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Policy Council member news 

John Pinkos will be retiring in July.  The Policy Council thanked John for his contributions and expertise and wished him good luck.  

1. State report
States reported on estimates review.  They indicated that more training or a training refresher was needed.  A webinar would be ideal, but it is also important that states get lots of review time.  States thought intervention on imputation was important.  They reported that COC coding was unreliable, and that the data was not timely.  John Pinkos reported that that a team is being formed that will look at COC coding, and communicate what happens in COC processing.  States wanted input on COC coding and to have more time to review COCs.  The problem was they don’t have the actual reported data.  States were concerned about what estimates are suppressed for BLS purposes and which are corrected for projections.   Training is a state priority.  States were interested in response rates – how they are different for urban and rural areas.  They are also concerned with the overlap in sample with SOII, and how that affects response rates.  Their national sample is 300,000, which overlaps with the November OES panel, and the SOII survey is mandatory.  

The states expressed concern that OES staffing patterns aren’t sensitive to the recession.  Some older sample units are going out of business or on layoff, and OES isn’t capturing that.  The QCEW employment data, which we benchmark to, is imputing employment.  OES is not capturing furloughs, reductions in work hours, or shared work.   

Time series remains a concern to states.  They expressed concerns about changes in wage ranges.  The lack of refiling of small firms presents a quality problem for OES as well as other OEUS programs.  Also, it was suggested that the State Operations and SPAM manuals be combined.   
2. Problems with this year’s estimation cycle 

· From the perspective of the national office, this year’s estimation cycle had many problems.  The national office spent a lot of time implementing benchmarking by ownership for schools and hospitals, and the problem with pilot and flight attendant wages sapped resources from the program.  The national office didn’t get to process or review state data until February, when we started processing for the May panel.  
Problems with microdata
· The national office was also cleaning microdata until the middle of March.  State government microdata, in particular, had many problems.  One state submitted records missing 10,000 in employment.  

· Some problems seem small to states but are magnified when aggregated at the national level.  Estimates were rerun at least 6 times due to NAICS, SOC coding, large changes in employment, the sum of t being unequal to total employment, or other problems.  States often insisted there were no problems with data that turned out to be incorrect.  Some states didn’t respond to the email giving them an opportunity to fix an atypical.  

· 3 or 4 states submitted data too late, and rather than punish other states, the national office reran the estimates.  Those 3 or 4 states didn’t get their estimates until 7 weeks later.  

· When the national office receives master files, 12 people in the program office have 5 days to review large problems in the reports for 200,000 establishments.  The statistical methods staff simultaneously reviews atypicals.  We rely on states and regions to have quality data beforehand.  

Discussion and suggestions for improvement

· Starting with the November panel, the national office will review the state government microdata more closely—by matching to QCEW employment, for instance, and will do this review shortly following the transmission of the final data files for the November panel.  
· The national office staff need fallback procedures for questionable records, such as a procedure for imputing questionable data.  This should be on the agenda for the national meeting.

· There should be communication between national and state offices, so states know whether their data are causing problems.  

· Frank said that the regional offices don’t all have good tools to review estimates and need protocols.  The regional offices cannot use MS FoxPro or EDS; they review estimates as they do microdata.  George said that the national office had convinced the Bureau to allow the use of FoxPro (support for which might soon be discontinued from Microsoft).  

· Lelia said that States have had turnover, and that problems might be due to lack of training over past several years.   New staff needs coding training, and supervisors and other staff need to review.  George noted that we have had OES overview and SOC coding training and Webinars for some topics.  We haven’t had a national conference to discuss these issues.  

· Darragh said that the STOPSMAN needs more SPAM documentation, should explain reasons behind procedures, and should be more comprehensible in general.  

· The national office might send an S-memo saying states should use a checklist.  

· Charlie explained that states have a system of communication through the regional offices, so regional offices should be part of the solution as well.  States depend on regional offices to check their answers for quality and completeness.  He added that the regions should be given credit for interpreting and translating state comments.   

· Marie said that the national office doesn’t have time to fix all problems if it’s too close to the publication date.  If we could move the data receipt date back 1 month and start the process 1 month earlier, it would give states time to make corrections before a re-run.  States have said that they need 8 months to collect data, however.  

· Another suggestion was to have more frequent data transmissions of non-final (e.g. 75% complete) files.  Darragh said that if states were given set of quasi-final estimates to review, it might reduce errors.  It should be well-planned and communicated.  One year, when the national office sent 3 sets of estimates, states complained.  The national office also generally prefers to fix problems before sending estimates.   

