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Minutes:

Incoming members were invited to attend the September policy council meeting.  The OES Policy Council welcomed Belinda Hodges (AR) and Naomi Haynes (OR) to its membership. 

1. Action Items from April meeting:

a. Frank Waligorski reported that he had not yet submitted a RUSH request to have the EDS system installed on Philadelphia regional offices PCs due to their recent office relocation, but that he would do so.

b. George Stamas reported that the OES estimates for private sector and government ownerships were published July 27th on the BLS website.

c. George Stamas reported that the chair for the “healthcare workforce” committee has been selected, and that the committee desires data on both healthcare employment and the available workforce.  BLS is presently arranging to meet with representatives from the committee. 

d. George Stamas reminded the Policy Council that we had agreed to use a roll-up of SOC2000 and SOC2010 occupations that will be used to produce 3-year estimates during the conversion to SOC2010.  At the prior meeting, the Policy Council expressed a preference for using the roll-up to the option of producing single-year estimates.
e. Mike Strople reported that BLS does offer some refusal avoidance / telephone training and will investigate if it can be offered to State employees.

2. State Report

a. Tom Gallagher summarized the State-only discussion: States discussed the SPAM .NET conversion, how tribal government establishments will be handled under the new implied consent procedures, and preparing States for private/public sector estimates releases.

b. States also discussed their experiences with the accelerated collection AAMC:

i. Nick Wallace mentioned that Ohio was having difficulties with the approval required for hiring more staff, which had negatively impacted their readiness for the accelerated cycle.

ii. Kevin Hannel reported that New York is training a new employee to make phone contact with respondents.

iii. Scott Hunzeker mentioned that the Nebraska strategy is to use a CES staff member for help, but delays due to the .NET conversion have put Nebraska behind schedule.

c. Tom Gallagher mentioned that for several States, changing payroll systems  (such as products by the HAY group and Fox-Lawson) can cause dramatic changes in State data staffing patterns, and wondered if OES could coordinate crosswalks from these systems so that State government coding could be more consistent.

i. George Stamas suggested that the Policy Council research how many States are using particular personnel/payroll systems to see what coordination would be possible.  Tom Gallagher agreed that the council should canvas States to learn how these systems classify occupations, what systems the States use, and what consultant services they may employ.

1. Naomi Haynes suggested that many State analysts wouldn’t necessarily have any information about payroll systems, or even who to ask.  Bob Cottrell suggested whatever agency is responsible for State government human resources.

ii. In order to improve consistency in State government data reporting, OFO will survey States about which payroll or human resources management system their State governments use.
iii. Tom Gallagher also suggested that it may be possible to similarly coordinate crosswalks for educational institutions across States, if many institutions use the same systems.

3. Program Updates

a. .NET

i. Carrie Jones described the enhancements and corrections that were implemented in the .NET version of SPAM.   

ii. George Stamas mentioned that the national office had received negative feedback regarding installation issues (which will hopefully be resolved shortly), behavioral issues (which are an issue as the system was meant to be nearly identical from the users’ perspective), as well as system errors.

iii. Jeff Green mentioned that the .NET version ran very slowly on West Virginia’s peer-to-peer platform.  They had not experienced installation problems, but were given constant error pop-ups regarding the occupational totals while editing, which forced them to revert to the previous version of SPAM very quickly.

1. Bob Cottrell asked which sort of installation was supported, to which Mike Strople answered that it should be useable both as a stand-alone system and a server installation, but peer-to-peer was untested.

iv. Mike Strople described how, due to the difficulties, twelve States had asked to convert their databases back to the Visual Basic version of SPAM, and that BLS was able to remove the additional fields to do so generally within a day.  As it was quickly determined to revert to the VB version for production, Mike Strople also asked for States to volunteer for live testing of the .NET version (to begin Oct 4th) on a variety of platforms and production environments.

1. Naomi Haynes mentioned that Oregon had volunteered to test the system in the previous test, but was unable to install it.  She suggested that States be provided a contact for help with installation specifically, and that a State member should review the installation instructions for clarity prior to release.

v. Darragh Huggins mentioned that the States currently inform BLS about their systems yearly, and wondered why they were being asked once again.  Darragh also mentioned that the reports never appear to be updated with current information when they are submitted.

