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Minutes:

1. State Report on discussion

a. Lelia Todd announced her intended retirement this summer.

b. States discussed the preponderance of hiring difficulties and state budgetary issues.  Many states mentioned that even those without strict hiring freezes have had difficulty hiring due to the lengthy amount of time required to fill vacancies.

i. George Stamas asked what steps can be taken by BLS to lessen the impact from the loss of experienced staff and difficulty filling vacancies.

1. Tom Gallagher noted that Federal funds cannot be spent when the workforce is furloughed even though the funds are not part of the state’s budget.

2. Marie Stetser said that this might suggest to some the idea of central collection, as these difficulties make states incapable of meeting their workloads.

3. Frank Waligorski relayed that many regional offices assist states with their work during periods of shortfall.  Neil Drucker provided the example of Tennessee, whose OES supervisor was recalled to military service, and the Atlanta regional office visited the state monthly to assist in activities.  Oriane Casale noted that this option can vary by state and region, as not all regional office members are as able to provide that assistance.

ii. Jeff Green and Mike Polzella both mentioned that their states were among those currently understaffed for OES.

iii. Tom Gallagher remarked that states falling short of their response rate deliverable results in the data becoming incomparable across states, a fact which could possibly be leveraged within states to acquire needed staff.

c. The state members also discussed the accelerated collection cycle proposal.

2. Program Updates

a. Supplemental Mailing

i. In order to boost falling response rates, BLS offered states the option of having an extra (fifth) mailing to non-responding establishments, consisting of an unstructured form.  Carrie Jones reported that the program cost BLS $19,632 in the latest panel, and that an analysis of business reply mailings shows a large uptick in the period after the 5th mailing, which suggests that the program successfully solicited additional responses.

ii. Lelia Todd felt that states were not well informed by the regional offices about the existence of this option.  She also stated that a 5th mailing would obviously be more helpful somewhat earlier in the collection cycle.  Carrie Jones responded that this was a rapidly developed option and so word of its availability may not have spread very well; additionally, regional offices likely did not inform states that already maintained high rates of response.

iii. George Stamas noted that this drive to raise May panel response  may have negatively affected November response rates as states had additional work processing late reporters solicited by this 5th mailout from the May panel.

iv. Mike Polzella wondered if the response rates have been negatively affected by the state of the economy, to which Carrie Jones and George Stamas replied that many factors influence response rates, such as the size of the establishment, the size of the MSA, and the economic downturn.

b. Printer Issues

i. Carrie Jones relayed that GPO decided (after a second test offered by BLS was conducted with one of the bidding companies, and after interviewing two others) to return the print contract to the contractor used since the inception of central printing, NPC for the next two years.  BLS has the option to renew the contract for an additional two years after that.

1. Mike Polzella asked if the lack of acceptable competition has negatively influenced the cost of printing; Carrie Jones answered that the high-volume forms (such as the unstructured form) saw a discount due to the increased competition, while the more complicated forms saw price increases, which resulted in a slightly better cost overall.  BLS worked with GPO to get the request for proposals out sooner than in previous years, in an effort to attract more vendors.

ii. Charlie Saibel stated that the new smaller return envelope for unstructured form replies (which requires the respondent to do some additional folding) has produced complaints from respondents, to which Mike Polzella and Lelia Todd concurred.

1. Carrie Jones responded that the smaller envelopes were supposed to offer massive savings in postage, but since these savings have not materialized, future considerations will depend on the actual savings.  The new envelope costs only the letter rate, as opposed to the higher flats rate for the old envelope.

iii. Lelia Todd asked why the county code no longer appears on the mailing label.  Carrie Jones informed that the label was simplified to make the schedule number easier for respondents to identify.  Many state members agreed that this was a great improvement.

iv. Charlie Saibel brought up an issue where SPAM imports of QCEW data which wrapped to a second line were causing problems with label printing.  Jeff Green mentioned a similar issue where the trade name is too long and results in mailing labels addressed merely to “LLC” or “INC”.

