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PROCEEDI NGS

M5. Tl DVWELL- PETERS: Wl cone to the final
day of the third quarterly nmeeting of the
CQccupational Informati on Devel opment Advi sory Panel .
My nane is Debra Tidwell-Peters, and | amthe
Desi gnated Federal O ficer. | would Iike to now
turn the nmeeting over to Dr. Mary Barros-Bailey, the
interimchair. Mary.

DR BARRCS- BAI LEY: Thanks, Debra.

Good norni ng, everybody.

We are now in our last half day of our
third quarterly neeting, and | would like to just
review the agenda for the day. W are going to be
starting with the project director's report with
Sylvia, and then continue on to subconmittee reports
by TomHardy in terms of DDS, and al so the
transferable skills analysis. And then end with the
| ast subcommittee report in terns of taxonony
classification by Mark WI son.

W will take a break. |It's going to be a
| onger break, because we need to check-out by noon.

You can either |eave your |uggage with the bell
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captain or bring it into the roomduring the break
and then go on to Panel discussions and
del i berations, and end at noon

So |l will just turn it over to Sylvia.

M5. KARMAN:  All right. Just one of the
things we do is -- and you will find -- Pane
menbers will find that we have left for you all a
docunment that says "Social Security Adm nistration
Update to the Occupational | nformation Devel opnent
Advi sory Panel, Third Fiscal Quarter of 2009." And
basi cal |y, the docunent, you know, goes through
i ssues that were collected as action itens at the
Atlanta neeting -- panel neeting that we had
April 27th through 29th. And so I'mjust going to
wal k through sonme of these things.

One of the things we were asked about was
our short-termproject. The short-termproject is
one in which we have an eval uator, contractor who is
eval uati ng the existing data that another conpany
has been collecting that is based on the DOT to
det erm ne whether or not those data and their

net hods can be inserted into the Social Security
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process in the interimwhile we're devel opi ng
somet hing for long term

We received a report fromlICF
International, who is the eval uating contractor
about the information from Career Planning Software
Speci alist, Incorporated. W reviewed the report
and submtted coments back to I CF, and we have
ext ended the period of performance on the eval uation
contract for an additional 30 days to allow ICF to
make the changes that we had di scussed with them
about a final report. W' re hoping to receive that
by June 30t h.

A second effort that our teamis working
on for this project is an upcom ng study on the
occupati onal and nedi cal vocational information in
files -- in claimant files. W published a
presolicitation notice on May 15th in Federa
Busi ness Qpportunity's web site. W're expecting
that we will be able to award a contract once we
receive proposals in July or August. And there is
anticipated to be a six nonth performance period for

the contract. It may be finished sooner, but there
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is a six nonth performance tine.

Basically, we're looking to collect --
this is the study that we have been tal ki ng about
where we're going to |l ook at past work -- a work
hi story of claimants, and al so the vocational input
into the claimto see what our CRC | evels,
limtations these individuals had; what type of
i nput was made for the claimat step five with
regard to, you know, the outcones for is it
transferable skills. You know, if it was a denia
that is a franework denial. Wat jobs were cited as
exanpl es of work this individual could do at both
the DDS level, the initial level, and at the
appel late level. So anyway, that's what we're
wor ki ng on there.

Al so, you will see that we have sone
feedback fromthe vocational experts. During the
presentation before the Panel in April, vocationa
experts Lynne Tracy and Scott Stipe gave us a w sh
list; and we recreated the wish Iist for Pane
menbers here so that you can see what -- in case we

didn't catch all of it, we listed this here.
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course, that will be -- these things will be
addressed in our final report.

W al so have a working paper that we have
conpleted. You all have copies of this working
paper. It's about developing an initial
classification system That was al so the subject of
the presentation that RJ Harvey gave us during --
Tuesday for our subcommittee neetings.