3.   Update from Tom Price
· EDS 4.6 was issued on March 23.  There have been some updates to correct omissions and bugs, so screening has been delayed.  He is hoping to get support from leading edge states.  He will put a request in the January EDS newsletter for states to volunteer to test the new version.   The national office will talk to Bob Cottrell and Tom Price to put this information in its OES newsletter.  

· Updated ECIs MySQL will remain an important strategy for EDS.  They don’t expect that the purchase of SUN by Oracle will cause any problems.  Many states currently operate under old versions of MySQL.  Maybe we should send states a message to help them update to the new version.  The “stored” procedure will require conversion to newer version.

· They might retire static HTML publishing.  The EDS main panel is 65% complete, and the goal is to have it available in mid-Aug. 

· George will email the detailed update on EDS to the Policy Council.

4. Program updates

Estimates and consistent release criteria

· The national office has a standard release policy.  In the program review, OES received criticism for lax criteria, which we imposed only because it would otherwise be impossible to release data for small areas.  Originally, the cutoff was 30 sample units in a cell.  Now, we allow estimates on state and FLC files as long as there are 10 or more estimated employees from at least 3 units.  For national published estimates the cutoff is 50 employees, and for MSAs it’s 30 employees.  If states want us to make the publication criteria more conservative, we would have to discuss it with ETA.  This would also mean fewer releasable estimates.
· Some states wanted to set their own release criteria for estimates.  In some cases, a particular occupation doesn’t exist in the state.  Other states don’t want us to release estimates calculated from less than a certain number of units.  States all have their own publication policies.  It’s not good if some states suppress all estimates below 100 or all estimates that changed from last year (if you don’t know which year was correct).  Some states suppressed estimates that the national office released on website.  

· Charlie gave an example of a case where it makes sense for states to have their own suppression policies.  A cross-state MSA between Oregon and Washington had a large increase in home health aide employment, but only one of the states had actually hired many home health aides.  The national office wanted to release the estimate but ended up suppressing it for the cross-state MSA.  

· Tom suggested that the national office produce regional, multi-state estimates.  It’s more reasonable to compare Wyoming to the Northern Rocky Mountain region, for example, than to the entire nation.  Such estimates would also be helpful for college graduates or job seekers who want find jobs within a region. 

· Difficulty would arise if states want to create estimates for different occupations in different geographic areas.  Laurie added that there are differences in regional geographic definitions.  Other BLS programs produce estimates for census divisions.  Also, such divisions might not be relevant for certain occupations, such as cashiers.  

Utilizing electronic data files (data dumps)

· The national office received several thousand unformatted, non-standardized Excel spreadsheets of point data from three volunteer states, MN, WA, and KY.  Laurie’s staff tried to standardize and format the data to create estimates.  Much of the data was lost due to formatting discrepancies, but they were left with data for 1.3 million workers.  The point is to assess whether we should further research the use of point data to improve our estimates.  

· For all workers that would have been assigned wage range of A, for example, we calculated a mean $6.78; the mean using NCS-defined intervals was $6.54.  With the exception of wage range L, the mean using NCS intervals mean was always lower than using OES point data. The other assumption we make is that wage value used is same for every occupation.  The mean wage for business and operations specialists, all other, in wage range A is $5.29 compared to another occupation that’s over $7.  

· In this data set, 35 occupations had employment of at least 30 in wage range L.  Securities, commodities, and financial service sales agents had the largest number of employment in wage range L, and the distribution within the wage range was not normal, as we currently assume.  

· When we were investigating flight attendant wages, we also asked for a sample of data dumps.  We estimated wages based on actual wages reported and then by wage ranges and found a $3, or 10%, significant difference ($18 versus $21).  

· Marie commented that this was not a random sample, and that the 1.3 million workers are likely not representative of all workers.  A bias towards larger, higher-paying units is possible if those units are more likely to provide electronic data dumps.  Some small businesses use QuickBooks, while large establishments might use a processor like ADP.  Further testing could involve computing estimates by establishment size.  

· When using a non-representative sample of point data, the mean still includes all other non-point data calculated over the entire nation.  Remaining are occupations with different wage distributions or maybe lower wages.  We already manipulate the NCS data by removing NCS data for pilots, but it would become a problem to do this for more occupations.  We have to test the data for bias.  

· The statistical methods office is also researching methods that don’t involve using NCS data, such as ways to obtain better estimates of percentiles, lower bias, and possibly a variance estimate.  Perhaps there is a way to incorporate point data into these new methods.