1. Charlie Saibel and Jeff Green will send documentation of the label issues they are experience to Carrie Jones for investigation. 

c. EDS Update

i. Bob Cottrell relayed that EDS is waiting on some additional files for final testing of the point data estimation procedures, but that he expects the next version of EDS to be ready in time for ‘early review’ of estimates.  He also noted that the .net version of EDS has unresolved issues that will push its release back past the current panel.

ii. Online training for EDS is under development and expected to be completed in summer 2011.

iii. Marie Stetser mentioned that Tom Price has been invaluable as a source of independent verification of estimation procedures for the BLS national office.

d. Federal point data

i. Laurie Salmon reported on the efforts to integrate point-specific Federal wage data into OES wage estimates.  Laurie also noted that mean wages are very similar between the new and old estimation methodologies, which suggests that the distribution of employment within wage ranges is similar in the Federal data to that in the NCS-collected means (which exclude Federal employment) used for all other OES data.  The interval means for Federal data were found to be effectively slightly higher in most wage ranges, but significantly lower in the highest wage ranges.

ii. The new methodology will result in changes in percentile wages for all estimates (not just those that include Federal data), due to an improvement that was found during the implementation of the new methodology.

1. Charlie Saibel asked if this necessarily means that private or state and local point data will be used in estimation in the future, to which George Stamas replied that state government would be the obvious next candidate as it is also a certainty-weighted census, but that the difficulty of implementing procedures and computer processing requirements will determine if and when this is implemented.

iii. Marie Stetser stated that a full nationwide test of the point data estimation procedures is currently ongoing.

e. Point data AAMC

i. Laurie Salmon described the ongoing AAMC to collect point wage data and other non-standard variables from electronic submissions.  So far, nine states have contributed data.  In general, fewer non-standard data items (beyond the required FIPS, Soc code and wage figure) have been collected than in past tests.

1. The .net conversion for SPAM/Autobatch systems has developed slower than expected, and so the procedures intended to ease collection of these additional variables have not been operational.  The national office hopes that there will be additional units to process after the SPAM update is released to test the new procedures.  (Correction:  After the meeting Laurie was informed that the Autobatch tool was updated with the December release).
2. Mike Polzella relayed that Autobatch failed to process data in the BLS-designed spreadsheet because it expected data to be in the first sheet, which was instead a hidden sheet.

ii. Many small data problems, such as misnamed field titles, are prevalent in the submitted data.

iii. Leila Todd mentioned that Kentucky has tracked the schedule number, size class and time required for processing beyond the normal batching work.  She estimated that capturing the point data and extra fields added a maximum of four minutes to the processing time of a schedule. 

iv. Charlie Saibel mentioned that deciding what data types a field actually contains (and hence what to name the field for processing) is the most difficult additional step.

1. Laurie Salmon stated that it is fine for states to submit multiple schedules with an identical format in a single spreadsheet so long as the schedule number is recorded for each line.
f. Pre-notification AAMC

i. Carrie Jones explained a test program to have a letter mailed to respondents ahead of the first mailout, informing them of the upcoming survey and emphasizing the use of electronic data collection.  The national office has not yet fully analyzed the results, but preliminary results are inconclusive regarding the program’s effectiveness.

ii. BLS provided States with an example flyer and guidelines, while States were free to chose the final composition of their letters and responsible for mailing them out. 
3. OES/NCS Update

a. George Stamas reported on the ‘sponsors’ response to the IMT’s recommendations, which is the final result of the IMT charter, and outlined the major points relevant to OES.

b. Tips are a major difference between the two surveys, and one of the first roadblocks delaying the stated goal of adopting common concepts, definitions and coverage.

i. A response analysis survey is under construction to assist in (among other things) identifying the collectability of tips information.

ii. Tom Gallagher mentioned that the workers compensation file for some states may contain data on hours worked and base pay compared to tipped pay, and that the file for Wyoming, at least, contains job title information.

c. OES dropped on-call pay from its wage definition.

d. NCS will investigate altering its scope by adding Federal government, agricultural services, ‘token’ paid workers, and students who are employed by their institution of study, to better match the OES scope. Some of this is being tested now.

e. Modeling will ultimately be used to provide a single wage estimate.  The model will effectively ratio adjust OES wages depending on worker characteristics collected by NCS.

f. The integration discussions also include the possibility of modeling to produce union/nonunion and other wages for certain large MSAs.

g. OES and NCS will work to expand coordinated collection activities, especially regarding COC collection, though work on this front has only just begun recently.

h. Full integration is targeted for 2014 ‘or later’.  New area definitions will be formed following the 2010 Census, which will be necessary for combined sampling of the two surveys.  

i. George Stamas will distribute the results of the ongoing OES-NCS wage comparison project to the Policy Council when completed.

