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DAY 1

1. State Report

· Oriane reported that there are two approaches to redefining BOS areas: 1) A minimal approach involves combining some of the small BOS areas. This might involve removing the State boundaries to combine similar counties from neighboring States. 2) The second, “overhaul” approach would completely redefine how BOS areas are developed, enhancing the methodology and its transparency. We could use location quotients, OES microdata, wages, occupation and industry composition, commuting pattern data, and other variables to define the areas.  
· Other issues to consider are the differences between state and federal minimum wages across state bounds; and the differences between right-to-work laws and industry unionization across state bounds.

· There are some MSAs with fewer than 25,000 in employment.  These areas might be homes to military bases.  
· States would like to be given more advance notice of new BLS procedures.  For example, information on new due dates for the corrections was sent in an S-memo, but it wasn’t updated on the StateWeb calendar.  It was suggested that the StateWeb calendar be made compatible with MS Outlook.
· Bill expressed disappointment that when BLS does not send files by the deadline, State deadlines aren’t extended.  George said that if this happens, States can send him an e-mail—he can’t promise expedited files, but he can relay the reason for the delay. 

2. Program updates
2007 OES data quality initiative (Sharon Stang)
· The main objective of this initiative is the standardization of procedures across the six regional offices and across States.  The goal of identifying problems is to improve staff training and program efficiency. 
· The chartered team developed a proposal with 12 steps and identified the 5 functional areas that most affect data quality: 1) data collection; 2) training and experience; 3) communications; 4) quality measurement; and 5) computer systems and IT support.  The team identified the areas that could be addressed without much additional cost.  The staff developing the OES data quality program looked at procedures from QCEW, the National Compensation Survey (NCS) TRP program (technical re-interview program), the NCS structured on-the-job program, CPI and Producer Price Indexes (PPI).  
· In the pilot test of selected States, there were questions on staff training, IT support, publications, deliverable transmissions, file quality (e.g. duplicate questions), QA microdata review, estimates review, survey management, and other topics. 
· The State data quality assurance protocol will standardize how the regional office visit will run.  The protocol has specific information about files the RO will want to see prior to visit, file locations, and other processes.  The RO will run QA on the masterfile prior to visiting and will write specific post-visit trip reports.  

· The State’s performance rating determines the number of visits from the regional office during the year. A “high performing” State would expect one data quality visit per year and complete the State Operations Review (SOR) every 24 months. A “performing” State would receive a minimum of one visit per panel and complete the SOR every 18 months.  A “not performing” State would receive a minimum of one visit per panel, complete the SOR every 12 months, and would be asked to develop and submit an action plan for achieving a performing level.  The rating might appear to be subjective as it is determined by RO, but the factors (number of deliverables) are not subjective.  After the reviews are given, regional offices will coordinate with States concerning visit dates.

· The purpose is not to make comparisons among States, but to improve procedures.  This will help Office of Field Operations (OFO) schedule and customize the WebEx training sessions, and it will help State supervisors/managers administer training.  One measurable outcome associated with the initiative will hopefully be fewer missed deliverables.  The Work Plan is a follow up to the State data quality assurance visit.  

· One of the sections addresses how to enter useful comments during data review.  The chartered team still needs to add a section that relates to the coding and processing of COCs, and to data falsification (any BLS program needs a documentable way to assert that data falsification doesn’t occur).

· One concern was that some of the questions that deal with the management should go to the LMI director rather than to the supervisors.  Some supervisors might not want to answer questions that would reflect poorly on the manager.  Another concern was that the State ratings might affect supervisors’ evaluations, and that no State would want to be rated poorly for problems they didn’t know existed.  It was noted that S-memos explain the procedures, so States should be aware of them.  Bob said that there needs to be a way for States to rebut or discuss the report with the RO. 

· Tom said that the PC would like to see the work plan (goals and objectives, what reports will need to be generated, etc) as soon as possible to have an opportunity to comment.  Sharon will put a description of this initiative on StateWeb.