· Data dumps also give us the possibility of producing estimates for new variables, such as hours worked, part-time v. full-time, hours per week, FTE equivalent, workers on furlough, job sharing, and so on.  Darragh agreed that it would be interesting to have information on these additional variables.  Also, we could see which occupations get coded to residual occupations, and possibly which employees are students.  
· We do not know whether these data dumps came from proprietary payroll software.  BLS representatives are attending a payroll software conference in Long Beach, CA this month to promote our survey and see whether the SOC can be incorporated into payroll software.  

· Inconsistencies in data dumps could be problematic.  Tom said that some respondent payrolls list employees no longer receiving earnings.  It is a problem if we see the UI claims load increase yet employment remaining the same.  He said that in general, we’re seeing an increase in unemployment claims, but CES employment is not accurately reflecting the recession.  Also, businesses are supposed to call in and deactivate their UI accounts if they go out of business, but this doesn’t always happen.

State workload and benefit

· States expressed the concern that making this collection mandatory would increase coding and processing workload.  Scott said that some returning respondents have the SOC codes from their original form submission and now report coded data.  

· The national office would like SPAM/autobatch to be able to capture the point wage data and additional fields.  States would have to keep the unnecessary fields, and if possible, standardize the header names.  Charlie said that certain changes would not be too burdensome to implement.  When Washington’s analysts create batch processes, they now keep unnecessary data to the right of the coded data in the Excel spreadsheet.  When sorting columns, staff could make sure the records’ data stay together.  

· Lelia said that some additional fields, such as ‘department,’ help with SOC coding.  Kentucky doesn’t use autobatch to do coding because it doesn’t contain those additional fields.  She would like autobatch to accommodate additional fields.  Some of the benefits to states could be in sync with this national office project.

· States said that collection by wage range would still be necessary because some respondents are reluctant to give us exact wages.  When collecting via phone, it tends to be easier to write exact wages for smaller establishments and to put checkmarks in ranges for larger establishments.  

· Frank said that NCS also uses 7% of data dumps received.

Web lite 2.0

· Carrie reported that her staff is testing on states now.  Weblite 2.0 just has refined language and a link to an unstructured fillable form.  They are also working on web lite 3.0 for online data collection.  They are collecting requirements, will design prototypes, and will request feedback.  Research suggests that it needs to look exactly like our survey form.  They anticipate having drop-down menus with SOC codes and something that displays the occupation definition.  The respondent might learn about the site through the cover letter. The new system won’t display respondent information, so it won’t require a password.  Respondents would type in their schedule number, state (FIPS), and a random number generated by the printer on the address label (as an extra validation check).  This is a contract modification with the printer.  Carrie’s staff might also look into designing a system that could collect point data.  

4.  NCS-OES integration
· There is not much new to report since the Policy Council’s last meeting.  The Cost Team has been estimating the costs of different survey designs.  (One scenario is a 3-year rotation in NCS and updating wage units that are in the ECS sample.  Another option does away with updating.  The third option cuts the NCS sample in half and uses only the units necessary for the ECI.)  In January it seemed that the cost figures were optimistic and reasonable, but this no longer appears to be the case.  

· One concern is that the NCS sample will be cut.  A team of research economists has been trying to use OES data along with some NCS data to recreate NCS estimates.  This could expand locality pay to more areas in NCS and provide a vehicle if there is a cut in the NCS sample.  A large portion of NCS estimates are modeled already.  They determined that leveling was necessary in order to replicate NCS data.  

· OES representatives have been emphatic that we shouldn’t switch to a 4- or 5-year overlapping survey design, especially without something in return.  We could get county estimates, but they won’t be worth much if the rotation is 4 or 5 years.  IMT suggested that OES could do more modeling of estimates, as LAUS does, but data quality would have to be demonstrated. 

· The project plan shows the integration in the field in 2013, but the process has been slow so far.  

5.   Strategic plan

· George emailed the Policy Council a draft strategic plan.  It incorporated state’s comments from previous meetings and feedback from Dixie.  

Goal 5 – Value, support, and develop the OES workforce to ensure the continued success of the OES program
Objective 5.1: Use the available HR development opportunities and resources to better develop OES workforce; Use alternative training delivery methods to increase the availability and reduce the cost of training combined with: Assess staff training needs and provide staff training that supports program.
Strategy:

1. Identify skill requirements necessary to perform tasks at each point in the OES time line.

2. Develop a method to take an inventory of OES staff skills in line with those that were determined necessary to perform tasks in the OES process.