4. OES Strategic Plan

a. George Stamas began the discussion with Item 5 (‘OES Workforce’) of the Strategic Plan: 

i. George Stamas asked if states require more recurring WebEx training, or more WebEx training on a regular, structured basis.  

1. Mike Polzella stated that for once-a-year activities, such as benchmark file review and estimates review, a WebEx training session a few weeks prior to the activities would be very helpful.  Frank Waligorski and Mike Strople also suggested annual modules for these rarer activities.

2. Jeff Green stated that a WebEx version of Labor Force Overview and other high-level overview trainings would be helpful for new employees.

3. Charlie Saibel agreed that some basic overview computer-based or book-based training that could fill certain knowledge gaps before a new employee can attend the in-person sessions would be beneficial. 

a. George Stamas stated that some software solution should be developed as a framework for OES-developed computer training courses.

i. Mike Strople mentioned that the CIPSEA training module may be worth investigation as an example of a computer training solution.

ii. Frank Waligorski described the data compiled by regional offices from the state operations review.  The data show the division of labor for OES staff members based on experience and completed training.

1. Tom Gallagher noted that, since the information is already collected, the Policy Council should be using it to improve state operations.

2. Frank Waligorski and Mike Strople will determine the status of the data, its accessibility and its usability for the Policy Council.

b. Microdata quality improvements

i. For this panel, the national office intended to release preliminary estimates to allow states more time to find and correct problems in their microdata.  However, due to the implementation of point data estimation, the preliminary estimates were not released as early as hoped.
1. Laurie Salmon stated that the national office will allow later-than-usual corrections to be submitted if states are using the preliminary estimates to identify problem schedules.

2. Charlie Saibel asked what options states have when they identify problems in the preliminary estimates, to which Marie Stetser replied that they may attempt to get a correction from the respondent, or, in extreme cases, to change the schedule to be processed as a non-response.
ii. The regional offices have established a ‘COC quality team’, with a goal being the creation of standardized COC review procedures across regions.

1. Mike Strople will ensure that the standardized COC review procedures be put on the agenda for the upcoming regional tech conference.
iii. Mike Polzella asked if states properly utilize the QA systems available in SPAM.

iv. Leila Todd mentioned that dividing schedules by industry for review allows for more familiarity in industry staffing patterns and other peculiarities, which is beneficial to thorough and timely review.

5. Green jobs

a. George Stamas described the current BLS initiatives regarding green jobs.

i. BLS was funded $7.8 million annually for these initiatives.

ii. Current classification systems (NAICS/SOC) do not neatly differentiate green from non-green activities.

iii. The first step for OES green jobs will likely be to show normal OES staffing patterns for the establishments that are identified as green in the establishment survey through sample coordination.

1. George Stamas will forward the Federal Register request for cognitive scientists to assist with the collection of green information to the Policy Council.
2. OES may need to collect additional units (as standard OES establishments) to satisfy the new green jobs requirements.
3. The current timeline is to have the survey established by November 2010 for QCEW, after which the OES sample for 2010/4 would be supplemented to accommodate the QCEW Green Jobs survey.  OES would collect and provide staffing pattern information for the “green units” as a part of normal survey operations (i.e. there are no special green questions asked by OES during this effort).
iv. The second step will likely be a series of ‘special topic surveys’, the first of which has to do with green processes within establishments (such as employment related to R&D, recycling programs, or energy saving equipment installation activities.)

1. For ‘green processes’, workers who spend most of their time performing an environmentally friendly activity are green workers, regardless of industry green-status.

a. George Stamas mentioned that employment under this definition could be very low, since green employment may be most often contracted to establishments specializing in green activities that are captured by the industry survey.
2. George Stamas will forward the Eurostat report on green jobs to the Policy Council.
3. Current timeline intends to have ‘special topics surveys’ established by spring 2011.
b. State members then described activities related to green jobs unique to their states:

c. Jeff Green reported that West Virginia’s green jobs survey is very similar to Oregon’s in design.  The WV survey received a response of 1200 out of 3000 possible units, however only 80 of the 1200 responses indicated green activities.