And we have al so a response regarding
reasonabl e acconmodati on. There was a question at
the April nmeeting with regard to how Social Security
deal s with reasonabl e accommpdati on. So you know,
we have provided that information here. |'m not
going to take the time to go through it at this
point. But for those of you who are interested in
knowi ng about how we handle that, that's cited
t here.

Al so, we have a follow up on the working
paper for developing an initial classification. It
ki nd of goes along with the top 100 occupations --
soft occupations that we tal ked about at the Apri

neeting. R J. Harvey went through and did an
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analysis that is included in that working paper to
take a look at the variability anong the DOT titles
that are within the SOC. So for those of you who
are interested in that, that is included in that
paper .

We have al so been doi ng outreach, and in
this particular case we -- let nme see -- oh, well,
you al ready know this. They have al ready appeared.
So anyway, there was a question, apparently, about
outreach. So we're responding to that, and NADE and
NCDDD have al ready appear ed.

We anti ci pate asking ot her organizations,
as we nove along, to present to the Panel if they
are so interested, and if the Panel is interested in
havi ng them present. So you know, as -- perhaps for
upcom ng neetings we nmay be having one or two groups
presenting. We're trying to be mindful of the
amount of time the Panel needs for deliberation, as
wel | as providing menbers of the public and other
organi zations an opportunity to have tine before us.

And we have held two expert round tables.

Many of you are aware of them O course this
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Monday -- this past Monday we had held a nenta
cognitive subcommittee, which is chaired by David
Schretlen. W held a roundtable of experts. David
described that for you all yesterday in the chair's
report; and we believe that we got enough
information fromthat that we will probably not be
doing a roundtable in July as we previously thought
we m ght be.

In May, the transferable skills analysis
subconmittee held a roundtable at the Socia
Security headquarters in Baltinore, and that, of
course, was chaired by Tom Hardy, who is the
subcommi ttee chair. The experts that we had join us
there were Karl Botterbusch, Gale d bson, Jeff

Truthan, TimField, and Patrick Dunn. Again,

think sonme informati on about that -- results of that
Panel -- results of that roundtable will be forth
com ng.

So that's where we are, and unl ess anybody
has any questions, | am finished.
DR BARRGCS- BAI LEY: Thanks, Syl vi a.

At this point, I'mgoing to turn it over
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to TomHardy. W had initially at first -- another
meeting to put together a subconmittee for DDS. W
no | onger have that subconmittee, but there is stil
sonme remmining work at that point, because it was
kind of an ad hoc group. So if you would report
just on the renmaining activities in that before you
| aunch into the TSA subconmittee that woul d be
great. Thank you.

MR, HARDY: Thank you. Most of you will
recall that in -- | believe it was Washi ngton where
we started tal king about the need to get out to the
DDSs and the ODARs. | have been working with the
Admi ni stration in making that happen. By this point
everyone who has expressed an interest in going has
now been matched up with an office. Wthin 24 hours
you will be contacted to set up atinme to go to the
DDS. So that will be occurring shortly.

There have been sone hurdles to get over
W seemto be over the hurdles at last. So that's a
good thing. | amglad to report that we are okay
with that now.

The other request for the trips to the
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ODAR, that the sane hurdl es and nmaybe even a few
more still apply. One of the options that have been
given to us is to go to the Falls Church Appeals
Council. 1'mgoing to kind of open up things to the
floor and ask if that will be an alternative to
visiting your local ODAR, or if there is still a
preference to visit |ocal ODARs? | do not want to
speak on behal f of anybody, and | am going to
solicit comrents.

DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: Go ahead, Mark

DR WLSON: Differences between the |oca
ODAR and the appeals council -- | mean, are they
equi val ent ?

M5. KARMAN. Do you want nme to see if |
can answer that? Ckay.

My understanding is that the offer has
been for Panel nenbers who are interested to cone to
Falls Church where they have a national hearing
center. So you could be with a judge watching a
hearing or soneone to do this over tel econference,
tel evi sed.