1. Mike Strople replied that the current survey had questions not asked on previous surveys, such as if States are using 64-bit operating systems.

b. Ownership-based estimates

i. George Stamas said that the Policy Council decided at the April meeting to recommend that BLS not to publish State and area-level ownership estimates (though States could choose to publish them).  Publishing the national-level estimates ultimately required significant discussions with DOL, OPM, and the BLS commissioner.  OES was required to notify users that the ownership estimate alone were not sufficient for making private to Federal pay comparisons, but OES received little feedback or controversy from data users.

c. State government point data

i. Laurie Salmon described how of the States who submitted point-based wage data for their State governments, approximately 30 were useable for estimation, while one or two files were unsuitable

ii. Marie Stetser relayed that SMS was incorporating these State government point data into the estimation system for the May 2010 estimates.  Marie described this process as more challenging than the similar process of using Federal government point data, as not all States provided point data, and some States provided a mix of point and interval data. Wage imputation for State government establishments will be done with interval data, as it is already implemented.
iii. George Stamas asked State representatives if those States who were unable to submit point data in the current panel would be able to do so in the future, or if this would be an indefinite issue.

1. Scott Hunzeker replied that the problem in Nebraska is that the point data they have is not sufficient for OES purposes and contains many different pay types for each worker, so the data requires a lot of analyst judgment.  By the time it is put into wage intervals the interval representation is more accurate than the point representation.

2. Marie Stetser mentioned that the national office checks the point data against interval data for each State, and that they expect States to similarly check the quality of submitted data.

3. Marie Stetser asked State members if OES State government data were collected by QCEW establishment, would that data match the QCEW employment for those establishments. 

a. Scott Hunzeker and Darragh Huggins both replied that they thought the data would not match.

iv. George Stamas stated that OES was researching incorporating private sector point data in a similar manner, but that it is likely that such a process would not be implemented for several years. 

d. OES national meeting

i. Mike Strople described the OES national meeting held in Pittsburgh in August, which was attended by 100 State, 20 regional office, and 20 national office staff members.  Mike mentioned that the break-out sessions for large States generally had much higher feedback ratings, and presented the feedback scores for the individual sessions.  He also noted that the strongest feedback was that the second State caucus was considered unnecessary.

e. New SOC code

i. Carrie Jones described the implementation of a new OES-only SOC code for Sales representatives.  Sales reps for “generic services” were often being miscoded as sales reps for wholesale products, so the new code was developed to properly classify these workers.

f. County code on label

1. Darragh Huggins mentioned that States had requested that the county code be added to the address label.  Carrie Jones replied that BLS was working on modifying the contract with the printer to include the county code on the address label.

g. Imputation revisions
i. Laurie Salmon described a team that was recently founded to analyze the changes to imputation procedures discussed by the Policy Council at the previous two meetings.  The team will consist of national office and State employees: Audrey Watson, Barbara Wills, Nate Talley, Charlie Saibel, Dwayne Stevenson, Joel O’Donnel, Sharon Viton, Tanner Beam, Matt Berowitz.  The team is investigating which industries may benefit from staffing pattern imputation at the 6-digit NAICS industry level.  An example would be nuclear power generation. The team had decided not to focus on imputing units with responses from another reporting unit within the same UI account as the recipient.  Finally, the team is creating instructions for the new process for excluding extremely unusual units from being used as imputation donors.

h. SOC implementation

i. Naomi Haynes reported that the Oregon and Iowa staff were concerned about the use of a roll-up occupation for registered nurses in the estimates for next year.
ii. George Stamas replied that estimates for new SOC2010 occupations are unlikely to be accurately produced, but BLS will likely investigate the registered nurse specialty breakout internally.
iii. Marie Stetser noted that any estimates for the new occupations will require single panel imputation procedures.  Laurie Salmon added that the May 2010 panel data will be imputed combined with the November 2009 panel in order to improve matching and provide a larger sampled of data collected using the roll-up occupations.
i. Federal government data

i. Laurie Salmon reported that BLS is once again in contact with the US courts system and the Tennessee Valley Authority to incorporate employment data from these organizations in OES estimates.

j. Postsecondary teaching occupations
i. Laurie Salmon described a new team that BLS assembled to further improve the occupational coding for postsecondary teachers, as the majority of postsecondary teachers are currently coded into the residual occupation.  George Stamas mentioned that BLS may contact the Association of American Universities and the Association of Land Grant Colleges for university contact information to assist States in better targeting contacts for the survey instrument.  
ii. Tom Gallagher offered that all universities are required to report to the National Center for Education Statistics, and so the institutional researcher for that program at each university may be a productive contact for occupational data.

