Workforce Information Council – National Associating of State Workforce Agencies

Local Data Needs Work Group

Meeting Notes –August 27, 2001

Portland, Oregon

Present:

Work Group Members: 

Sharon Brown

Virlena Crosley

Dee Esser

Jeff Nall

Mary Ann Regan

Sherry Sebastian

Bob Simoneau

Guest:

Carrie Okita, Oregon

Staff:  

Dixie Sommers

Kay Raithel

The meeting began with introductions, review of the agenda, and review of the July 18-19 Work Group meeting in Baltimore, and an update on tasks accomplished since the Baltimore meeting.

Dixie Sommers noted that she will be preparing a brief status report on the project for Virlena Crosley to present at the upcoming NASWA Board meeting on September 17.

1.
Review of Existing Resources

Dixie Sommers reviewed the additions to the list of materials being reviewed.  As of August 15, there are 95 reports on the list, representing 28 states.  The list has been sent out to LMI directors for their review, which resulted in identification of several items that will be added to the list.  Dixie noted that the additional web search for reports related to career-technical education has not yet been conducted.

Kay Raithel discussed the results to date of her review of the existing reports.   Her handout summarized the review of 15 reports on employer surveys conducted or sponsored by workforce investment boards.  The review resulted in adding numerous data items to the list previously generated.  Discussion resulted in the following decisions and comments:

· When tallying the number of times a data item appears, do not count multiple times the data items from sources that are replicated for multiple areas.  This information can be noted as the summary is prepared, however.

· At this point, Kay should continue to capture the detailed data items, so we get a good idea of what is being collected.  Any consolidation that may be needed can be done later.

· The reports are all from a time period of a growing economy and tight labor markets.  It would be interesting to see how the data items of interest to WIBs will change as the economy changes.

· Interest in “soft skills” information should be noted, although we will drop from the list the report that used a proprietary job analysis tool.

· Carrie Okita will provide information on Oregon’s intercensal household survey for inclusion in the review.

In discussing what the summary of the review should look like, the Work Group decided to group the results by broad categories that represent the “questions customers are asking” about the labor market.  We are concerned with the questions they are asking and the information they are using to get the answers.  Other issues are the shift in labor market problems from the “demand side” of recent labor market to the “supply side” problems that are being created by demographic factors such as the coming retirement of the Baby Boom generation, and the problem of skill transfer and re-employment of dislocated workers.

The following categories were identified:

1. Labor supply and demand

2. Skills supply and demand

3. Educational supply/output

4. Hiring/Recruiting/Assessment Practices

5. Labor turnover and job vacancies

6. Benefits

7. Wages/compensation

8. Commuting

9. General demographics

10. Full-time/Part-time, Temporary/permanent, Nontraditional employment arrangements

11. Incumbent worker training needs

2.
Getting Customer Feedback – Comment on the Review Summary 

Dixie reported that BLS has indicated that our original plan would raise problems of OMB clearance.  We were planning to send the summary of the review out to an extensive list of customers to obtain their feedback.  OMB clearance is not an issue if information/feedback is requested from no more than nine individuals or organizations.  

Discussion resulted in a decision to (1) post the review summary on the Council web site, (2) arrange an informational presentation on the project to BLS’s Labor Research Advisory Committee (LRAC) and Business Research Advisory Committee (BRAC), and (3) send the summary out to the following nine umbrella organizations representing major customer groups requesting their comment:

1. National Association of State Workforce Agencies (NASWA)

2. National Association of Workforce Boards

3. Association of State Workforce Board Chairs

4. U.S. Chamber of Commerce

5. ACCRA

6. Association for Career and Technical Education

7. Association of Computer-based Systems for Career Information

8. National Association of State Economic Development Directors

9. Society for Human Resource Management

The summary will be sent to the Work Group members for their review prior to distributing it to the nine organizations.

Other points raised in the discussion of the review summary:

· We need to be careful not to raise unrealistic expectations among customers.

· We could include in the work group final report a recommendation that a full customer survey be conducted, with OMB clearance.  

· We have some concerns that the review of the list of reports, while covering an extensive set of information, may not be representative.  

· The comments on the review summary will give us a “broad” response.  For in-depth response, the focus groups are critical.

3.
Getting Customer Feedback - Focus Groups

Dixie discussed the draft work statement for a contractor to assist with the development and conduct of focus groups.  She will identify a contractor and aim for having the focus group protocol available by the end of September.  The focus groups are a separate activity from the customer comment on the review summary.

The Work Group will send the focus group protocol out to states to provide them with a tool for identifying local information needs.  We will request that they share any focus group results.  

The focus groups should not be designed to identify specific data items.  Instead, they should explore what questions customers are asking about the labor market, and what they mean by “local” and why.  The protocol should include a core sent of focus group questions, and a menu of additional questions.  A draft of the protocol should be distributed to the Work Group members for comment.

The following opportunities for focus groups were discussed:

The NASWA LMI Conference, Myrtle Beach, South Carolina, October 30-November 1.  Mary Ann Regan reviewed the conference agenda, noting that there is a session on customer feedback that will follow a presentation by Melanie Arthur.  This session is being planned by Rebecca Rust, and will be facilitated by Jim Sampson of Florida State University.  

We agreed to try to arrange a customer focus group around lunchtime immediately prior to the start of the “user” portion of the conference.  Dixie will work with South Carolina staff to make the arrangements and invite participants.

The NGA Policy Conference, New Orleans, December, November 28-30, New Orleans.  Dixie will contact Martin Simon to explore doing a focus group at this meeting.

Iowa Workforce Board meetings.  Dixie will explore with the contractor conducting focus groups at these sessions. [NOTE:  we have since learned that these meetings have been canceled.]

4.
Work Group Final Report

The Work Group discussed the outline for the final report.  The following points were made:

· The report distribution should include the nine organizations listed above and focus group participants.

· In section II, discussion of the problem, include discussion of the fragmentation of data sources, and focus on the questions customers are trying to answer.  The WIA legislative requirements should be mentioned but not be a major focus.

· The gap analysis and the findings should be at the broad level of the customer questions.  

· Recommendations could also include recommending work on specific types of data, if any strong candidates emerge from the project.

5.
Next Meeting

The Work Group decided its next meeting will be December 4-5, with a full day on December 4 and a half-day, if needed, on December 5.  Location will be either St. Louis or Chicago.
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