Postcard test results

· The final result was a 0.3 percent change in the pseudo-response rate when the postcards were used, which is a small change.  The ‘pseudo response rate’ is based solely on the number of control and test units in this study, and is not adjusted for out-of-scope, out of business, or COC establishments.  Anyone who responded between May and June wasn’t counted in this response rate because they weren’t part of the test.

· Carrie’s staff is finishing a paper that will include analysis by size and employment.  Carrie will send out a revised version of her draft report as soon as possible, so the regions can distribute it to the States for comment.  It would be good to have a decision the first week of September. 
· Sending a postcard for the first follow up would save the program about $200,000 per panel, or $400,000 per year.  The PC discussed where the $400,000 savings could be used in the program.  It could be used towards mailing costs, which are currently $1.2 million (including business reply) and will continue to rise.  Tom might e-mail the States a list of other program activities (i.e. EDS, meetings) that the saved money could potentially fund.  BLS cannot send such a list because it might be interpreted as a commitment by BLS. 
· Scott asked whether no change in the response rate suggests that the December mailing itself isn’t necessary.  Carrie responded since this wasn’t part of the test, we can’t make that conclusion, but it would be interesting to test.  For States that don’t call nonrespondents right away, the December mailing would be necessary. It would also be interesting to see how the results differ in the spring and fall.
Implied Consent for State and Local Government
· During the June teleconference, George explained that OES hoped to implement implied consent for state and local government units.  PC members did not have any reservations at that meeting, so today George presented six different versions of a letter that could be sent to respondents.  Tom and Bob raised some new concerns they have about implied consent for these units.
· The issue of re-disclosure:  Some states pledge confidentiality at the UI account level for data reported for compliance with UI laws. In some States, the State HR department supplies data for the various government agencies (establishments with separate UI numbers), such as a corrections department.  For example, if the HR Department is providing data that can be associated with the Department of Corrections, from a UI source, and the State LMI office provides that information to BLS and BLS releases statistics in a way that can be associated with the specific information of the department of corrections, then we might have an issue of data re-disclosure, a violation of confidentiality.  
· Bob said that this might not be a problem if we do not ask for the data by UI account number.  NC doesn’t send HR a form with the corrections department UI number; they ask for a run of government employment and wages excluding universities.  

· NCS uses implied consent for the collection of State and local government information. QCEW publishes State government data by industry, so we should determine how they do that.  [On looking at the data published by QCEW, it appears that they do apply disclosure protection rules for at least some State government data. See corrections institutions data for Wyoming by county as an example—employment and wages are not disclosed.]  Dixie suggested talking to Cheryl Atkinson at the ETA, which is dealing with a similar issue.  
· It was suggested that “non-governmental” replace the term “private sector” in the letters, if we move forward with implied consent.
Update on EDS

· ETA has started a project to review the projections program. That’s a venue to relay the importance of EDS.
· EDS is working with BLS on an AAMC to convert EDS from FoxPro to a .net framework, hopefully by the end of December 2009.  Greg asked whether it could be done with a web-based interface.  
MedPac and CDC update
· BLS recently met with Acumen, a contractor for the Center for Medicare and Medicaid Services that is evaluating the research MedPac conducted leading MedPac to suggest use of OES data in calculating Medicare reimbursement rates. Public comment has raised concern that there would be no audit of confidential BLS microdata, and that the OES survey is voluntary.  
· The CDC would like to profile the public health workforce.  Associations have made efforts to add several health-related occupations to the SOC in the past, resulting in the addition of “public health educators” and 13 other occupations to the 2000 SOC.  If funding were available, provided by CDC or other sources, to pay for collection and processing costs, it might be possible to adjust our sample design to isolate public health establishments and profile that occupational employment.  In the past, BLS has allowed external parties to purchase sample for special research.  We have to determine how much trouble it would cause to subsample the states for health care establishments.  
3.   OES/NCS integration update
· The IMT has analyzed one of the three survey design recommendations, that of a complete overlap, where the NCS sample is a subsample of the OES sample.  They will simulate this option with the recommended three-year mutual rotation scheme.  Results are planned for the end of October 2008.
· On September 9, IMT will have the results of the second phase of the “PSO research.” This research is a test of whether information collected by NCS for their “probability selection of occupations” process (PSO) fills OES occupational data needs.