4. EDS update and training development

a. Bob Cottrell reported recent developments in the EDS system, such as the implementation of several bug fixes, particularly for the new ownership estimates, and also that the ECI factors were updated on the EDS website.  Bob also reported that further progress has been made on the conversion from VB to .NET, but that significant issues remain in the .NET version, for example it requires administrative rights to install and the automatic updating system does not work.

b. Currently, five States have agreed to beta test the .NET version, but EDS would like at least one New England State for testing at some point (due to use of townships for areas in New England).

c. Bob noted that Tom Price requires more information from the National office to implement the new SOC2010 structure.

d. George Stamas mentioned that he would like the Council for Community and Economic Research (C2ER) to survey the States on their preferences for online vs. in-person training for EDS.

i. George said that as he understood C2ER had its start as a chamber of commerce research organization.  It has also branched into other areas and is now involved in the LMI institute, and was contacted by the PMP to develop user training for EDS. 

ii. George Stamas noted that the implementation of comprehensive online user training is complicated by the need for sufficient non-confidential example microdata.  Sufficient data would require a fake OES database, fake QCEW data and realistic estimates, all for at least two states, which may not be possible in the time frame required for new training.

1. Kevin Hannel added that every major change in EDS will require updating the example database (such as the addition of a 3rd file for point data). 

iii. Kevin Hannel reiterated that simply making a video out of the EDS manual is not sufficient training for the States.

1. Bob Cottrell added that the EDS training must be able to teach people how to reach several objectives that vary from State to State, and that a manual is not sufficient for that goal.

2. George Stamas replied that if EDS is being used as an OES tool, OES needs to provide some basic training for people who have never used the EDS system. That training might not ultimately be as useful as the discussion-based training such as the breakout session from the national meeting.
3. States have mentioned that they require training with a broader scope, and that they felt thatC2ER was not responding to input on States’ needs.
e. Darragh Huggins mentioned that the EDS manual itself also needs to be updated, to which Kevin Hannel replied that the manual updates are on-hold until the release of the .NET version.

5. Pre-notification test and pre-notification mailing

a. Carrie Jones described the recent pre-notification mailing test: the test involved four States, with both experimental and control groups in each State, to test the effectiveness of a pre-notification mailing in increasing response rates.  The analysis of the test examined both the response rates in the final deliverables as well as the total mailing costs for the panel.  There appeared to be a small positive effect on the response rate overall, but that there is a significant cost increase for mailing the prenote.  The pre-notification was more effective in smaller size-classed units.
b. Since the test was conducted primarily by the State participants, there are some concerns that some may have altered their behavior when interacting with experimental units, or drawn the samples for the experimental and control groups non-randomly, or used different analysts for each group.  Further analysis of the test will incorporate these differences.
c. The pre-notification letter will be used in the current panel prior to the October mailout, though States can choose to opt-out of the additional mailing.
d. Scott Hunzeker noted that it would be beneficial for the Policy Council to know the reasons why a State might opt-out of the pre-notification mailing, and Carrie Jones  agreed to follow-up (through OFO) with any States who choose to opt-out to understand the reasons why they chose to do so.
e. Mike Strople noted that any effect of the pre-notification will most likely be noticed in the first mailout response, as deliverable requirements will affect the later responses.
f. Naomi Haynes mentioned that mid-sized units are generally the hardest to collect, so it is unfortunate that the test data indicate the pre-notification mailing was ineffective with those units.

i. Tom Gallagher offered that it may be possible to identify mid-sized units that are controlled by out-of-State entities, in order to examine how much of the response rate difficulties are associated with those entities. 
g. Naomi Haynes asked, if the pre-notification is sent out in October (prior to the reference date), what should States do with respondents who want to respond immediately using Weblite?
i. Tom Gallagher answered that States can accept the response immediately, but should verify with respondents that the response is not significantly different at the reference date.

ii. Mike Polzella noted that a helpful improvement to Weblite would be to have the Weblite system directly output autobatch files for those schedules that did not require editing, to save analysts the busy work of setting up autobatch for those schedules.  Carrie Jones replied that Weblite produces two output files, one of which is Autobatch-ready.