3. Take an inventory of OES knowledge, skills and abilities.

4. Identify skills gaps and prioritize needs as a guide to planning training.

5. Develop training as indicated by the skills assessment using appropriate mode and technology—classroom, WebEx, workbook, PowerPoint, etc. 

6. Develop a means to maintain the inventory of needs and training delivered.

7. Review training needs and plans regularly with the OES Policy Council.

Suggestions for training:

· Frank’s region develops desk guides to address more specific answers to frequently asked questions from the states.  They have something for address refinement, atypicals, and so on.  Lelia, Charlie, and others agreed that a standard desktop guide would be useful for all States to have.  

· Every state has the opportunity to take the occupational coding class.  (We will offer another three sessions before the November panel.)  Charlie said that the training content should be separated depending on the tasks different staff members perform.  He doesn’t think a comprehensive OES Overview course would be useful or cost/time-effective for coders or data compilers who do phone collection and clerical work; it would be useful for an analyst.  

· The skill mix varies by state. Some have many clerks and one analyst, while other have many analysts and one clerk.  Some smaller states have only one OES employee.  Charlie’s OES office has a technician (data compiler), supervisor, and a research analyst V (RA V) and RA II (the latter helps the supervisor with reviewing estimates and deciding which QAs need further examination).  Delores said that her new staff do coding, and she does their QA.  Fully-trained staff do their own QA.  

· Darragh said that WebEx trainings are better than having no training, but that the long-run retention rate is not as high as with live training.  In-person training offers printed documents and workbooks with examples (such as the atypicals workbook) that are more useful than a WebEx PowerPoint.  Perhaps the WebEx should include workbooks.  Currently BLS does not allow us to record WebEx sessions—only the PowerPoint can be downloaded afterwards.  

· Offer an abbreviated OES overview.  

· Delores said it would be useful for the Overview Training to show how coding errors could affect estimates.  

· Have separate training for coding and for estimation/processing.

· Charlie suggested that EDS training be offered.  

· Marie suggested a Wiki site or blog for training. 

· Not all states prepare projections in the same office as OES.  Oriane said that there are plans for separate projections training.  

Suggestions for assessing skills available and needed in OES: 
· By June, Regional offices will create lists of tasks or skills that are or should be represented on every State OES team.  States should have the opportunity to indicate whether they feel confident that the task is being performed correctly; a comments section will allow states to quantify the level of skill.  One of the questions will be, “Do you have people dedicated to this particular task?”  The Policy Council will then determine skills that are missing from different states.  States on the PC will review the list for completeness.  It’s important to emphasize that the purpose of this exercise is to assess training needs, not to rate the states.

· We could also break the overview training into components and ask other OES supervisors around the country which of the components would be useful for which staff.  We could ask supervisors whether they think certain portions of the training should be offered separately for different staff members. 

· Regional office certification would be a good source of knowledge/skills.  

· Charlie will review the OES timeline to identify discrete tasks.  

· Darragh said we should inventory tasks, not skills.  We can identify tasks that are necessary (e.g. look for errors in microdata, data compiling, research and analysis, and overall supervision), but skills are nebulous (they measure the ability to perform tasks, e.g. the ability to run a program in SPAM).  On the other hand, “refusal aversion” training (turning a nonresponse into a response) teaches the importance of people and sales skills for data collectors.  Many states agreed that training in data collection skills would create more time to do processing.   

· Someone will ask CES, LAUS, and QCEW Policy Council chairs whether they have information on staff skills/tasks.   

· John Filemyr is also planning on surveying the regions soon to ask whether their needs are being met.

Goal 4.2 Strategically manage resources

How do we identify state priorities and monitor activities?

· One goal is higher quality data, delivered closer to reference date.

· Another goal is greater transparency in how estimates are derived.  Tom said that other parties in WY want to create a more readily explainable product, which would create competition.  George noted that the BLS handbook of methods, chapter 3, has detail.  The OES website has a Technical Note (a general methodology overview/summary), and a much more detailed Survey and Estimates Reliability Statement.  The OES program is trying to meet many different needs, and it’s inherently complicated.  Oriane said that OES State staff and data collectors frequently try to explain how OES estimates are developed, so this should be part of training.  

Proposals for identifying activities and obtaining cost estimates:

· Put a suggestion box on StateWeb to help us identify activities for strategically managing resources.

· Place a list of established priorities online or attached to the Policy Council minutes 3-4 times a year.  There will be two categories of improvements: Maintenance/things we have to do (e.g. SOC revision, NAICS revision, MSA definitions at the national office), and enhancements/improvements (time series, benchmarking, imputation).  Integration became a priority because we were told it was, but states might not think it is. 