· Measurement objectives:  
State comments on the IMT measurement objectives

· Regarding p. 27 “A BOS area is a collection of contiguous nonmetropolitan counties,” Randy commented that the nonmetropolitan counties are not necessarily contiguous.  There are several exceptions that are separated by an entire MSA.  Dixie will remove the word ‘contiguous’ from that sentence on p. 27. 
· Randy questioned the phrase ‘BLS-defined county clusters’ on page 4.  Dixie will add a BLS definition of NCS county clusters to the glossary of the measurement objectives.   

· It might be useful to look at the ‘2008 Labor Market Areas’ document from the LAUS program to see how they construct micropolitan areas and MSAs.  

PATCO- modeling federal pay comparability with OES wages

· BLS conducts the NCS survey of private, State, and local government establishments for the Federal Pay Agent to match job levels in about 200 occupations to requirements in the federal job series.  BLS is testing the possible use of OES data to cope with any possible sample reductions in NCS.  This approach applies modeling techniques to OES and NCS sample data to produce wage estimates for various skill levels within an occupational group.
4. Sampling and the distribution across States

· At our previous PC meeting, we discussed the need for a change in the State sample allocation, and we discussed two possible new methodologies.  Under the State/MSA approach, the State pieces of an MSA would be the areas that would be compared to all other areas (in terms of proportion for allocation) nationally.  Under the MSA allocation, interstate MSAs would be treated as one area compared to all other areas nationally.  We agreed that the reliability of occupational estimates should be reasonably consistent across MSA and BOS areas.

· At the last meeting, people were concerned about the effect or reallocation on State workloads, and how the allocations would vary over time.  Today, Marie presented the results of her staff’s simulation of the reallocation:
a. There did not appear to be much volatility in State sample from year to year.  One exception is that there may be shifts in sample when new MSA definitions would be implemented.  There might be a way to implement the methodology to limit the amount a state sample can shift up or down from panel to panel.  
b. Under the State/MSA allocation, interstate MSAs are broken into their State components as they are with the current design.  The largest areas lost more sample under the MSA allocation than they did under the State/MSA allocation.

c. The MSA method would be more operationally complex to implement and would present a greater risk for BLS sampling systems.

d. Before today’s meeting, Marie, Oriane, and Randy discussed the differences between States that could affect wages or compensation.  If States have different minimum wages, disability insurance policies, and tax structures, for instance, we wouldn’t want to collapse the cross-state BOS area boundaries.  
e. Statistical methods and the program office recommend the State/MSA method over the MSA method for the reasons listed above.

f. If we aren’t going to collapse MSAs that cross State boundaries, we shouldn’t do it to the BOS areas.
· Darragh and others agreed that the State/MSA method would be easier to explain to the States because it is more logical.  
· Another benefit of allocating among State/MSAs nationally is that it’s self-adjusting; as the economy changes (e.g. Florida and Nevada are growing), the sample will adjust itself.  
· If a State loses sample under the new allocation, how would that affect the estimates the State can produce?  When NCS went through a major methodology change, they weren’t able to publish as much in some areas.  States want to be prepared to explain to customers why estimates for certain occupations are suddenly not published. Marie hopes that the new allocation will enable us to publish estimates for more areas. Idaho, for instance, should have better estimates.
· Marie will look into how much sampled employment would change by State.
· Other questions to consider:
a. Should there be a minimum population or employment size requirement for areas?  Currently, we have a minimum sample size criterion for each cell.  If we relax that and lower the minimum for smaller areas, then these areas would not take as much sample, and have as high a sampling fraction as they have now.  
b. How should we treat the “county not identified” units? Should we combine them with the largest MSA?  Currently, these areas are being selected at a higher rate by virtue of the small number of establishments classified this way (although only the ones with 50 or more employment are selected).  For example, Florida has an unusually high number because of temporary help services; WY has large construction contractors that would be hard to track down to a location; and telemarketers in any area.
c. How should certainty units be defined?  Should the certainty definitions be the same for all states?  How do current certainty size cutoffs affect the number of cells that can be published and the reliability of the estimates?