The other thing is that there will be -- |
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think the time frame that they're | ooking at doing
this is in the next six weeks, | think. There
are -- there is a fair anount of training that is
going to be happening in Falls Church. And so the
top expert judges in the country will be at Falls
Church to provide training for new ALJs -- for new
Adm ni strative Law Judges.

So actually -- the conparison then woul d
be you have a nunber of judges possibly to speak
wi th, you know, about your -- you know, the process,
the questions that you may have, as opposed to going
to a local office and watching a hearing. So it
depends on what your intent is. If you had -- if
your desire was to sit and sinply watch, you know, a
case being handl ed and then, perhaps, speak with
staff afterwards or before -- and then the
compari son would be to go to Falls Church where
there is the Appeals Council, is also avail able and
you can speak with them plus a group of judges who
are there to give the training. So that nmay be
avai | abl e there.

So the other thing is that the Appeals
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Council -- actually, the people on the Appeals
Council| actually use the DOI, and therefore, don't
do the vocational expert opinion routine. So there
is some -- so you would have access to both. So if
that's sonething that interest you.

MR. HARDY: The only thing that you woul d
have to keep in nmind is we're | ooking at traveling
for those of you conming from anywhere ot her than
Fal s Church

DR WLSON: Sounds to nme like it's idea
in that, as | understand it, we would be able to
wat ch hearings if we wanted to, observe that
process, talk to judges who are fromthe field --
that has the other advantage of exposing us to sone
ot her experts, maybe giving us nore tinme to
interact. So | think it's great.

M5. KARVAN: | didn't nention this, but
Falls Church is in Virginia, it's in Northern
Virginia. So it is right outside of D.C

DR G BSON. | was just going to concur
with Mark. | think that's a wonderful idea, and the

fact that Sylvia points out that these are the
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actual users of the DOT thenselves. So they have a
stake in whatever type of occupational information

system we devel op. They can probably give us

feedback on that directly. |It's very appealing.
M5. KARVAN: | don't mean to inply that
the ALJs don't have a stake in that. |'mjust

saying that what you end up with is both ALJs and
staff who use the DOT and whatever software --
what ever kind of software; and ALJ's who have the
vocational expert testinmony. So you have got both.
M5. SHOR: | think it's areally efficient
way to go. There is a kind of antiseptic quality to
it, which is there would be no claimants. | think
just to bear in mnd this is a kind of spaceship
setting, because everything is by video. So it's
the way that -- that particular office does
busi ness; but just for those of you to be aware it's
a very atypical situation, because there is no
waiting roomof claimants. But for all sorts of
reasons of efficiency, | think it is the way to go.
MS5. KARMAN. Here is another option too --

we can take that back and speak with our CODAR -- our
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Ofice of Disability Adjudication Review
representatives. You know, we could -- you could
elect to do the Falls Church version soon and then
foll owup, perhaps, with a local office visit at a
future time, perhaps, this fall. So you know, I
don't think that our representatives were neaning to
say oh, you can only have one and not the other, so.

MR HARDY: Well, it sounds |ike we have
agreenent, then. You are the last one to speak on
the topic, Mary.

DR BARRGCS- BAI LEY: Sounds good.

So it sounds like if people are in
consensus and want to go ahead and do the Falls
Church that -- what Sylvia just nmentioned in terns
of having that option available to the Panel
followed up with a local option seens |ike a good
m x.

MR HARDY: GCkay. | wll continue working
to make this fit within the schedul es of only those
who have said they want to go, so this will not be
the whole group. So we will be tal king about that.

Again within 24 hours you should be getting your
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assignnent for DDS visits, scheduled at your
convenience. And | think with that, once we have
the visit to Falls Church, we are taking care of
that action item

DR. BARROCS- BAI LEY: Geat. Thank you.

DR. G BSON. Tom can you briefly -- do
you have any idea what the dates are for Falls
Chur ch?