· Priorities revolve around sampling—changing the benchmark, disaggregation, sampling by UI run, etc.  

· Darragh said that it would be helpful for all states, not just PC representatives, to realize the limited resources we have to make improvements.

· Tom said that there should be better communication of National office activities to the States.  States don’t understand the National office work and processing timeline.  A timeline might help them appreciate what the national office does and would be a program operation improvement activity.  The National office explained that it’s difficult to create a timeline because the computer systems, statistical methods, OFO, and OES program office staff are all involved in a continuous improvement process.  Tasks also vary by estimation cycle.  

DAY 2

Sam Wright (ETA) and SOC team representatives joined us over the phone.

OES priorities, continued

· There should be a way to match data dumps to UI wage records.  There are limitations to using administrative data.  The national and regional offices are researching whether we have comparable cell responses across all 6 panels.  This is something we can’t do in CES now. We want to know whether responses are representative of the universe.

6.  OES Pilot Response Team

· The office of Survey Methods and Research is looking at the OES Pilot Response Team report. We do not yet have a final report.  We’re working on improving response rates and a plan that would get all data collected sooner.

7. Imputation issues

· The Policy Council decided that we will ask all States to find examples of schedules with a highly unusual occupation (and has the NAICS and all occupations coded correctly) that should be withheld from imputation.  States will look at previous panels and find establishments they would have identified as not being eligible as donors for imputation.  We will give States parameters for flagging a unit.  It would be good to talk about this a national meeting workshop.  The schedule might be unique to a particular state, locality, or industry.  For example, some temporary help industries specialize in a particular occupation, such as actors; if such an establishment’s schedule gets used in imputation for an office building, it will be unusual for it to have 100 actors.  We have controls in the imputation system to ensure that entertainment parks or local government units don’t get used in place of a casino.

· Darragh will draft the question to the states asking how strongly they feel this problem is and whether they can give us examples.  George and Laurie will supply some history of how imputation has changed over the years and will explain the current process.  We want to understand the scale of the problem.  If it’s a big problem, we’ll do something about it. If it’s not a problem, we’ll put the topic to rest.

· We try to avoid cross-state imputation.  Tom said that in WY and a few other nearby states, staffing pattern in NAICS 621, 622, and 623 had more nursing assistants than nurses.  We wouldn’t want to take a SD hospital staffing pattern and impute it to WY.  

· Kevin gave some examples of establishments within the same industry and size class that should not be imputed for one another: Special education elementary schools and other elementary schools; and rural large universities and large inner city liberal arts colleges.  That might be a case where we would want a more similar university from Chicago to be used for imputation. 
· Leila volunteered to export a list of all bypasses from the QA.

· We will go through prior PC minutes to find state-specific examples of this problem.      

Potential problems with finding these examples

· Each state can see only its data, not data from nearby states.  The imputation pool used by the national office could be outside of the state.

· Small firms can change business activity depending on time of year.  The NAICS code during one season might not be valid during another. 

· It might be difficult to identify examples with unusual staffing patterns before seeing the estimation output.  Problematic imputation is detected when high recipient unit weights and high employment yield high weighted employment.  EDS tracks the number of “poison schedule” flags in an estimate, allowing analysts to suppress manually.  

· Intervening with the process might be a problem.  If there’s a model in a paint shop, how can we be sure there are no models in other paint shops?  Moreover, if there’s one model in a paint store in an area, it will go to the cross-industry and national estimates.  But if there’s only one model in industry in the cell, it will get suppressed for that area.

· States are hesitant to enter unusual schedules into the system as nonrespondents because they need the employment for meeting response rate requirements.

Possible solutions

· If a nonrespondent unit previously supplied data to OES, we could use the old staffing pattern for imputation.  We also looked into imputing with a unit from within the same UI (another establishment from the same chain store). 

· Charlie said that Brian Rae is working on a paper analyzing the reliability of imputed data. 

· During data review, states could enter a code to identify the reason for withholding from imputation.  Laurie said that we would want to see an explanation as well.

· Charlie said that the projections staff might feel the strongest about this.  State staff reviews only cross-industry data, so they might view this as such a problem; they have more issues with wage fluctuation.  

· It would be ideal to redefine some local government units.  Leila gave an example of a local government unit with mostly sheriff’s officers that wouldn’t be appropriate for replacing another local government department. 
8. OES Postcard Test

· Carrie’s staff had to do some address refinement and then re-ran significance tests with data from the second test panel.  They found significant difference in response rate between the employers receiving a postcard and those who didn’t, in size class 7.  They recommend sending a postcard and survey packets to establishments in size classes 7, 8, and 9.  These units respond faster and require less follow-up, which lowers cost.  The last page of the final report shows the response rates associated with different scenarios (sending just postcards, sending both).  We might want to rethink the timing of the mailings. 