· Marie will calculate how much sampled employment would change by State.

Marie will add mean area size to the spreadsheet.  She will also add a column showing how the number of areas changes under each method.

DAY 2
1. Sampling and the distribution across States - continued
· Under the new methodology, BLS anticipates that it will be able to publish more occupational estimates for more areas, and that the reliability of estimates will be more consistent.  The geography and stratification won’t change—there won’t be more areas—but we’ll be able to release more estimates, and there will more comparability in estimates across areas.  Also, under-sampled areas will get more sample.  Some states are growing and diversifying in industry composition and need more sample.  States will still be able to produce their own non-MSA based estimates using EDS.  
· Randy suggested that we monitor this reallocation to ensure that it produces the desired results: more published cells and consistently reliable estimates.  It was agreed that the impact of the changes should be monitored.  

· Further explanation for the States is forthcoming through the regional offices. BLS will prepare a report explaining the background and motivation for the methodology change, and the effects by State.

· Do we want to apply a maximum percentage change or a maximum change in the number of units, or phase the change in over a fixed period of time? 
· Darragh suggested that we look at the differences in terms of the number of units, not just as percentages, because of establishment size (employment) differences.              

· We discussed how to transition to the new allocation.  Do we want to implement a version of the hold harmless and impose a threshold afterward?  Do we want to implement it over 2 years (4 panels) or 3 years (6 panels) for all States?  The regional offices will discuss this with the most heavily impacted States to assess whether they want the change right away or in phases.  For large States for which sample/workload drives funding, a faster transition might be acceptable.  For small States for which funding is not driven by workload, a slower transition might be more reasonable.  On the other hand, we can’t make the assumption that all States losing sample would want a slower transition. There may be States with imminent retirements that would deal with a sample cut by not replacing those employees.  Conversely, some States gaining sample wouldn’t be able to hire additional staff right away.  

· Bill said that most States are used to adjusting to changes in sample and funding levels, and that the changes should be implemented for all States simultaneously.  

· BLS would like to begin implementing the new methodology by the November 2009 panel.  If we give States enough time, they could hire an extra staff by August 2009.  We can come up with workload numbers in February or March 2009.  By that point, we’ll know the target sample sizes. 
2. SOC 2010 revision and Coding Assistance Workshop (CAW) updates
· The CAW team met once a month via conference calls and carried out their work by e-mail.  They hope to finalize and implement the changes by November 2008.  
· The second Federal Register Notice was released, and many States submitted comments.  The major changes were to the IT occupations, healthcare occupations, printing workers, and HR managers and specialists.  There will be about 20 new occupations.  
· The new SOC structure will have advanced practice registered nurses (ARPN) as a broad group, and three detailed occupations underneath. The residuals would be classified with RNs.

· Charlie relayed that Naomi (Oregon) suggested that the SOC manual be formatted similarly to the NAICS manual, which has detailed explanation and examples of industries that would be coded differently.  The SOC manual has short ‘excludes’ statements.  
· To transition to the new SOC, we will probably roll up to broad group at first, and then use the detailed occupations once we have a full panel.  We will probably base some of our estimates on one year’s worth of data, as we did in 1999.  We cannot dual code the data forward without additional funding, and that would delay implementation of SOC 2010.  Dual coding back panels is not practical, except possibly in the case of centrally collected units coded with an occupational crosswalk.  
· Dixie reported that there is a proposal to increase consistency in occupational classification principles and coding guidelines across BLS programs (NCS, CPS, OES, and OSH).  To the extent that we can, we’d like the national and State offices to share staff training and tools, such as title files.  Ideally, this would be implemented in August 2009 (contingent on finishing the SOC revision).
· Tom commented that he doesn’t think NCS field economists should collect OES data in those overlapping units because they don’t have the proper training.