iii. Naomi Haynes also noted that Weblite should check the reported total versus the summed total employment before the user logs out to eliminate those errors.
h. Tom Gallagher asked if OES analysts were aware of what differentiates establishments that use payroll or tax services from those that do not.
i. Kevin Hannel responded that such establishments in New York are often out-of-State companies with very few employees in-State, such as a single engineer consulting on a construction project.
6. MLS-OES Match

a. Tom Gallagher mentioned that occupational data from the Mass Layoff Statistics survey has been in great demand, as the occupation of unemployed workers is difficult to ascertain.
b. Laurie Salmon described an upcoming Monthly Labor Review article by Dina Itkin describing the occupational detail of MLS units that were also sampled by the OES program.  In total, 4500 MLS units (aggregated to the UI account / county level) were identified that had OES responses both prior to and following the layoff event.  The study shows a 14% decrease in overall employment in the OES/MLS matched units, and found that the occupations with higher educational requirements or that were more analytical in nature were more likely to be retained after a layoff event.  Occupations directly related to the product or service of the establishment, or “core occupations” were also more likely to be retained.
c. Tom Gallagher mentioned that he had examined the occupation codes filed for Wyoming UI claimants, but that the auto-coded occupations and the limited time results in generally unreliable occupational coding.  
i. Bob Cottrell mentioned that UI systems changes make the last occupation of the previous 30 days and the occupation claimants are seeking work in are unrelated.

d. Scott Hunzeker asked if wages were also compared in the study, and Laurie Salmon responded that they were not.
i. Bob Cottrell and Tom Gallagher noted that average wages often increase in establishments following a layoff event, as lower-paid workers are often more likely to be laid off.

7. Central Server for Sample Processing and Management- User Issues
a. Background Information:  The migration to a central data storage server is a long term project, but BLS is interested in discussing and addressing any potential issues now.  BLS envisions this as being a web-based system, much like ACES or the new OSHS system. BLS stressed that this is a centralized processing and data storage system, not a process for centralized collection.  

b. Potential benefits of a central server include having a single system platform and a single installation, eliminating the current installation and platform issues of the current system.  Installing the software on a central server would mitigate the burden on the State to install the software and perform tasks such as loading the sample.  It will also mitigate security concerns created by having client software on individual machines.  Additionally, each State would be using the same version of the client software; there is no risk of an individual State applying an incorrect SQL statement, forgetting to update machines, or forgetting to backup the database.  A central server may also allow States to explore flexible workplace options.
c. Michael Strople gave a brief overview of the OSHS method for handling State IT systems.  OSHS currently uses a web-based central server for data storage, a precedent that OES could follow.  OSHS provides States with all machines, point-to-point connection, DSL lines, and other telecommunication equipment.  All security is maintained by BLS. State IT staff do not maintain the systems; all machines are shipped back to BLS if they experience a problem.  Software upgrades are done by BLS via remote access.  BLS provides one machine per person. Mike also mentioned that while the precedent exists, it is in a different environment: Fed-State programs are funded by the Office of Employment and Unemployment Statistics, whereas OSHS is funded by the Office of Compensation and Working Conditions. OCWC operates with procedures much more standardized across states than OES. 

d. Tom Gallagher discussed the QCEW migration to a central server. Tom believes that any transition to a central server for OES should be conducted as an evolutionary process rather than a revolutionary one.  A pilot group should be used to implement the system, and OES should examine the QCEW model when developing a plan.  BLS should also investigate any parallel developments that could be incorporated into the transition, such as the collection and storage of point data.  Tom also noted that BLS should look at enhancing the outputs of the system rather than solely at increasing efficiencies.  One product Tom would like to see is the ability to produce regional estimates, which EDS can currently produce, but would be much simpler with a central database and data sharing agreements.

e. The Policy Council created the following list of concerns that should be addressed when considering the implementation of a centralized data storage system for OES.  The Policy Council will review these concerns and then discuss them with their member States.  The concerns are included at the end of the minutes as Appendix A.

8. Green Jobs

a. Tom Gallagher described the how his consortium (participating States: WY,SD,NE,MT,UT,IA) has funded a survey of dislocated workers in Nebraska which seeks to compare the current skills of dislocated workers to the skills required for green construction and manufacturing.  In addition, the consortium States are using a common database and survey instrument for their green collection, and are also currently interviewing experts from the Department of Environmental Quality and Air Management.   The green collection entailed a survey of new hires, with the first panel covering the months of June through September.  The survey included questions regarding the percentage of employees’ duties that involved green activities, using a 50% of time as the cutoff for green jobs.  The first panel found that new hires for 15% of electricians and 43% of carpenters met the green cutoff.  A second panel is currently in the field, while some States in the consortium are also using data mining of job ads for further data.
b. Kevin Hannel described New York’s green jobs initiatives, which consist of two grants.  The first grant is part of the New England consortium, which is seeking to identify green industries using a list of green NAICS and the NAICS of known green firms.  The second grant is coordinated with the SUNY system, and involves a survey of firms in the construction, building services, component manufacturing, legal services, protective services, financial services and electrical industry clusters.  Firms with 25 or more employees are included with certainty, along with 20% of the smaller firms, for a total sample size of 20,000 units.  Kevin described the survey form as similar to the OES form with a structured form based on the staffing pattern of the known green firms.  New York intends to follow-up with respondents through focus group sessions and interviews after the collection period.  Kevin mentioned that they are also collecting green training information from universities, community colleges, union training centers and other training centers for information on the supply of green workers.