· Because postcards are so cost-effective, we could just send postcard to all units in the initial mailing and then do follow-up for larger units.

· States will also be able to send postcards themselves at their own expense.  The electronic version can be reproduced easily and inexpensively.

· The front of the postcard will have the same image but lighter ink.  Charlie suggested putting a BLS logo on the front of the postcard.

· The postcards are Postal Service compliant, so they will not be perceived as junk mail.  

· Postcards are a cheap way to do address refinement.  Survey packets take longer to produce because they are mailed out only after we inspect them at the printer.  Postcards can be mailed right away.

· Per Charlie and Darragh’s suggestions, Carrie will edit the text on the back of the postcard.  She will change “survey” to “report;” “surveyed” to “asked to report;” and “thank you for completing the OES ‘report’ [not ‘survey’].”  

· States should have working relationship with their local post office.  Sometimes smaller local post offices don’t deliver the state’s mail right away.  

9. SOC team updates (Alissa Emmel, Theresa Cosca, by phone)

· The final structure for the 2010 SOC was released in January.  They reworded the principles behind classification and also separated out the coding guidelines.  They hope to have decisions final this May and to publish the manual by the end of 2009.  

· The goal was to try to maintain time series continuity.  44% of the occupations remained the same; 47% had editorial revisions; 7% had content changes in a group; and 3% had other non-definitional changes (such as a code or title wording change).  There are 840 occupations in total; 24 new occupations, and some collapsed occupations.  There are significant improvements to IT and health occupations; and 2 new “green occupations” (solar voltaic installers and wind turbine service technicians).  The new suggested occupations are those that can be collected through a survey like OES or a household survey like the Census. 

· Credentials have been deemphasized, and the difference between managers and first-line supervisors has been clarified.  

· Since we’re not doing dual coding, we expect to see the first national estimates using the 2010 revision in 3 years.  We’ll do roll-ups in the meantime.  We were hoping to do dual coding and some imputation, but it would have been too difficult to implement by the November panel.  When we implemented the 2000 SOC, we gave Projections estimates based on one year of data.  We didn’t publish certain estimates (“survey physicians and surgeons, all other” wasn’t included) but gave them to projections.  We could do something similar this year.

· There will be three occupational coding training sessions based on the SOC 2010 (not for experienced coders): July 15-16 in Austin, TX; July 22-23 in Philadelphia; September in Sacramento, CA; and possibly one more on the east coast.  There will also be a workshop during the national meeting to discuss changes; materials will be posted on StateWeb.  A WebEx session will be held for experienced coders.  

· They are working on crosswalks with ISCO ( an international system for classifying occupations) and Stat Canada and are creating a direct match title file (job titles that map only to 1 SOC) with the Census Bureau that will be a subset of SPAM.  It will help states identify occupations that they don’t have to question.  For example, ‘painter’ could be classified as ‘construction painters’ or ‘artists,’ so it wouldn’t appear the direct match title file.  

· They plan to start the next 2018 revision process in 2013, to coordinate with NAICS revisions.   

· Sam (ETA) asked whether the SOC team has finalized a way to identify green jobs.  There are several committees (including a BLS-chartered “green team”) working on that.  The Workforce Information Council will report on the topic in June.  

· Alissa thanked the states for looking at the s-memo and providing input since 2005.

· George will email the Policy Council the revised slides on 2010 SOC updates.

10. Upcoming national meeting agenda

· The Policy Council discussed how the session on best practices should be run.  These sessions have had mixed results in the past because processes that work for particular states don’t work for others.  Some suggestions:

· Have the highest performing 20% of states present their strategies.  

· Have a plenary session with small, medium, and large states presenting their strategies separately.  

· Look at states that have the best results with their large MSAs and small areas.  On the other hand, small states could also benefit from the best practices of larger states.  

· Present the best strategies for collecting data for difficult industries, such as employee leasing or temporary help.

· Present best practices by theme: automation; phone collection; large MSAs; staffing; etc.

· Marketing – examples of products that states or customers produce. 

· Refusal aversion workshop

· Workshop on EDS (not in the general presentation).  

· Make the IMT presentation shorter. It will not take an hour.  

· Briefing on COC process.

· Brief presentation on national office procedures (what happens from the time the national office receives the data to time they publish it).