d. Mike Polzella reported that Connecticut is coordinating with the New England states, New York and New Jersey for their green jobs survey.  The consortium will be using o*net green definitions as their basis, and collecting information by data mining job postings.  They may then use OES data to fill in gaps for industries with few job postings.  

e. Leila Todd reported that Kentucky will be contracting their data collection out, and will collect information on green job vacancies and wages.
f. Kevin Hannel reported that New York has developed estimates using OES staffing patterns from a list of specific firms that were determined to be green.  He reported that the results were ‘top-heavy’ (concentrated in management and engineering, etc.) as a large part of the lower-level work in these firms was contracted out to firms who did not appear on the list of green firms.  New York had proposed to supplement their OES survey mailout with additional documents related to green jobs, but BLS declined to include the additional forms.
g. Tom Gallagher:  “The Northern Plains and Rocky Mountain consortium states include Utah, Wyoming, Montana, the Dakotas, Nebraska and Iowa.  The consortium has several activities under way. We are contracting with universities to provide insight into technologies expected to be commercialized within the next 2-5 years, e.g. carbon capture and sequestration, likely to affect the demand for "green" labor. A baseline survey of employers is being developed to identify green industries / jobs, we plan to use IMPLAN software to measure the impact of ARRA energy projects, develop projections, pending a data sharing agreement with BLS we will develop a green staffing pattern for the contiguous states. In order to identify the green connection to the employment service, we are also conducting a new hires survey. We identify instances where a new hire is likely to result in persistent employment based on modeling hiring events using wage records, industry, worker demographics, and tenure with employer and track those hires longitudinally. A survey of employers with new hires identifies occupation, rate of compensation, availability of benefits, educational requirements, selected skills and other factors”. 
h. Oriane Casale reported that Minnesota plans to identify green job vacancies using supplementary questions on the vacancy survey, and eventually identify new green job postings within the job bank.
i. Minnesota plans to use a follow-up telephone survey of establishments reporting green vacancies to verify if the reported green vacancies are green due to products and services, environmentally friendly business practices, or not in fact green at all.
i. Charlie Saibel reported that the Washington green jobs survey uses OES data for wage information to supplement the collected green employment collection, as wages were not directly collected by the Washington green jobs survey.

6. Action items from September meeting

a. George Stamas reported that he had begun compiling the questions for the Disclosure Review Board, but had not yet addressed the board with them.

i. George Stamas will get clarification on whether sample counts are considered confidential from the Disclosure Review Board.
b. Carrie Jones reported that she distributed screenshots describing how to use Weblite, and that more documentation will soon be added to the State Operations Manual.  

i. Carrie Jones will notify states that should state analysts wish to “step through” the Weblite process while guiding respondents, they can enter a FIPS code of 00 and a schedule number 000000000.

ii. Lelia Todd noted that both files that are uploaded electronically and the web-based forms are given a submittal code of 1.

c. Dates for the next Policy Council meeting: April 26-27th
i. George Stamas will confer with Dave Lipnicky or Ed Garcia of the Employment & Training Administration to schedule the spring Policy Council meeting around the scheduled late-April ETA meeting.
d. Regarding the OES-NCS Integration, the Integration Management Team’s report, and the IMT Sponsors’ response to that report have both been posted to the STATEWEB site.

e. Marie Stetser reported that progress on the proposal for the redistribution of certainty units across panels is on hold due to higher priority projects.

f. Regarding the treatment of substitute teachers in Standard Occupational Classification, a decision was reached that,starting with the November 2009 panel, States should report short-term Substitute Teachers in 25-3098 Substitute Teachers. This will allow for estimation either at the level of SOC code 25-3099 Teachers and Instructors, All Other, or at the level of the OES-specific code 25-3098 Substitute Teachers. If the respondent reports “long-term” Substitute Teachers, as defined by the jurisdiction (usually in terms of a required minimum number of consecutive days in the same classroom), the State should classify these workers in the appropriate occupation within minor group 25-2000 Preschool, Primary, Secondary, and Special Education School Teachers.  Long-term Substitute Teachers perform the work of regular teachers, typically filling in for a single regular teacher on an extended absence.    
i. Tom Gallagher mentioned that it may be possible to acquire state and local National Center for Education Statistics survey data that would essentially be a census of point wage data, though this data is not currently SOC coded.

