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Minutes:

1. Future meeting

a. Mike Strople announced that future Policy Council meetings will most likely need to be held in a GSA-owned meeting space due to new DOL policies, and that the recent notice of this policy was the cause for delay in announcing the current meeting site.

2. Review of Minutes:

a. Jeff Green clarified the label issue discussed in the minutes from the January meeting: the problem exists when QCEW company names are longer than the field length and cause the company names to print incorrectly on the label.

3. Report on State discussions

a. Tom Gallagher reported on the issues discussed in the State members meeting.  The State members discussed the need to add the county code to address label, the  proposal for making OES comparable over time (as well as the Abraham/Spletzer proposal), and discussed at length States’ concerns about the many uncertain aspects of the OES program in the near future. 

b. States also discussed the OES timeliness initiative in depth: the possibility of hiring and employing temporary staff during the AAMC period; the involvement of regional offices for extra support; the need for response rates variances; the uncertainty regarding how OES will deal with States who will fail to make response rates; the techniques from successful early-collecting States that can be taught to other States; why some medium-size States collect much later than others; the need for flexibility during the changeover period (such as adding important units late as corrections).

c. Kevin Hannel mentioned that the he was concerned that the hardest to collect units may be possible to collect early with the extra funding, but that once the temporary funding is gone those units will again be uncollectable in the six month period

d. Charlie Saibel mentioned that States in his region thought OES should move the final masterfile deliverable date away from its current date in the week between Christmas and New Year’s Day, since many staff take vacation that week.

i. Laurie Salmon responded that, because these dates give States ten days instead of the current five between this date and the previous deliverable, State workers who intend to take that week off can send in their final deliverable early without losing work time.

e. Leila Todd mentioned that States in her region would like to know what the ramifications will be if States fail to meet their response rates due to timeliness initiative.

4. Program Updates

a. EDS

i. George Stamas reported that he worked with the technology administration at BLS to allow EDS to be installed on BLS PCs in the Atlanta Regional Office.  The IT administration was concerned with the security of the MySQL backend to EDS, and with the lack of a plan for maintaining EDS installations. After developing a plan, Atlanta regional office staff were allowed to install a few instances of EDS on their PCs.

ii. Frank Waligorski will submit a RUSH request to have EDS installed on OES PCs in the Philadelphia Regional Office as an additional pilot test.
iii. George Stamas relayed Bob Cottrell’s e-mailed updates on the status of the current system, which George will forward to PC.  Bob had reported that the point-data wage estimation had added some significant performance issues that must be addressed.
iv. Darragh Huggins and Leila Todd mentioned that many new State employees require training on EDS, which hasn’t been conducted in at least two years.


1. Tom Gallagher will contact the Projections Managing Partnership (PMP) to inquire on the status of online EDS training they are developing.
a. The PMP responded that training has not been held in 1.5-2 years and that the existing training in EDS is currently scheduled for redevelopment.
b. Private sector estimates

i. Laurie Salmon described OES initiative to produce estimates based on ownership.  OES has been working for three years to produce valid estimates (which are sampled, imputed and benchmarked by ownership) for private and government ownerships, in part to assist the OSH program in their calculation of occupational injury rates.  OES is currently in the process of deciding exactly which ownership estimates, and at what levels of detail, should be published.

ii. Because all six current panels of data are now valid for estimation by ownership, OES will publish ownership-based estimates for the 2009/2 panel.  As of the meeting, OES is looking to provide national private and State and local government estimates for schools and hospitals, as well as private and State and local cross-industry estimates, with a late-July release date.

iii. Tom Gallagher mentioned that he can foresee political consequences regarding State employee salaries, as well as public colleges and universities.  He also mentioned that furloughs in State governments could distort the published annual salaries.

iv. Darragh Huggins and Mike Polzella both mentioned that their States prefer to release ownership-based data on a request basis only, so that they can first discuss issues in the data with users before releasing it.

v. Scott Hunzeker noted that much of the data (such as State government wages) are publically available, and if the estimates differ significantly from these published wages it would be problematic for OES.

vi. Darragh Huggins mentioned that certain large employers who are so dominant in the estimates that confidentiality bypasses are required to release a large number of estimates would almost certainly no longer respond to the survey if ownership-based area estimates were released, as they would be too easily traced to the large employer.

vii. Scott Hunzeker offered that it would be very helpful for States to review some example estimates before a decision is made on what level of detail should be published.

viii. Tom Gallagher mentioned that information on the ownership-based estimates should be presented at the BLS LMI conference in Minneapolis.

ix. George Stamas reiterated that the current proposal is to publish national estimates only, as local area estimates will require further vetting with the States to establish and solve problems that they may create.

x. Tom Gallagher stated that OES should distribute State government staffing patterns to the States, so that they can compare their State government responses with the national and local staffing patterns.