· Expectations: It would be good to assess expectations before the conference so that the trainings will be successful.  We will show states the draft agenda and poll them for their expectations and learning objectives.  

· Evaluation: For some workshops, such as the 2010 SOC coding, we want to know whether everyone feels confident they are better prepared after the training.  John will send an example of an evaluation/rating system from a previous conference.  It is better to have shorter evaluations at end of each session than to receive one at the end.  

· Don’t make everyone go to every workshop.  Offer 4 simultaneous sessions and give people the choice to attend 3 of them.  Not everyone will want to attend the EDS workshop, for instance.

· Have an organizer for each presentation.

· Policy Council members will survey states to assess the number of people each state/region plans on sending to the national conference, and how many would attend each of the workshops.  Please email the number to George.  

11. Skills Assessment Tool

· Oriane’s office is working on a tool targeted towards incumbent or unemployed workers with low re-employment prospects.  The tool uses O*Net, projections, and OES data to help business development and job services representatives determine the transferability of skills across occupations.  It would suggest similar occupations and how much education workers would need to transition into them.  Some jobs are disappearing, and we don’t expect them to find re-employment in that occupation and region.  Minnesota is doing the content development work and is funding the project, while a D.C. firm is doing technical development.  Since the tool uses OES data as an input, this would be a good opportunity to brand OES.  It is planned to be released on Labor Day.  It will be on the Career OneStop website free of charge.  

· The partnership proposed another skills assessment tool to ETA, which Oriane believes has been unofficially approved.  It matches occupations based on O*Net knowledge, skills, and ability, and allows users to edit them and enter previous occupations and hobbies.  They hope that states will create lists of occupations in demand in local labor markets based on projections.  They are proposing that states be allowed to upload projections and customized list of occupations in demand.  Minnesota has been using list based on Job Vacancy survey.  The output will also include wages and educational requirements.  

· Marie will email Vinod to ask how many states are doing a vacancy survey. 

· Some states take Job Bank information and projections information to assess job supply.  Job Banks might not be representative of the universe, and it makes certain jobs appear more in demand than they really are.  

· ISEEK.org has a career assessment tool for students.  It uses only skills, not knowledge or abilities.  

12. National office’s answers to FAQs from states 

Inclusion of students not covered by UI 
· Survey forms do not tell respondents not to report students not covered by UI laws.  There is inconsistency in reporting among states.  Some states that don’t report students not covered by UI are reporting graduate TAs and research fellows (an R&D occupation), which means they’re underreporting graduate TAs and other occupations in universities.  Other states, including WY, do not give us data for students and do not report graduate TAs.  Students not covered by UI who are working in the cafeteria, library, administrative office, are creating underestimation problems for remaining occupations in the industry.  

· We need wages for R&D workers because FLC uses these breakouts.  If we don’t include graduate TAs and R&D occupations, we’d have to explain to ETA why we don’t have wages for them.  When ETA stated funding OES for FLC, OES stopped collecting R&D occupations from industries other than educational services.  OES used to collect R&D occupations from other industries such as professional research services.  Sam will set up a meeting between George and someone at ETA (Brian Pasternak or Elissa McGovern from FLC).

· Elected officials are also not covered by UI.  Some states (including NE) don’t report legislators.  

· We do not know whether university payrolls distinguish between jobs associated with student aid packages versus competitive jobs.  

· On the survey form, we could ask respondents to report certain student workers and then add them to the QCEW benchmark employment file.  Alternatively, we could just use OES data instead of QCEW for benchmarking purposes.  The national office compared OES employment to QCEW employment and found discrepancies in both directions—particularly in hospitals and educational services.  There were few discrepancies in funds, trusts, financial services.  The problem isn’t simply that OES doesn’t collect workers not covered by UI, because in some cases OES employment is higher.   If we built a tolerance (such as a fixed number if employment number is small, or a percentage) into the comparison, the discrepancies might not be as large.  

· Maybe OES isn’t getting reference month employment, but rather employment for later months.  On the third follow up, we often don’t get data for the correct month.    

Hourly v. annual wages

· The head of the Massage Therapist Association said that no massage therapists work 40 hours per week, 2,080 hours per year full time.  We will look at the reported data and might start publishing only hourly wages for this occupation for the May 2009 release.  Laurie’s staff will put this proposal in the next newsletter to get reaction from states.

Publishing the number of units reporting occupation

· The number of reporting units gives people an indication of estimate quality and imputation proportion.  Unfortunately, we cannot publish anything that might reveal the respondents in our sample.  For some industry-specific estimates, it’s conceivable that releasing the number of units reporting an occupation could reveal a particular employer.  QCEW does publish units.  