7. Sample overlap

a. Laurie Salmon described the overlap charts which show the number of units in pending and processed for each month of the last six panels.

i. Laurie Salmon will have the title of the charts changed from ‘change in responding units’ to ‘change in processed units’.
b. Tom Gallagher noted that small units might represent the bulk of early units, and are more easily processed, so the charts could be misrepresenting the amount of work in a given period.

c. Frank Waligorski indicated that COC units should be removed and analyzed separately since they are processed on a different schedule.

d. Laurie Salmon also presented a possible calendar for panels without overlap compared with current OES calendar.  Laurie also mentioned that removing the full (two months) of overlap would not result in earlier estimates than removing a single month, as estimates cannot be processed until OES receives the benchmark files.

i. Marie Stetser suggested that older benchmark data could possibly be used to create preliminary estimates if desired.

e. Laurie Salmon next presented some estimated costs of removing the overlap, based on the number of units required to get to 75% establishment response by an earlier month, multiplied by several possible per-unit costs.

i. George Stamas noted that these estimates make the possibly-false assumption that the overlap can be removed with a one-time funding effort.  George also asked the Policy Council what else would be needed to remove the panel overlap.

1. Tom Gallagher suggested that State Operations Review information could possibly be combined with states’ processing histories to identify the high-performing states and how they differ from low-performing ones in staffing and activities.

2. Bob Cottrell mentioned that removing the overlap may eliminate available ‘down time’ and cause stress for state analysts.

3. Kevin Hannel mentioned that NY is a ‘last 6-month’ processing state not because processing is a backed up, but because many responses are not received until the final 2 months.  Kevin suggested that splitting units for address refinement into groups based on their difficulty of collection, refining the hardest units first and mailing them out earlier might allow for collecting these hard units in a shorter time frame.

4. Tom Gallagher offered that the stress of overlap has diminished and become the routine, so OES should change the routine slowly over several panels, resulting in the eventual removal of overlap.

a. George Stamas noted that incrementally moving up a week or two per panel doesn’t offer any immediate benefit to the states.  Kevin Hannel mentioned that the December holidays interfere with incremental removal in the May panels.

5. Oriane Casale and Mike Polzella both mentioned that their staffs believe removing the overlap is a positive step, but that they are afraid that a sudden change may impact their ability to process the necessary units in time.

6. Charlie Saibel mentioned that a solid benefit is necessary to justify the effort of removing the overlap, whereas the current justifications seem insufficient.

a. George Stamas offered the earlier release of estimates and states ability to contact the respondent with questions much sooner, resulting in better quality data, as the primary benefits.

7. Carrie Jones mentioned that, from a systems standpoint, the overlap is a significant hurdle (such as having two incompatible versions of SPAM running simultaneously).  Leila Todd stated that even with no collection overlap, there will still be panel overlap in systems and address refinement.

8. Kevin Hannel noted that concentrating collection energy early in the panel may result in wasted effort if it only results in responses that would otherwise be received passively in the later months.

9. Tom Gallagher stated that one option being discussed is changing the establishment/employment response requirements from 75/65 to 70/70.

10. Charlie Saibel offered that one advantage of overlap is being able to review the QCEW updates for establishments that have gone out of business and other changes.

a. Kevin Hannel mentioned that processing units in the queue is somewhat easier as one can group schedules by industry and processes them in batches.

f. OES activities and skill level

i. Tom Gallagher presented findings on the activities for OES collection grouped by the class of worker able to perform them.  Tom noted that clerical-type activities are not voluminous enough to make a large difference in collection and processing time.  Tom also mentioned that more highly-trained staff also require some low-stress workload which might otherwise be performed by clerical staff.

1. Laurie Salmon mentioned that some large states have sent out some forms for key-punching.  Kevin Hannel stated that NY used outside help for key-punching in 2000-2001 but found it to be of little help.

2. Tom Gallagher noted that WY has been tracking state activities and their status related to the accelerated collection schedule.  Tom also noted staff members have pride in achieving high response rates and they do not wish to jeopardize those rates in an effort to collect units more quickly.

3. WY has found that accelerated collection is high stress because it is new and because of the additional work of documenting the schedule, but that the work may not be any more stressful than usual once it becomes the routine.

g. Tom Gallagher offered that the OES sample should also coordinate with the OSH program to avoid sample overlap.

