OES Policy Council Meeting – San Antonio – January 15th & 16th
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State Time

States met without federal members for the first hour of the meeting.
Introductions

The meeting began with introductions of new State members Kevin Hannel and Lelia Todd.  George also mentioned that we have a new ETA member, Sam Wright, who would have joined us by conference call, but that he was not sure that we would have a phone until the last minute.

State Discussion
We discussed the potential $400,000 savings from postcard.  George and Carrie pointed out that there are no savings; changes were made to make up for a permanent substantial increase and subsequent budget shortfall in postage.  States said that savings from efficiencies should be shared with the State agencies particularly if there is a resulting increase in workload carried by their staff.
States commented that post cards were too dark.  Carrie explained that the printer made a mistake and printed it at full color instead of 70% as requested and per the BLS sample copy.  This will be corrected next panel.  There were several suggestions for improvements and analysis--consider adding watermark (BLS or DOL logo) to the postcard text;  look at hits on the respondent web site; also look at the number schedules returned during the overlap period.  Carrie will provide the report on phase II of the postcard test by May meeting of OES PC.
There was additional discussion about adding value to OES.  With improvements in the program, OES data would be useful for examining how staffing patterns change during a recession or in providing information on off-shoring.  

Charlie’s region requested clarification on when to include owners as they often do not understand the form instructions/ Inc. status.  George said include an owner if the owner covered by UI.  There is a similar issue with student workers (37 states cover student workers – ETA site lists UI coverage by state, but not always up to date.) that BLS(OES) is trying to resolve.
Program Updates

Pilots and Flight Attendants update:  There was a problem with how these occupations have been reported.  Many reported hourly wages when annual were expected. Pilots and flight attendants do not work standard 2080 hours/year.  Estimated wages were higher than they should have been.  BLS just finished recalculating the wages for the May 2007 estimates.
FY2010 CA: Initial feedback from States was that the 2009-2 interim master file was pushed up too early.  It was adjusted to Nov 9 and there has not been any further feedback so that is the final date sent forward in the CA.  After explaining that the length between deliverables differed between the May and November intentionally, and in response to comments from States regarding whether tight deadlines were necessary for the November panel, George said that he would look into the imbalance of the LMI CA deliverables scheduled for the two panels.  Other shifts in the printer file due dates were to accommodate the use of the postcard and no further feedback was received so those dates are also going forward.  
2010 SOC Fed Register Notice should be out soon.  Asked if it was too late to clarify definition between Airline Pilots and Commercial Pilots to alleviate respondent confusion, George said the SOC Policy Committee was still fine tuning the wording on some definitions and we might be able to clarify this distinction.
George said that a Dec. 18th final Fed Register Notice was issued with a DOL rule using OES to set Adverse Effect Wage Rates (AEWR) despite public comments on limitations to OES coverage for this purpose. http://edocket.access.gpo.gov/2008/pdf/E8-29309.pdf
The group reviewed a draft S-Memo on Sample Redistribution that George provided.  The final memo will be sent to States via Regional Office.  In addition to OES PC meeting minutes, topic has been broached at NASWA and a BLS Regional Technicians Meeting. already, so shouldn’t be a surprise.

Carrie discussed Weblite.  BLS has provided WebEx training so this served as a reminder that it is an option for respondents who don’t feel e-mail is secure without encryption and also as an opportunity to get some feedback.