· WY publishes units reported.  

· The DRB might propose solutions.  

Indian tribe establishments

· The national office is proposing treating casinos as we do schools and hospitals.  Native American Indian casinos are under local government ownership, but it does not make sense to impute for other government units. OES does not use records designated as Indian tribal councils to impute for other local government.  We would like to classify them with private casinos, which have more similar staffing.  Alaska doesn’t have casinos; their local government would be imputed with another local government.  We could generate estimates for Indian tribal councils to see what the impact might be.  Oriane will see if MN publishes Indian tribe estimates for local areas.

· When we started sampling schools and hospitals by ownership, the number of sample units that went to schools declined.  
· We would have to start changing systems in order to incorporate these changes into the November 2009 panel.  The problem with running it through EDS is that we can’t tell from OES data how much of the Indian tribe data is from casinos and how much of it is from other industries within local government.

Occupation questions

· If we don’t dual code occupations, we’d have to publish estimates based on 1 year of data.  Right now, the crosswalk has solar voltaic installers linked to roofers, HVAC, plumbers, and a four other occupations.  We would need to roll up all 7 of these occupations to publish an estimate. Next time, we’ll still have estimates for all 7 of these occupations, in addition to the estimate for solar voltaic installers.  The crosswalk might not be correct.  Usually, solar panel installation is part of another business, so we wouldn’t see it as an industry or, in some cases, as a separate occupation—those workers might still be coded as electricians.

Estimates counts by area size

· The number of metropolitan and nonmetropolitan OES estimates released increased, which might have been a result of the modified allocation method (shifting employment from large to midsize areas).  All states had an increased response rate.  The RSEs were not higher than before, as we had expected.  We will research possible reasons for these changes.  

13.  Presentation at the BLS LMI Conference 

· OES will have 4 presentations in 45 minutes. Topics will include our plan to roll up estimates to address the SOC revision; IMT’s update of the NCS-OES integration; the impact of sample redistribution; new ideas in data collection (data dumps, payroll conferences).

· Tom will talk about the virtues of time series, the integration Modeling Team, the potential to collect benefits at the state level, healthcare reform, retirement benefits, the s-memo on sample distribution; and money on SESAs.

· Other possible topics are research that we’ve been doing on wages in not-for-profit vs for-profit establishments

14. Upcoming PC meetings

· The next scheduled teleconference is Thursday, May 14 at 2 PM E.S.T., to make decisions about the national meeting workshops and expectations.   

· The next PC meeting is planned for October.  George we will send an email about scheduling.

15. Action Items

· OES Newsletter content – The national office will talk to Bob Cottrell and Tom Price for information on the request for states to volunteer to test the new version of EDS.  
· OES Newsletter content – Laurie’s staff will write a proposal to publish only hourly wages for massage therapists (because they do not work 40 hours/week full time), to get reaction from states.

· George will email the detailed update on EDS to the Policy Council.

· George will email the Policy Council the revised slides on 2010 SOC updates.

· Laurie will email the handouts on data dumps to the Policy Council.  

· By June, Regional offices will create lists of tasks or skills that are or should be represented on every State OES team.  Charlie will review the OES timeline to identify discrete tasks.  Someone will ask CES, LAUS, and QCEW Policy Council chairs whether they have information on staff skills/tasks.   

· Someone on Laurie’s staff will put a suggestion box on StateWeb to help us identify activities for strategically managing resources

· Carrie will edit the text on the back of the postcard.  She will change “survey” to “report;” “surveyed” to “asked to report;” and “thank you for completing the OES ‘report’ [not ‘survey’].”  

· Sam Wright will set up a meeting between George and someone at ETA (Brian Pasternak or Elissa McGovern from FLC) to discuss R&D occupations.

Imputation issues - action items

· Darragh will draft the question to the states asking how strongly they feel the problem of withholding unusual units from imputation is, and whether they can give us examples.  George and Laurie will supply a history of how imputation has changed over the years and will explain the current process.

· Leila volunteered to export a list of all bypasses from the QA.  

· We will go through prior PC minutes to find state-specific examples of this problem.      

National conference - action items
· Policy Council members will survey states to assess the number of people each state/region plans on sending to the national conference, and how many would attend each of the workshops.  Please email the number to George.  

· We will show states the draft agenda and poll them for their expectations and learning objectives.  

· John will send an example of an evaluation/rating system from a previous conference.

· Marie will email Vinod to ask how many states are doing a vacancy survey. 
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