i. Kevin Hannel will send an example of the New York green jobs survey form to the policy council.  

c. Mike Polzella described the Connecticut green jobs initiatives as part of the New England consortium, for which Connecticut is primarily responsible for the creation of the green jobs portal site.  Mike mentioned that the lack of a working definition for green jobs has been a major challenge.  Connecticut is currently working with a contractor to mine information from job advertisements, and found that based on a strict definition of green, 1-2% of ads were classified as green, with a broader definition 14-15% were considered green.  Mike mentioned that they also had difficulty with record duplication, and that “energy efficiency” was the keyphrase with the majority of green jobs.
i. Tom Gallagher asked if the New England consortium was using the ARRA firm list to identify green establishments, and Kevin Hannel replied that they could only match a small portion of the list to QCEW establishments. 
d. Naomi Haynes mentioned that the Oregon green survey is currently in the field.
e. Nick Wallace will forward an example of the Ohio green jobs survey form to the Policy Council.

f. Darragh Huggins mentioned that Nevada is planning to contract a local university to conduct its green survey, but that the survey is still in the planning stages.
g. Bob Cottrell mentioned that North Carolina has experienced difficulties with obtaining approval to contract out their survey, which has delayed its implementation. 

h. Dixie Sommers described the BLS green jobs initiative, noting that the most recent Federal Register Notice was published the previous day, which includes the final green jobs definition, and summarizes comments on the March FRN, the industry scope, and the plans for data collection.  Due to these comments, BLS chose to restrict the definition by decreasing the number of green industries to 333.  Dixie mentioned that the most up-to-date information on the BLS green jobs program can be found at www.bls.gov/green.  BLS will collect green jobs data through two surveys, one for the goods and services part of the definition, and another for the processes and practices portion.  Agricultural NAICS will be included in both surveys.

i. George Stamas described the Green Goods and Services Survey (GGS):

1. BLS will be asking in-scope establishments for the percent of their revenue that comes from green goods and services, or if they cannot provide that, the percentage of jobs related to those goods and services.  BLS plans to have the development completed by October, and have the survey in the field for the first quarter of 2011.  Ideally, the GGS survey will overlap with the OES sample, with additional supplement to the OES where necessary to obtain occupational information for green jobs.
ii. Carrie Jones described the Green Processes and Practices survey:

1. To design the processes survey, BLS conducted 14 cognitive interviews with establishments thought to be green and is currently using a contractor to conduct phone interviews to determine the feasibility of collecting information on processes.  The cognitive interviews found that respondents are eager to report that they have green processes, that they greatly prefer reporting via the web, that many examples will be required to narrow down activities and that many respondents were more interested in the term sustainable versus environmentally friendly.

2. The sample for the feasibility study was created from environmentally-conscious business listings to establish 900 firms thought to be green, and a sample of 200 establishments will be chosen from this list.  The collection is scheduled to be completed by mid-October.  Following the feasibility study, BLS will conduct four survey test panels to refine the survey instrument, starting in November depending on the OMB clearance schedule.  The test panels will use the GenGreen database to establish a dual-frame sample and ensure that at least some green and non-green establishments are included in the test.

3. Scott Hunzeker cautioned that BLS be sure to test non-green as well as green establishments, as Nebraska had difficulty with some non-green establishments after the pre-survey interviews had only included expected green establishments. 
4. Carrie Jones noted that some establishments reported difficulty with distinguishing between workers who were employees and those hired as contractors.
5. George Stamas explained that the dual-frame sampling procedure is a second list of establishments that can be linked back to the QCEW database, with the intention of including more units with a higher probability of being green and assigning them a lower sampling weight. 

6. Dixie Sommers mentioned that States will be notified of units included in the processes survey so they can be aware of who has been contacted and make efforts if possible to avoid contacting the same businesses.