MR HARDY: No. What | think | will dois
I will probably work with Debra, and we will start
| ooking for avail able dates for Panel nenbers, or
menbers who want to go; and then I will contact SSA
about what woul d be a good range of dates for them
and we will make it fit like we did with the |arger
panel neetings. Hopefully, we will do it within the
next -- | would think the next four to six weeks is
a doable tinme.

DR BARRGCS- BAI LEY: Thank you for closing

the loop on that. | appreciate that, Tom

You are still on. Are you ready for the
TSA.

MR HARDY: TSA subconmittee. | will
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start with brevity is the soul of wit. I'mgoing to
be very funny.

TSA subcommi ttee has nmet, as Sylvia
indicated. W had a neeting at headquarters. W
faced somewhat of the same hurdles that you did with
the MRFC subcommittee panel in trying to get people
together on a very quick basis on a short notice
but we had a very nice turn out. | have nore notes
than | can possibly track.

We net on May 13th. Present, as noted,
were Gal e G bson, Jeff Truthan, Carl Botterbusch
Tim Fi el ds.

DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: Pat Dunn.

MR. HARDY: And Patrick Dunn. | always
forget the nane.

We net for an entire day. The agenda was
gi ven out ahead of time. W tried to keep within
the paraneters of the charge fromthe Conmi ssioner
We were trying to work within the existing code as
opposed to going into wish list or fantasy ideas of
what woul d | ook wonderful, so that we could, as

al ways, try to provide SSA with what their request
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In sum-- and then what | would like to
do, | would like to sit down and take ny notes and
the notes of other attendees and kind of collate and
summari ze everything that happened, because we did
not have that neeting transcribed per se. W talked
in very broad detail on a nunber of areas starting
with skill. What is a skill?

It was heartening in that the roundtable
responses all came in with pretty good agreenent on
the definition that is currently in use, the
definitions that are used. There is a |lot of

consi stency in the responses across the Board.

We di scussed skill for about an hour. We
di scussed levels of skill, unskilled, seni-skilled,
skilled, the concept of no skill, which has conme up
in other nmeetings as well. Then we went on to data

el ements, discussed that in brief. And again, ended

with a great deal of agreenent across discipline and

across expert. So that was a very heartening thing.
There was a | ot of agreenent that the

transferable skills process that we have right now
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is working. It has been refined over the years and
what ny take away was, we're probably going to stil
be | ooking at pretty much the same kind of thing.
It's going to becone nore iterative as we | ook at
the information that this commttee comes up with to
popul ate the new i nformati on system

At this time what | will dois | wll
sunmmari ze those notes. As an action plan we are
goi ng to begin doing an exhaustive literature
review. And "exhaustive" is in capitals.

Exhaustive. There is a lot of literature out there.
So I'mgoing to be working with the workgroup to try
and pull some executive sunmmaries, review everything
that we can get our hands on, and probably start

wor king with Mark and the taxonony group on pinning

down a few definitions; and that would be ny report

at this tine. Any questions?

DR. SCHRETLEN: You said there is pretty
good agreement about what skills are. Could you --
can you give us just -- because this is not nmy area.
What is it, a general work definition? Wat are

exanpl es of skills?
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MR HARDY: | think you are very skilled.

DR SCHRETLEN:. Yeah, but tell us
somet hi ng concrete.

MR HARDY: There is an actual definition
in the Regs that we have referred to in -- a working
definition mght be -- and not speaking for the
Panel or the adm nistration, just sonmething that we
m ght be able to agree on. A skill is know edge of
a work activity which requires the exercise of
significant judgnment that goes beyond the carrying
out of sinple job duties and is acquired through
performance of an occupation, which is above the
unskilled I evel as defined. It is practical and
fam liar know edge of the principles and processes
of an art, science, or trade conmbined with the
ability to apply themin practice in a proper and
prudent manner. This includes activities |ike
maki ng preci se neasurenents, reading blueprints,
setting up and operating conpl ex machinery. A skil
gi ves a person speci al advantage over unskilled
workers in the labor market. It is kind of

i mprecise. GCeneral definition
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M5. KARMAN. One of the things -- now that
you have read that, one of the things that |
remenber fromthat neeting was that we di scussed
skill level, and getting that conplexity of work.
And we did discuss the prospect of, you know, how
valuable is it for SSA to have unskilled? You know,
is there such a thing as work that is not skilled?
Should we be thinking in terns of | ow conplexity,
medi um conpl exity, high conplexity, as we have been
di scussing in our subconmittee, the mental cognitive
subcommi tt ee?