8. LMI Cooperative Agreement

a. George Stamas stated that the Cooperative Agreement will be later than normal this year, due to BLS management’s decision to wait for the finalized President’s budget before discussing funding of BLS programs.

b. George Stamas asked if it is too early to start incremental reduction of scheduling overlap in the upcoming cooperative agreement.  George indicated that funding could probably be done through AAMC if funds were available.

c. Tom Gallagher suggested that a solid benefit for the States is necessary to sell the overlap proposal.

i. Bob Cottrell noted that under the current proposal, many of the high-performing states have no financial incentive to switch to the reduced overlap schedule, contrary to low-performing ones who will receive extra funds.

1. George Stamas asked if financial incentives for states that currently exceed the milestones to continue exceeding milestones under a faster schedule should be considered.

ii. George Stamas replied that the main benefit to States would be receiving estimates 6-8 weeks earlier then they currently do.

d. Charlie Saibel will distribute a timeline incorporating incremental reductions in overlap to the Policy Council by February 3rd.

i. George Stamas will schedule a conference call with the Policy Council to discuss the proposed timeline, and, if necessary, schedule a second conference call after a draft is formalized.

e. George Stamas will produce an updated Cooperative Agreement incorporating reduced overlap panels.
f. George Stamas noted that a sample supplement for green jobs would have to be funded with AAMC funds if implemented in 2010.
g. Charlie Saibel asked whether the overlap reduction rescheduling provides an opportunity to change the OES reference months, to which George Stamas replied that it would not be possible within the time frame necessary for inclusion in this year’s Cooperative Agreement, as a change in the reference months would require further research.
9. OMB Clearance

a. Response Analysis Survey

i. George Stamas reported that OES will be informing OMB in the clearance process that OES would like to conduct a Response Analysis Survey in the near future.

b. Implied consent

i. George Stamas reported that he would like to revise the confidentiality notification on State and local government survey forms, including ones for schools and hospitals, notifying the government respondents that while data provided would only be used for statistical purposes by BLS, the source of state or local government employment and wage data might be inferred from the published estimates in some limited cases.  George stated that implied consent on the unstructured forms would be problematic, and a possible solution would be to only use structured forms for local government establishments.  George also stated that the wording for the cover letters may be difficult, and offered that the solution might be to extend the confidentiality pledge to private establishments only.  George mentioned that previous discussions with OMB indicated that OMB saw no need for pledging confidentiality to government establishments.

1. Bob Cottrell noted that many state employees’ wages are already public record, so those workers have no confidentiality to protect.

c. Supplemental sample for Green jobs

i. George Stamas stated that the scope of additional units which will be required in a supplemental sample is currently unknown, but the possibility of adding this sample would be included in the OMB clearance in order to limit clearance complications in future.

ii. George also stated that the supplemental sample may require breaking the pledge of no additional response burden for 3 years for these additional units.

10. Feedback on Imputation

a. Laurie Salmon reported that BLS research had found that imputation problems are most often the result of data issues and not the result of OES imputation procedures.

b. The following numbers refer to items on the possible imputation changes handouts:

c. Favorable possible changes:

i. #1: Match single-UI local government units by original NAICS to identify specialized sub-units.

ii. #3:  Allow states to identify unusual units to exclude as donors.

iii. #4:  Use responses from units of the same UI and NAICS as the recipient as donors.

iv. #6:  Match units by 6-digit NAICS.

d. Possible changes that are not favorable:

i. #2:  Treat local government units like all other establishments.

ii. #5:  Use previous responses from 3 or more years previous instead of imputing.

iii. #9:  Don’t impute, adjust employment with weighting.

iv. #10:  Changes for wage imputation.

e. New suggestions to add to list of possible changes:

i. Tom Gallagher suggested using pooled data (similar to wage imputation procedures) for staffing pattern imputation, instead of the current procedure using matched units.  Tom stated that it was unclear why wages are imputed with the average of pooled wages while staffing patterns are imputed using the nearest neighbor.