1. Laurie Salmon replied that the compare macro currently in SPAM is designed to compare data for a given industry with the previous year’s staffing pattern for that reason.

xi. Laurie Salmon asked if private sector-only statewide and MSA estimates have the same concerns that have been raised of the public sector estimates, and if the States are willing to review the extra data.

1. Tom Gallagher replied that private-only estimates would be beneficial, and that many States already have customers for such data.

2. Laurie Salmon will inform the States about the upcoming data release, the most likely levels of detail that will be released and develop a proper review period with State input, possibly in the form of an S-memo.
3. Tom Gallagher asked how BLS will respond to critics who ask for the State/local data that is not being released.

4. Charlie Saibel noted that publishing only the private sector data will logically lead data users to request public sector data.

5. Frank Waligorski mentioned that depending on if and how the NCS sample is reduced, that OES could possibly fill a void for some local data published by ownership.

c. Casino sampling

i. George Stamas relayed that OES was planning to merge local-government-owned casinos from ‘NAICS’ 9993 to the casino industry for sampling, imputation and estimation.

ii. George also mentioned that the OES practice of combining local-government-owned establishments under a single UI into one establishment complicates OES’ ability to separate the casinos during the transition period, in order to avoid double-counting casino employment.

iii. Laurie Salmon stated that another issue that has come up is that the decision to sample tribal casinos with certainty makes all the remaining tribal casinos required to be sampled in upcoming panel.

d. S-memo on State government point data

i. Kevin Hannel mentioned that a NY State analyst argued that significant preparation work is currently required to process the State government data.

e. Weblite usability testing

i. Carrie Jones reported that BLS Office of Survey Methods Research experts will be conducting a usability study (for example, website navigation, clarity of instructions) for Weblite functionality this summer.  As a result, Weblite functionality will not be changing significantly for the November panel.

5. OES/NCS Update

a. George Stamas reported that the integration modeling team is currently undergoing validation tests on the possible models for combining OES and NCS data, and that the wage comparison team’s work is still ongoing.  George also reported that the OES and NCS programs have been working to coordinate collection more thoroughly.  A working group has been formed to examine the possible SOC coding differences among the OES, NCS and OSH programs.

b. George mentioned that the NCS modeling should not affect OES wages (unless the wage comparison project proves that something else is required) as it will estimate wages by NCS characteristics from the OES mean wages.

6. OES Initiatives

a. Semi-annual publication

i. George Stamas noted that OES is considering returning to semi-annual publication, and that it would require a method of reducing costs since semi-annual publication was discontinued as part of budget cut.

b. Time Series

i. George Stamas stated that the current time series proposal has proposed a one year research period from the time of budget approval.  The first sample supplemented for the time-series-required units would be drawn for the 2011/4 panel, and the first estimates incorporating these extra units would be in the 2012/2 panel.

ii. The OES sample would be increased by 16,000 unites in order to overlap the largest establishments yearly. Establishments with 500+ employees are proposed as the yearly establishments.

iii. Tom Gallagher stated that OES should explore the possibility of having large employers automatically send payroll data on a regular basis.  A question could be added to a Response Analysis Survey to establish the feasibility of widespread implementation.

iv. Charlie Saibel mentioned that OES should survey the States on the extent of data dump collections in their States.

1. George Stamas replied that OES can create a survey to do so if specific questions and objective are designed.

2. Darragh Huggins mentioned that the OES strategic plan stated that OES should create a spreadsheet on existing research agreements/ projects conducted by the States.

c. Healthcare Workforce

i. George Stamas stated that Title V (‘Healthcare Workforce’) of the Workforce and Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act requires the National Healthcare Workforce Commission to work with DOL on describing the healthcare workforce.