7. Carrie Jones mentioned that BLS intends to have the processes survey in the field in late spring 2011.
9. OES Strategic Plan
a. George Stamas described the OES strategic plan, which outlines five major goals for OES: 

i. Goal 1: Improve quality of current products and explore/develop new products to better meet user needs

ii. Goal 2: Improve outreach and user accessibility of OES data

iii. Goal 3: Develop business process improvements that will allow OES to reduce costs and sustain product quality

iv. Goal 4: Strategically manage resources and set priorities to achieve program goals

v. Goal 5: Value, support and develop the OES workforce to ensure the continued success of the OES program

b. The plan was developed from 2006-2010 with input from the Policy Council, BLS management and the ETA.  The most recent change to the plan was the addition of objective 1.3 regarding making OES data comparable over time.  Action items to meet each of the objectives have also been recently added.
c. Tom Gallagher mentioned that, since the plan has been in development for so long, it may be beneficial to have the Policy Council re-prioritize the goals and objectives.  Tom also mentioned that he would like to know where individual projects can be fit into the framework of the strategic plan.
d. The Policy Council discussed individual objectives within the strategic plan

e. Items for goal 1:
i. George Stamas described recent OES activities intended to fulfill objective 1.1, which include data by ownership, chartbook, and highlights as new products.

ii. Tom Gallagher asked if healthcare employment information products would fall under this objective.
iii. Laurie Salmon described other OES products in development, such as a flyer for job seekers that describes how OES data can assist them in their job search, and an online product that would allow students to relate their fields of study to possible occupations using a crosswalk between the CIP and SOC jointly developed by BLS and the Department of Education. 
iv. Tom Gallagher suggested that BLS could create a location quotient calculator for occupational data, to which Laurie Salmon responded that OES has calculated occupational location quotients, but BLS the website technology to access them was unavailable to OES.
v. Marie Stetser suggested that for objective 1.2, OES could break out certain government units, such as local government transportation establishments, and treat them in a manner similar to schools and hospitals.  This would improve our estimates for the affected transportation industries, and may be required for the green jobs survey anyway.
f. George Stamas suggested that, with respect to objective 2.2, OES view marketing to respondents, in order to improve response rates, as highly important, even more so than marketing to data users.
i. Bob Cottrell noted that BLS would have to be mindful of promoting products that not all States would be able to implement.  George Stamas responded that ideally, any successful State marketing materials could be duplicated by BLS and made available to all States equally.

ii. Tom Gallagher noted that because there are many new members on the Policy Council, time should be set aside for the members to review the strategic plan and offer feedback.
g. Regarding objective 3.2, Tom Gallagher asked if BLS had collected State feedback from the OES national meeting.  Mike Strople offered that he could provide a report on the State feedback if members found it useful.  

i. Darragh Huggins suggested that BLS better notify States when impending program changes end up not being implemented, such as the discussed change in sampling for tribal council casinos.
h. Regarding objective 3.3, George Stamas mentioned that the OES-NCS integration project showed that management lacks sufficient detailed cost information on survey operations.  George hoped that expanding the State operations review would provide the needed information regarding costs.

i. Mike Strople elaborated that BLS planned to expand the SOR process to be a systematic and regular review of operations, rather than a periodic one.  For example, the SOR would allow analysts to compare State staffing and experience levels to data quality.  

ii. Tom Gallagher mentioned that any new systems for OES should incorporate administrative information to allow analysts and management to learn how to improve collections.  Mike Strople added that this is referred to as paradata, which is information about the survey collection itself.

1. Carrie Jones mentioned that the current E0 files contain the datestamp field, which shows when the unit first changed to any status other than nonresponse. State analysts can use this data by exporting the E0 records if they wish to do so.

i. Regarding objective 4.1, George Stamas mentioned that annual review by the Policy Council will be added as a new action. 
i. Tom Gallagher suggested that an information sharing meeting for LMI directors regarding the development of new AAMCs be added to the next OEUS national meeting.  Specifically, the many new LMI directors would benefit from advice on how to develop AAMCs, and standards and approval criteria they could reference to ensure that the AAMC proposals are approved.

j. Regarding objective 5.1, Marie Stetser noted that the recent edits to page 22 need to be reflected in the summary page. 