1. Marie Stetser noted that estimating the employment variance using pooled establishment imputation would be problematic.

f. Darragh Huggins, Scott Hunzeker, Mike Polzella and Oriane Casale will review the list of possible changes to imputation and eliminate those that are not worth pursuing for the Policy Council.
11. SOC 2010 Update

a. George Stamas reported that OES is still waiting on OMB to release the finalized version of the 2010 SOC manual.  George also stated that the BLS SOC website has as much information on SOC 2010 as is currently available, including the SOC structure, principles and coding guidelines, and the 2000-2010 SOC crosswalk.  George also stated that the STATEWEB SOC page contains 2010 training information and lists of the major revisions.

b. Charlie Saibel stated that States could use a version of the new SOC manual containing the definitions for the detailed occupations only.  George Stamas replied that BLS will examine current materials for the ease of producing such a document.
12. State checklist

a. Charlie Saibel will begin an e-mail discussion regarding State issues with the state checklist among the policy council members.
b. Charlie Saibel mentioned issues with the checklist including the difficulty in checking the annual/hourly status of flight staff wages at the end of processing, the purpose of having state analysts sign the checklist, and the timing of the checklist’s release just prior to the final deliverable.

i. George Stamas asked if States would prefer that the checklist be released before the interim deliverable to ensure sufficient time to correct any outstanding problems identified by the checklist.

c. Laurie Salmon will revise the checklist and distribute the revised version to the States to clarify any misunderstandings regarding the checklist items.
d. Bob Cottrell suggested that BLS send out a draft checklist as s-memo or similar format to allow States to comment before the final checklist is composed.

e. Charlie Saibel will forward his comments about data collection mode to George Stamas and Carrie Jones.

13. Weblite

a. Carrie Jones reported that Weblite 3.0 with online data entry has been released and the issue of respondent sessions timing out before finishing their entry has been resolved.  Carrie also reported that Weblite 4.0 will be released in time for the upcoming May panel, and will include the ability to search for an occupation when entering data.

b. Carrie Jones will verify if the new release of Autobatch is still having issues processing Weblite submissions with very long job description field output.
14. Faxable Form – Quick Sheet

a. George Stamas described the mock-ups for a possible faxable ‘quick sheet’ for respondents.  George stated that the goal of these mock-ups is to develop a standard sheet that can be cleared by OMB for States’ use.  George stated that States may design their own cover sheets to accompany the quick sheet as the cover sheets do not require OMB clearance.

b. Carrie Jones will remove the UI account number from the quick sheet, add a contact fax number, and remove the name of the form from the form itself.
c. Mike Polzella mentioned that the utility of a faxable form is to quickly generate response from respondents who have already been contacted via phone and indicate a willingness to respond if it can be done immediately.

d. Jeff Green suggested that an electronic (.pdf) version of the quick sheet would be very helpful to states.

e. Mike Strople will notify States not to reply to automatically-generated Weblite e-mails, and instead reply to the included respondent e-mail when thanking respondents who submitted data via Weblite.

f. Of the mock-up options, the Policy Council consensus seems to prefer the “1,2,3,4” or “two bold line” quick sheet options that were presented.
g. Carrie Jones will include the “1,2,3,4” option with the OMB clearance package, and ensure that a .pdf version will eventually be available to the States.
15. Response Analysis Survey (RAS) Drafts

a. Leila Todd and Kevin Hannel asked what a reasonable time delay from collecting a response to conducting the RAS would be, as certain items in the proposed survey may be forgotten very quickly by the respondent.

i. George Stamas answered that a RAS would hopefully be conducted within a week of response, but the delay depends on who (BLS, State, or contractor) is conducting the RAS.

b. Tom Gallagher recommended that a prior to implementation, a pre-test done through personal visit with a professional interviewer along with a state member who solicited the original response would be helpful in developing the most useful survey instrument.

c. Tom Gallagher suggested that the open-ended questions in the RAS need to be more explicit about the intended responses.

d. George Stamas asked if collecting tips information should be done in a separate survey due to their complexity, and if there are other questions that need to be asked that are not currently included.

e. Oriane Casale suggested that questions #2 and #4 should swapped in order, that in question #26 the phrase “guest workers” might not be a term known by the respondent, and that some questions regarding the respondent’s interaction with State staff members be included.

f. Laurie Salmon suggested that in question #21, the RAS should also ask which payroll service the respondent uses.

i. Carrie Jones offered that she would use the QCEW RAS example to include more questions about payroll services.

16. Future meeting locations

a. April 27th and 28th: Suggested locations--Annapolis, MD, Providence, RI, St. Paul, MN, Albuquerque, NM, Santa Fe, NM