1. The act also defines the healthcare workforce by occupations which staff in Wyoming were able to associate with the SOC.

ii. Tom Gallagher mentioned that workforce development grants may be available to States that can provide healthcare data.  States should examine HR 3590 Title V for ways that they can possibly market to the healthcare workforce groups.

iii. Title III of the act also requires DHHS to establish a hospital compensation index system based on BLS data.

iv. If States hear any information regarding the healthcare workforce, they should relate that information to the Policy Council.

v. Darragh Huggins mentioned that an ETA grant regarding healthcare information is also going out.

vi. Tom Gallagher will send George Stamas some material for the conference on the title V healthcare act.

d. SOC 2010 based estimation

i. Laurie Salmon discussed the upcoming switch to SOC 2010 for estimation, and the decision to either use 2- or 6-panels of data.  Since the 2010 panel will contain 2 panels of data based on 2010 SOC and 4 panels based on the 2000 SOC, OES must decide whether to combine the 6 panels or estimate based only on the 2 most recent panels.  

ii. Laurie Salmon noted that the 1996 estimates were created with one year’s of data (and considered unreliable and later withdrawn), and that the 1999 estimates were also created with a single year’s data.

iii. Laurie Salmon said that if 6-panels were used, the classification changes would result in 679 occupations which are identical to the 2000 SOC, 14 with only a code change, 57 with only title change, and 8 with no content change, which equals 795 detailed occupations that could be estimated.  Of these, the computer / IT occupations are the most problematic as they had the greatest revisions in the 2010 SOC.

iv. The remaining occupations would have to be rolled up in some fashion: some occupations can be directly rolled up to the 2000 SOC version (such as RN’s and Orderlies), while 19 occupations would be created by rolling together various 2010 SOC occupations into a combination occupation (such as the IT occupations or health educators).

v. Tom Gallagher and Leila Todd both mentioned that they would rather lose a few detailed occupations (due to the rollups) than have significantly less data in all occupations.   As such, the consensus seemed to be to use all 6-panels of data.
e. Green Jobs

i. George Stamas described how BLS has been reaching out to stakeholders in green jobs (trade groups, the EPA) and groups that have done green jobs surveys (WIC Green Jobs Study Group, Statistics Canada, Eurostat), including meeting with 14 interested agencies at OMB, and publishing the recent Federal Register notice.

ii. FY2010 green jobs money amounts to $7,800,000 dollars.

iii. The green jobs definition remains undecided, but ultimately must be both empirical and collectable.

iv. A QCEW-based industry survey on green activities will be linked to the OES sample, which may require supplementing the OES sample, with the goal to produce staffing patterns for establishments identified as having green products and services.

v. Changes in QCEW plans which have led to a sample survey of green establishments complicate the ability of OES to sample green establishments.

vi. A later, OES ‘special topics’ survey will be conducted to identify employment related to green processes within establishments.

vii. BLS continues to seek input from other agencies on identifiable standards for ‘greenness’.

viii. The QCEW definition will rely on revenue related to green products and services to identify green establishments, which is problematic for identifying specific jobs within an establishment as green.

ix. OES is developing a RFQ for the ‘process survey’ to examine its feasibility.

x. A count of green jobs can be created by adding the totals collected in the process survey to the employment in green establishments.

xi. Tom Gallagher will forward his comments on the Federal Register notice to the committee.

xii. Kevin Hannel mentioned that NY is designing a survey asking for employees who work in green jobs.

xiii. Leila Todd mentioned that KY is surveying establishments in industries that are likely to be green, based on revenue, and asking employment and wage questions related to green activities.

xiv. Mike Polzella mentioned that the New England consortium’s survey is based on job scraping and O*Net classifications, and that work has currently been slow to start.

7. Tri-fold low cost form

a. Carrie Jones presented a prototype form that would fit in a standard envelope and be returned in a standard envelope, erasing the need for respondents to fold the form in two different directions and reducing postal costs.  In order to fit in such a format, the solicitation letter has to be behind the survey form and the survey form was split into multiple unattached sheets.

i. Consensus from State members seemed to be that the unattached sheet forms were unacceptable.

b. Carrie Jones mentioned that the ‘faxable form’ is part of the current clearance package, and that the forms for upcoming panel will be the same as the previous panel.

c. Charlie Saibel asked if all States could be notified when the OES newsletters and Policy Council minutes are published.

i. George Stamas replied that regional offices should be notifying the States currently, and States should let the regional office know if they are not receiving notification.

8. Improving Timeliness of OES

a. George Stamas discussed the current suggestions for facilitating the schedule change to removing the panel overlap in OES collection.

b. George Stamas asked for State input on how to develop an AAMC for funding for this project.

i. Tom Gallagher suggested that an AAMC be formatted as a research project, to include efforts not only to accelerate collection but to document those efforts to inform other States on helpful practices.