Strategic Plan 
The Policy Council quickly reviewed the draft as it is, and worked on several of the action plans associated with Goals and Objectives in the plan. The following comments were made during the discussion--add an executive summary and explain briefly what prompted it, the OES Program Review; monitor progress annually and report to the WIC on program activity;  post the plan on the Stateweb;  to improve communications, add a suggestion box for state feedback to the Stateweb;  archive comments, suggestions and outcomes or actions so we don’t have to revisit when staff changes;  use strategic plan to increase profile and uses of OES data; announce it in the OES newsletter;  distribute to other policy councils;  consider which of the IMT stakeholders should be provided an opportunity for review or be informed on the plan.
George will finish the Strategic Plan and send it out for comment.  
2010 SOC
George said that he was hoping to see a federal Register Notice announcing the new SOC structure “soon”.  The plan is to use the 2010 SOC in the November 2009 panel but that would be unlikely if the notice was published later then March 31, 2009.  [The notice came out January 21.  http://www.bls.gov/soc/soc2010final.pdf  ]  He provided a table that summarized the changes and said that there was some interest in collecting OES in a manner that would allow SOC 2000 and 2010 tabulations.  We discussed the possibility of doing that and what the resource requirements would be.   George and Carrie outlined the 2010 SOC coding issues.  There are 1 to many, many to many & many to 1 changes in 2010 SOC and they affect about 10% of occupations.   They asked what the options might be to allow analysis of the impact of this revision on SOC 2000 data and how we might transition most quickly to publishing on the full SOC 2010.  The Policy Council also discussed how we might make the transition go smoothly.  Training will be important but it might be difficult for States to travel in this environment.  The Council discussed making SOC 2010 training a big part of an annual training conference as well as the need for on-line sessions.
Dual coding:  States said that dual coding past data--or recoding to SOC 2010--is nearly impossible.  Even if the survey forms were readily accessible it is unlikely that they would include the information necessary to code to the 2010 SOC and States cannot re-contact respondents 2 years later. Dual coding 2 panels of data (Nov 09 and May 10) might be an option.  States might need additional resources for the extra work required.  The number or percent of occupational codes changing was not as relevant as the expected number of dual-coding events (occupation/establishment records).  When pressed for an estimate, three States volunteered that staff spend about a third of their time doing occupational coding.  Some members indicated that in cases where dual coding was required they might want a system that would be able to by-pass and assign codes later in separate session, when more experienced staff could do the work.  There was also the question of how dual coding might affect response rates.
COC data might be easier to dual-code.  2010 SOC job title crosswalks could possibly be used to recode historical data. 
Charlie pushed to make a clean break – to not have incremental implementation; it is very confusing and burdensome to learn temporary change and then learn to code it differently a year later.

There is much work to complete before we begin collecting on the 2010 SOC.  Survey forms have to be changed.  Systems might have to be changed, especially if we had the opportunity to dual code; system files would definitely change.  Training will have to be developed and staff will have to be trained.
Tom asked whether we would have to go through OMB clearance this year with the new SOC, especially with dual coding.  George said that the OMB will usually accept the revised forms without additional clearance provided there is no substantial change in respondent burden.  OES Clearance expires in August 2010, and expects to start the next 

form review/clearance process next January (every 3 years.)

IMT Updates

Design team recommendations are being considered.  A team is running simulations.  Cost estimates from the Cost team look good.  There have been some Probability of Selection Occupation (PSO) tests—tests to determine whether the information necessary for NCS to do the PSO is available and sufficient for OES needs.  There could be more.  There are still unresolved issues with coding of the OES NCS overlap units including how that will be done—States, BLS or a shared effort.  Information on this integration project is available on the Stateweb.
Data Dumps and Point Data 

The Policy Council discussed how OES might better take advantage of data that employers provide in addition to that requested as part of our sample.  Data dumps—un-sampled establishment reports that are sent by the company along with OES sampled establishments—and Point Data—reports including rate data for each employee instead of summary records reporting employment in occupations by wage intervals.  The questions here are would this information be useful to improving OES estimates if we could capture it, how can we capture it, and what would that cost.  Laurie Salmon provided a proposal document that formed the basis of our discussion.  The document described some ways that this data might be used to improve OES products and how we might try to process it.  In order to demonstrate that the data could be used to improve OES, we need at least a sample of what could be available.  Using data collection mode indicators on the OES files, Laurie came up with the rough estimate that 50% of data submitted is point data. The employer gives this information to the States and BLS, but we have yet to develop a formal strategy to process it.  The selling points or suggested areas where this data could lead to improvement included improved procedures for estimating with interval L data, better means for other intervals, possibility of a hybrid estimator using point data and interval data, improvements in imputation and wage updating, more establishment data for estimation that would reduce variance, and possible expansion of OES products.    Tom said that we need to determine where processing of point data falls in terms of program priorities and direction.  Issues to address include

· Funding and State workload issues

· Need to engage the State in the analysis of this data

· Might be additional variables that are of interest to the States

· Staffing pattern changes might be more apparent with this data

There was agreement that the project needs better definition and information on resource requirements.  States (KY, MN, NY, PA, & WA) and Frank (PHL RO) offered to help Laurie better define the request and develop a means of determining approximate costs.  George said that BLS is not asking States to process this data now, just an idea of the effort or cost involved.

Payroll Software
We need to understand business practices better.  

George asked whether States could provide a list of HR/payroll software their respondents are using, and whether there is a knowledge base that we could use to help employers report and so raise response rates or reduce the effort required to get a response.  BLS(OES) wants to be able to develop instructions for employers using popular payroll or human resources software on how to generate an OES report from their particular software.  Based on anecdotal information this seems to be an untapped resource.  States had little information to share.  
One suggestion was to talk with Alaska about the occupation indicator in their files to see if staff there were aware of what software products might be available allowing employers to more easily provide that information. 