i. Tom Gallagher remarked that State staff members require training on understanding the workforce and the effects of different sectors and not just on data collection activities.  This would assist staff members in acquiring data from employers and marketing OES information to them more effectively.  Tom noted that this is especially true for customs unique to certain States that BLS cannot track or reliably inform.
1. Mike Strople responded that it is difficult for BLS to address these issues since they lack the local expertise necessary, and that States may not be receptive to such help in a top-down fashion.
2. Kevin Hannel mentioned that not all States conduct their operations in such a manner, and would not benefit as much from training focused on personal interaction. 
a. Mike Strople added that the State operations review should help inform the program on how different States organize their staff.

k. Regarding objective 5.2, Darragh Huggins and Mike Polzella both commented that their State staff members were very appreciative of the OES newsletter and how it kept them informed on OES topics.

i. Naomi Haynes suggested that BLS better publicize the release of the newsletter, as not all States were aware of the release in a timely fashion.

ii. Tom Gallagher suggested that a specific date be added to each newsletter, rather than refer to it by season.

10. Implied Consent for government units
a. George Stamas described the recent S-memo which outlined the new procedures for collecting data under the principle that government units do not require confidentiality protection by default, and must opt-in to confidentiality protection.
b. Darragh Huggins proposed that OES treat tribal council governments as private units for the purposes of confidentiality and not use the new implied consent procedures for these units.  Tribal councils are treated as local governments for other purposes, but the council respondents might not self-identify as government units and thus may not understand that the implied consent language on the form applies to their establishment.  In addition, many employees of tribal casinos would have a much higher expectation of privacy than other government units, and should not be expected to implicitly consent to breaches of confidentiality.  Currently, States can override the forms to use standard consent language, but that requires significant work outside the system used for central printing.
i. George Stamas asked if tribal councils can be reliably identified in sampling and thus standard consent letters, to which Laurie Salmon replied that the special indicator field on the LDB should identify most tribal councils.
ii. Tom Gallagher noted that the use of the word “individual” in the implied consent letter could be misleading to respondents.
c. George Stamas agreed that BLS will exclude tribal governments from the implied consent rules for local governments using the special indicator flag from QCEW records.  If States wish to treat tribal government confidentiality in the same manner as other local governments, they will have to solicit approval from the tribal government and submit confidentiality bypasses for those units.  If States consolidate or break out tribal government units, they must inform BLS so that those units’ confidentiality can be protected.

d. Darragh Huggins also mentioned that a SPAM enhancement that allowed users to track those local governments that request confidentiality in a more streamlined manner than the current separate Excel document would be beneficial.
i. Laurie Salmon clarified that the current procedure is to send in an Excel spreadsheet with units that have submitted bypasses, and now there will be a new separate file for government units that should be protected (as the new default will essentially be “bypassing” these units).
e. Scott Hunzeker mentioned that even for units with implied consent, he is not very concerned with disclosure since estimates require at least 10 weighted employment and 3 reporting units in order to be published.  Scott also asked if these quality criteria are going to be changed alongside the implied consent collection.
i. George Stamas responded that there is no planned change for the publication criteria, but because State government collection is a census of State governments, OES may change criteria publication criteria for those units.
f. Kevin Hannel mentioned that the goal of the implied consent procedures is to allow OES to publish large occupations in areas with dominant government employers, such as police officers or teachers in New York City.
g. Carrie Jones will add the standard BLS pledge of confidentiality to the school and hospital industry structured forms, in addition to the notice for State and local government units.

h. George Stamas will have the word individual removed from the confidentiality notice on government survey forms, and notify States that the same change can be made to the letter.

i. BLS will research altering the publication criteria for State government estimates that are collected under implied consent.
11. Personally identifiable information
a. Tom Gallagher asked where the OES policy for the handling and storage of personally identifiable information could be found.  Tom mentioned that Wyoming staff often consult worker’s compensation records (which contain PII) when contacting employers, but that he was instructed by the regional office not to store PII alongside OES data.
b. Frank Waligorski, Jeff Green and Kevin Hannel all mentioned that when PII is encountered in data dumps or COC files, they delete it before proceeding with work on the file.
c. George Stamas will investigate documentation for the OES policy on personally identifiable information.  If such documentation does not exist, BLS will create and distribute a policy. 
12. Technical issues and training needs
a. For recent mailings, the central printer added a barcode to the address label, which had the effect of truncating the reporting unit description by two characters below the specification.  BLS has asked the printer restore the reporting unit description to the specified length.