1. Laurie Salmon suggested that OES offer both a work-only and research-based AAMC so States that do not want the extra documenting work can choose that funding option.

ii. Tom Gallagher suggested that funding must be designated to training as well as extra work (for example, to train staff from other programs to work on OES).

c. Kevin Hannel mentioned that he was concerned with the amount of time available for collection, specifically the fact that any money or additional help will be for a single panel only, and there will be no way to collect the most difficult units in six months once that funding is gone.

i. Laurie Salmon suggested that OES could provide information on how respondents previously responded to help maximize collection efficiency.

ii. Frank Waligorski noted that targeting specific collection methods to certain respondents (using previous method of response) would be very helpful, as some units will only respond to certain methods.

d. Tom Gallagher stated that OES should identify States that may be able to use AAMC money or add staff ahead of time.

e. George Stamas described a table that shows that ~55% of units that did not respond the previous two times they were sampled did respond the third time.

f. Leila Todd described how she matches the masterfile to the file from 3 years previous and pulls the previous data from those units (to see if unit responded, where the mail was sent, where response was received from, contacts, and employer’s descriptions of jobs on unstructured form) to assist in collection.  Leila suggested that a query with similar functionality could be added to SPAM.

i. Mike Polzella noted the current establishment history query in SPAM is similar.  Barbara Wills mentioned that Colorado does a similar process by pulling data to an access database.  Jeff Green suggested that States could share their SQL queries with each other.

g. Charlie Saibel suggested that OES develop a method for States to share information on national companies from whom it is consistently difficult to solicit response.

1. Jeff Green suggested that OES could develop a central repository of reliable contact information for large companies by EIN.

2. George Stamas mentioned that he would like States to share data from large companies when it can be acquired for multiple States at once, but that the extent to which the data can be shared is still a question.

3. Darragh Huggins mentioned that States have to be careful not to flood reliable contacts with calls from other States, or they may jeopardize their ability to collect in the future.

4. George Stamas and Frank Waligorski suggested that collection of certain national companies could be assigned to particular States, who would then collect the data for all States, code it consistently and distribute it to the other States.

a. Frank Waligorski noted that this would require developing a comprehensive protocol on who is allowed to contact headquarters, and the best way to collect the response.

5. The consensus appears that State ‘coordinated collection’ is something OES should be examining in detail.

h. George Stamas asked if States thought the pre-notification postcard would be helpful, and whether it should be sent out before or after address refinement.

i. Jeff Green and Darragh Huggins both mentioned that some States already use a pre-notification card, and usually perform a quick address refinement for the obvious address issues, then send out the card.

ii. Leila Todd offered that States may want the option to opt-out, for example FL mentioned that their physical addresses tend to be terrible and so the notification would not be worthwhile.

iii. George Stamas stated that he wants to put together a group to design the postcard and the process for refining and mailing them.

1. Policy council members will ask States that already use postcards to send their examples and experiences to Carrie Jones for review.
2. Darragh Huggins, Mike Polzella and Nick Wallace will write an e-mail that Policy Council members can use to canvas both current postcard and non-postcard States to work with Carrie on developing the postcard.
i. George Stamas mentioned that: OES is planning to improve timeliness by removing time from reviewing the masterfiles, sampling processing and estimation processing.

i. Charlie Saibel noted that many States greatly appreciated being able to review the preliminary estimates and found it helpful.

1. Laurie Salmon replied that, because of difficulties in processing the past panel that caused delays, OES should still be able to deliver preliminary data with the same amount of review time.

j. George Stamas also mentioned that OES is also looking to remove SPAM QA edits that produce a number of false positives to ease workload for States.

i. Policy Council members should forward any such problematic QA tests to their RO for review.
k. Tom Gallagher asked if the participating AAMC States will be expected to switch immediately to the fully shortened 6-month schedule, to which George Stamas replied that they were.  Tom also asked how many and what mix of State sizes should be involved.

l. Tom Gallagher suggested that research can show which activities the high-performing States specialize in and may be applicable to other States.

i. Kevin Hannel noted that OES should be careful not to assume that high-performing States perform well solely because of their activities, and not factors endemic to those States

ii. Mike Strople discussed his review of the State Operations Review survey that was suggested in previous Policy Council discussions.  Mike noted that the review was hampered by the fact that the SOR database is new and as yet sparsely populated.  Mike recognized that whatever issues may affect collection rates are possibly unique to those States and not necessarily related to factors discernible from the SOR data.

m. George Stamas mentioned that the OES funding allocation can be reviewed if workload is too unevenly distributed.

n. Kevin Hannel suggested that the difficulty in collection is highly correlated to large MSAs.

i. Carrie Jones responded that urban units greatly prefer electronic response, so perhaps heavily marketing electronic collection to those units will improve urban response rates.

ii. Tom Gallagher suggested that for the AAMC, OES should select States that have similar characteristics but different response rates.