3. ETA update

· ETA is performing an independent review of the State projections process to better understand what it is funding.  Bob Murdoch, former LMI director for Nevada, is involved in this.  On Sept 9 or 10, 2008, ETA and BLS staff will conduct a site visit to Utah to review EDS and the Analyst Resource Center (ARC, previously ALMIS).
· ETA is looking at whether O*Net’s collection process can be streamlined.
· ETA is looking at new and emerging occupations to predict what the next training initiative should be. Information is published on the O*Net Resource Center website.
· Workforce Information Innovations Network (WIN-WIN) is a small grant through Maine to study “social networking” technology such as web 2.0, blogging, and wikis.
· There is not much new development of Career OneStop, due to funding cuts and staff reductions.
· It is not clear whether Dunn and Bradstreet, or InfoUSA will provide information for the employer database.  
4.   OES National Meeting
· December would not be a good time; March 17-20 or April would be preferable 

· Suggested additional topics included—



Presentation on the budget process (although Bill commented that State staff might not be interested in this).

State Operations Review
Report on the PRCT (Pilot Response Campaign Team)



Possible guest speakers from other programs or agencies: Marcia Benders from OFO could give a presentation on reluctance conversion; Pam Frugoli could give a presentation on new and emerging occupations.
Group break-outs by State size, not only by region.


Best practices- a set of strategies that can help States meet their deliverables (these vary by State size).

How to introduce new staff -- suggested curriculum for new employees

presentation on sampling and stratification methodology- Marie’s PowerPoint presentation on the history of allocation in OES, the current methodology, the future
Presentation on more basic survey methodology and how to answer respondent questions over the phone (e.g. units are drawn from the UI database; NAICS; an overview of QCEW; comment codes on the QCEW screen; the six-step process)
Incorporate time for networking, such as lunch roundtables on different topics, or assigned seating so that people can’t sit by region.
Add to the program update: statistical and methodological improvements accomplished since the last national meeting- and encourage feedback

Include in the folder a handout that shows the BLS organizational structure- who everyone is, what they do, who they communicate to (other than their supervisor), how we get information to states. 

Include a document showing the different vehicles for communication (Policy Council; regional offices; national office contacts).  

Include a document on the differences and similarities between OES and CPS/NCS wage data (from the Concepts Team folder on the integration intranet page)

· George will send out another draft agenda
5.   Strategic Planning 

· The PC members will work on writing an action plan for each of the objectives.  George sent PC members an example of an action plan.  Please send these to George by August 29, 2008.
Darragh- Goal A objective 1 
Randy – Goal A objective 2
Charlie – Goal A objective 3

Delores – Goal B objective 1

Bill – Goal B objective 2

Oriane – Goal B objective 3
Rick – Goal C objective 3
Scott – Goal C objective 5
Tom – Goal D objective 3

6.   Upcoming meetings:
· The proposed dates for our next PC meeting are below.  Please e-mail George your preferences. 
· Dec 2-3, 2009 (Might be good to have this before we start drafting the LMI Cooperative Agreement)
· May 5-6, 2009 (There is an interim deliverable file due on May 8, but the tentative dates for the OES National Conference are April 21-23.  We could move this a week either direction.) 
· August 11-12
7.   Action items
· George will follow up on implied consent and will see what other programs are doing
· George will add “non-governmental” in parentheses to “private sector” in the implied consent letter samples.
· George will send an updated draft agenda for the National Meeting.
· Marie and George will summarize the sample redistribution information into a memo or document that we can share with the States. 

· Marie will determine how much sampled employment would change by State, under the State/MSA redistribution methodology (the difference it would make on the amount of employment States are collecting).  
· Dixie will remove the word ‘contiguous’ from the sentence “A BOS area is a collection of contiguous nonmetropolitan counties” on p. 27.  She will add a BLS definition of NCS county clusters to the glossary of the measurement objectives.
· Carrie will update the draft postcard report that she presented in April to include the most recent results, so that we can decide whether to go with postcards in the December and June mailing.
· Sharon Stang will put a description of the data quality initiative on StateWeb.

· PC members will write action plans for their assigned goal objectives and send them to George by Friday, August 29, 2008.
Terms for 5 State Policy Council members expire with the new Fiscal Year.  Bill Dobson and Charlie Saibel have indicated that they would be willing to provide the opportunity to participate with the OES Policy Council to other States in the regions that they have represented. We thank Bill and Charlie for all of their years of work on the OES Policy Council!
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