PRCT Update

George mentioned that he is being pushed to complete the report on the Pilot Response Campaign.  He said that the cost of implementing brochure was about $200,000, and asked whether there might be better ways to spend $200,000 in the program.  This really wasn’t considered by the study.  Other uses might include more training, more staff, develop standard collection procedures, additional mailings, printing brochures for use at human resource conferences and for State use.  He agreed to send the PRCT draft to Tom so he could see the basic structure.

Darragh suggested that it might be useful to have a shell brochure that the States could use to insert their own data.  This might be downloadable from the Stateweb.
Other issues

Charlie raised a question from his region on Reporting Unit Number (RUN) sampling. Issues brought up included--at employers don’t use/know their RUN; RUNs go in and out of multi status on QCEW; there is proration between reports from the employer, phantom units appear on the frame when there are births and deaths but no MWR update from the employer; etc. We discussed UI sampling and a County-NAICS option.  Charlie and Brian Rae (AK) can submit a write up of the issue for the program to consider.

George reminded that Gilbert and its outputs are not for public use – the software includes national staffing pattern that must be protected under CIPSEA.  

Tom said that an O*Net review is under way and that there was a request from Keith Ewald on uses for Workforce Development.

George directed the group to 2 Monthly Labor Review articles with applications of OES data from program office economists:  Staffing patterns with changing ownership and Non-profit staffing.   http://www.bls.gov/opub/mlr/2008/09/art1abs.htm  http://www.bls.gov/opub/mlr/2008/11/art2abs.htm
He also said that Laurie and her staff had been working on a tool that links college majors with occupations, CIP/SOC work.  Darragh said many states already have a product like that.  Laurie will contact Darragh to discuss this further.
National Meeting

The group discussed having the training conference in August instead of April to allow for SOC training.  This should be presented as mandatory training in order to get as many States as possible to attend.
George asked State members to suggest speakers who use OES data. Suggested topics included--:

· Sampling history and redesign

· Gilbert database; schedule review workbook

· Software providers

· Data dumps project

· Uses of the OES data

· Where we can take the OES program – vision

· Mailbag session

· COC processing

· Immigration

· OES products

If there is a supervisor’s session, we need to have something for the non-supervisors.
Action items from the OES Policy Council meeting

Take action to assure that the postcard return address is readable in future panels.  Consider adding a BLS or DOL logo to the back of the card so the receiver considers this an official correspondence. (Carrie)

After explaining that the length between deliverables differed between the May and November intentionally, and in response to comments from States regarding whether tight deadlines were necessary for the November panel, George said that he would look into the imbalance of the LMI CA deliverables scheduled for the two panels. 

Complete the PRCT report and have it available prior to the next OESPC meeting. (George)

Complete the analysis of the Postcard pilot test by incorporating results from the May 2008 panel, and have it available prior to the next OESPC meeting. (Carrie)

Complete the draft of the OES Strategic Plan and provide it to the OESPC for review.  (George)

Frank and Laurie will work on the availability of RO COC files that have additional establishment and point data.  The goal is to provide recent examples of the un-coded data dumps we receive from NCS and the coded files that are used for Autobatch input.  Depending on a determination of the usability of these files, we were going to go back to see how much COC history we could provide in the Phila RO. 
Develop a more clear statement of work regarding workload estimates associated with processing of data on individuals (point data) and non-sampled (volunteer) establishments received from employers in response to the OES survey.  (Laurie, Frank, KY, MN, PA, NY, WA)

During the discussion of collecting any information that the States or Regions may have on preparing an OES employer report using popular payroll or Human Resources software, it was suggested that BLS contact Alaska because they code occupations on their wage records. (George)

Laurie should contact Darragh to discuss how states provide the public with information connecting college majors with occupations to help with the design of an OES internet product.

Work with Brian Rae (AK) if he is will to describe the UI run issue and outline proposed solutions. (Charlie)

States will provide a list of proposed guest speakers for a National OES Training Conference.

Time permitting, develop a better workload estimate for the dual coding (current-SOC to SOC 2010) of the first panel to be coded using SOC 2010.  
Next Meeting

May 5& 6 for next meeting.  St. Paul – Oriane can secure conference room.  Other possibilities: Denver, Salt Lake, Portsmouth.  
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