b. Some States have informed BLS of problems using the Access program for creating their letterhead.  Any States who experience such problems should notify their regional office, but it is acceptable for States to submit the letterhead in Excel files if preferable.
c. Naomi Haynes asked that the SPAM history function include the reporting unit number. 
d. Naomi Haynes noted that the documentation for the EQUI loading procedures contains an error.  It currently instructs users to load and then delete the EQUI data.  Documentation for the EQUI loading procedures is also missing from the SPAM user manual.
e. Darragh Huggins suggested that the faxable form should allow State users to edit the establishment address in the PDF, or ultimately BLS should create a SPAM enhancement to automatically populate the address field and generate the faxable form directly from SPAM.  Carrie Jones responded that if State users need the editable field simply to print and fax the form then this would be possible, but a savable version of the form would require additional licensing.
f. Naomi Haynes suggested that Weblite know the assigned NAICS for the respondent and automatically select the correct structured form for them.
g. Naomi Haynes mentioned that Autobatch currently overwrites the collectmod field when batching and the field has already been entered, requiring the analyst to re-enter the collectmod for all the batched units.
h. Some users have experienced problems with the security certificates necessary for accessing BLS e-mail accounts.  Carrie Jones will contact the BLS technology department for information on when the certificates will be renewed.

13. Suggested locations for upcoming Policy Council meetings
	Date
	Suggested locations

	January 25-26
	San Francisco, San Diego, Portland (OR)

	April 12-13
	Boston/Providence, Philadelphia, New Orleans

	September 20-21
	Washington, DC


Appendix A: State concerns for the development of a centralized data storage system for OES

1. Would the speed of the system be an issue with multiple users in all States accessing the server at the same time?

2. System downtime would be on a nation-wide level, rather than a state-by-state basis.

3. How would Weblite be impacted by the central server?

a. Research would be needed to examine if data entered online could be automatically populated into the central database.

b. Files uploaded via Weblite or received via IDCF email would still need to be entered by the State.

4. Would States still be able to use Autobatch to batch update files?

5. Can EDS be linked to this new system?

6. Would BLS have to maintain two systems during the migration?

a. Yes, but one idea is to deploy the system gradually, so that capacity issues could be monitored, to see if speeds decrease as users are added.
7. States may perceive the central server as a step toward centralized data collection. 

a. States believe that the existence of the tool may increase the probability that the current policies may be changed later.  CES moved from State collection to CATI and DCC- this tool may provide an incentive to centralize collection for OES.  

8. SPAM previously had problems processing data in large States, would this become an issue again for a central server?
9. Would States still have the ability to run QA edits and other reports according to their own schedule?

a. There is some concern that the State would have to request QA edits and reports from a central location in the national office.

b. Ideally, BLS would like the states to have the same ability to run reports and QA edits as they do currently, however research into the available technology will need to be performed. 

10. Occasionally, States lose their internet connection for several minutes or even hours, would those States be able to use SPAM if their internet connectivity was lost? 

a. If it is a web-based server, they would lose connection to the server during these periods.

b. BLS could investigate a “SPAM-lite” type of system, which would allow users to batch update any data processed during periods of downtime.

11. If efficiencies are created and costs are cut, what happens to the excess resources?  Will States budgets be cut, because they are no longer maintaining a system locally?   

12. States are concerned with the storage capacity of the central server.  

a. Currently, many States will store more than three years of data in their SPAM database. This allows States to look at prior responses for staffing patterns, address information, collection mode, etc. The more years of data, the more likely they are to have data from previously sampled employers. 

13. Would the amount of data each State is allowed to keep be uniform or would each State get to specify the years of data in the database?  

a. Ideally, BLS would like to have as much data as the State wants.  However, there must be some research into the technology.   

14. Would States be able to pre-process the sample? 

a. States like to update contact information, addresses, etc. before the sample is mailed.

15. The aura of Big Brother being able to review State data at any given point in time may be met with resistance. 

a. It would be a waste of national and regional office resources to review data that the State is still processing.

16. Would this system allow QA edits to be improved?  

17. Some States have administrative staff that key punch data.  These users do not understand QA edits, so states would like to have the ability to turn off the automatic edits. 

18. BLS could make changes to the system without informing the State.

a. BLS has no desire to make changes to the system that are not transparent to the States.  

b. Fixes and enhancements will continue to be solicited by the States. 

c. A benefit of the central server is that fixes can be made without requiring each of the 54 States and territories to upgrade their systems individually.  These updates can be applied overnight and not require any downtime in the State. 

19. Would States have access to administrative byproducts of the system in order to understand how it functions?
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