1. George Stamas noted that OES cannot select States directly, but can steer the regional offices in soliciting States that would be most helpful to accelerated collection research.
o. George Stamas stated that the AAMCs could apply to the next May panel if work progressed quickly enough, or more likely the November panel.

p. Training for possible AAMC temporary staff

i. Mike Polzella suggested that telephone training would be very helpful to temporary employees.

ii. Leila Todd noted that travel for training is often restricted, so web-based training is preferable.

9. Next policy council meeting: Washington, DC September 21st-22nd

10. County code on address label

a. Carrie Jones will examine the possibility of adding the county code to the industry label.
11. LMI Cooperative Agreement

a. Darragh Huggins noted that some States will almost certainly require a response rate variance, as they have already claimed they would be unable to make the proposed dates.

i. Charlie Saibel suggested that OES prepare by developing a standard language for variances.

ii. Mike Strople noted that variances require a work plan for meeting deliverables in future panels, and that work plans may be beneficial regardless.

iii. Kevin Hannel asked if OES would be reviewing the process in case the proposed changes are unworkable, to which George Stamas replied that that is part of the reason for the gradual shift in due dates.

iv. George Stamas stated that BLS will have to entertain response rate variances (above a certain threshold), but will not entertain variances on deliverable dates, as that would defeat the purpose of adjusting the schedule.

v. Several State members suggested that the majority of States they have communicated with are concerned they will not be able to meet the new dates.  Charlie Saibel suggested that the northwest States largely responded they could meet the dates. 

vi. Leila Todd noted that staff turnover and experience is a huge concern among the States in dealing with the change.

b. Other issues that should be discussed in finalizing the LMI CA include a discussion of products: 2010 SOC estimates, title v healthcare, private sector data, State government point-data wage estimation, and time series proposals.

12. Feedback on imputation

a. Laurie Salmon described the follow up to members’ recommendations on possible changes to imputation from the last Policy Council meeting, where members ranked different possibilities in preference.

b. Laurie stated that OES must decide which of these possible changes to implement, and that average staffing pattern imputation, if implemented, may invalidate the other changes.

c. Tom Gallagher stated that he prefers the simplest possible imputation, and asked if it would be possible to add regional level information to imputation.

d. George Stamas noted that OES is researching the average staffing pattern option.

e. Laurie Salmon stated that OES would like to set up a workgroup of States to examine the issues regarding the new imputation procedures, such as what level to average the data from if average staffing patterns were used.

f. Mike Strople will solicit volunteers for a workgroup on imputation through the regional offices.
g. Laurie Salmon will create a statement of work for the workgroup and obtain comments on it from the Policy Council.
13. OMB Clearance

a. Carrie Jones reported that OES has submitted the clearance package, but has not received comments (which are due 5/10).  The faxable form was submitted for ‘emergency clearance’ as well.

14.  OES National Meeting

a. Mike Strople discussed the scheduling for the OES national meeting: there will be 5 concurrent sessions: 1 mandatory (on SPAM.net), and a choice of 3 of the 4 other sessions.

i. Members suggested options for concurrent session topics: SOC, EDS, marketing OES to users.

ii. More specific suggestions for EDS that can fit into a single session: data review, creating ownership-based estimates, implementing and secondary disclosure testing.

b. OES will rearrange the national meeting schedule to move the regional meetings later in the week (by swapping current day 1 and day 2 activities).
15. Training Needs

a. Darragh Huggins suggested that more advanced SPAM training for newer employees is required.

b. Darragh Huggins suggested that the SPAM manual and operations manual should be combined (so the ‘what, why and how’ of OES are available together in one document).

c. Mike Polzella suggested that estimates review training and other infrequent activities should be offered before every review period to refresh users.

d. Jeff Green suggested that recording existing WebEx presentations would be incredibly helpful for training new staff, so they would not have to wait until the training is offered again.

e. George Stamas noted that there is a need for updated SOC computer based training, which hasn’t been updated due to cumbersome technology.

f. Regular NAICS and NAICS-SOC training are required.

g. Darragh Huggins suggested training for autobatch.

h. Mike Strople asked which training is the highest priority for implementation.

i. Mike Polzella suggested that phone training was the highest priority, as new employees hired for collection activities during the overlap period will require telephone skills.

i. Mike Strople will examine options for telephone / reluctance training.
16. George Stamas will draft statements for a two-tiered AAMC option for removing the panel collection overlap.
