council members.

2. James Barnes will draft a letter to ETA inquiring about the funding commitments that ETA would be willing to provide to support OES policy council research projects.

3. After receiving a response from ETA to the letter described in item 2, Bob Murdock and George Putnam will develop research proposals to submit to ETA for funding.

4. BLS will check on the legalities of funds being transferred from other agencies to BLS then to the OES policy council.  Mike Horrigan will follow up on this item.

5. Preliminary agendas should be sent at least 6 weeks in advance of future policy council meetings.  

6. BLS will explore access issues to the State Web.  Mike Horrigan and John Pinkos will explore this issue and report their finding back to the policy council.  

7. BLS will explore List serve as an option for the State Web based on requests from the States for a chat capability.  Mike Horrigan and John Pinkos will follow up on this item.

8. The OES workshop at the Portland LMI meeting should mention items that the LMI directors should be made aware of, such as the firm crosswalk and EDS training.

9. Bob Murdock will send a copy of the CATI contract with Bill LaGrange to Mike Horrigan.

10. BLS will set-up a workgroup to examine OES and OEP matrix discrepancies.         This group should include a State member. 

11. BLS will provide a summary of the research used to select the November/May collection periods for semi-annual collection.  

12. BLS will order sufficient NAICS manuals for roughly 1 of every 2 State OES staff. BLS will examine the issue of limited access to AutoNAICS.  If  access cannot be obtained by the State OES staff, BLS may order more print copies of the NAICS manual.  Mike McElroy will look into this issue.

13. Mike McElroy will ask the BLS ES-202 staff if States can order NAICS manuals through the  initial print run coordinated through the Census Bureau.

14. Executive committee members will ask their States to list workload elements.  Rebecca Rust will head this item.

15. Mike Horrigan will initiate a phone call with Bob Cottrell, Mark Dermit, Bob Murdock, and Mary Ann Regan concerning the success measures for the year round collection process.

16. BLS will go ahead with the proposed newsletter.

17. Nevada and Utah will provide BLS with a list of problem COC firms.  John Pinkos will examine this issue.

18. Mike McElroy will coordinate with New York on the Quality Assurance research proposal.  The proposal is to modify the existing QA programs to provide more efficient results.  A group consisting of BLS staff and New York state staff would be involved.

19. Mike McElroy (BLS) will provide postage funds in fiscal year 2003 for either a pre-survey postcard or a follow-up letter between the first and second survey form mailings.  States will still need to supply the materials.

20. Mike McElroy will provide a draft copy of the new State Operations Manual to Betty Brown to coordinate the technical committee review.

21. An S-Memo will be sent describing the ordering process for new forms and envelopes.  An additional detailed S-memo will be sent in early July 2002, highlighting program changes included in the revised State Operations Manual. 

22. Texas will send a copy of their address refinement training module to the Executive and Technical committee members.

23. Crosswalk library training will be included in the September national training.

24. BLS will examine imputation and weighting concerns expressed by some States.  States should send specific examples to BLS (George Stamas) for review.

25. BLS will re-examine the issue of including size class 1 establishments (those with 1-4 workers) in the survey.

26. Rebacca Rust will send a memo concerning workload allocations.  Team review will be provided by Rebecca Rust, James Barnes, Tom Gallagher, and Bob Murdock.

27. BLS will talk to Mike Dorsey, the BLS OES systems supervisor, about the technical aspects related to adding a  central server.  

28. Mike Horrigan will talk further with Tom Gallagher about survey methodology  and other survey definition issues.  

29. Tom Gallagher proposed creating a detailed documentation of the statistics produced by the OES program and the methodology behind them.  Mike Horrigan, Mike McElroy, and George Stamas will review this proposal to see what questions should be answered.  This proposal was not yet approved for funding.
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