So just throw that out there. | don't
know, Tom if you want to make a conmment about that
or not.

MR. HARDY: Mich as you di scussed, how can
a person -- what is the floor for sone behaviors?
Getting out of bed, the ability to get out of bed.
The sane thing could be applied, obviously, to a
skill, you know. At some point we have to establish
a floor and also do a cut that says well, is that a
trait? |Is that a task? Wen do these pieces add up

to beconme a skill, and where do you draw that |ine?
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That's similar to the taxonom c issue;
but, again, it cones back to it's going to be
iterative as we nove ahead with the information that
we're putting in here and start to classify.

Because to fit within a skilled definition we're
going to have sone | evel of conplexity; but

conversely, you can | ook at any occupation and you

have to say, is there a skill there? R ght now we
say things like -- the classic exanples have al ways
been ditch digger. You know, that's unskilled. 1Is

it unskilled, or is it lowskilled? It's going to
depend on how we define skill

Does that nake sense to you?

DR SCHRETLEN: Yes, it does. And
just -- 1 can appreciate that this is a very conpl ex
area, hard place to nmake deci sions because they're
sort of conceptual issues of where we nake cut
points. Then, there is also practical issues.
VWhat's going to help us in decision making?

You know, having a floor night be very
useful for certain signs like -- you know, like it's

unamnbi guous -- sonebody is unanbi guously allowed if
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they can't reach sonme floor. |It's not going to help
differentiate people who are closer to the grades.

So | can inagine that.

I nmean, | think that -- when | think just
intuitively of unskilled, | sort of think of |ow
skilled. And like, you know, |owest quartile of job
complexity, and sem-skilled is sort of somewhere in
the middle. Skilled is somewhere beneath kind of

prof essional high | evel conmplexity, but | don't

know.

MR HARDY: It presents a |ot of the sane
problenms | think you are grappling with. | |ook at
it as somewhat of a -- trying to translate one

| anguage into another. And you don't really have
the words per se. You can get the sense and the
feel for it. Sonetinmes you are nissing the exact
fromhere to here

Skill is defined -- and we need to stick
within certain definitions -- and skill is defined
t hroughout the Code of Federal Regul ations as well.
We have to stay within certain lines and nmake sure

that we are not oversteppi ng our charge, because we
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have a very specific charge. W cannot change that.

I think what's going to happen is as we
start to build into the content nodel, that
informati on, as applied, may need sone changes.
That's why I"'mtrying to keep a close eye on how
those affect the definitions that we nust stay
wi t hin.

DR. ANDERSSON: Can you repeat the
definition?

M5. LECHNER: |Is this the federal?

MR, HARDY: This is the federal

A skill, know edge of a work activity,
whi ch requires the exercise of significant judgnent
that goes beyond the carrying out of sinple job
duties, and is acquired through perfornmance of an
occupation, which is above the unskilled |evel
which is defined as requiring nore than 30 days to
learn. It is inpractical, fanmiliar know edge of the
principles and processes of an art, science, or
trade conbined with the ability to apply that in
practicing in a proper and approved nanner. This

includes activities |ike making precise
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measurements, reading blueprints, setting up and
operating conpl ex machinery. A skill gives a person
speci al advantage over unskilled workers in the
| abor narket.

And oftentimes | think it's that | ast
sentence that we kind of start to hang on

DR. ANDERSSON: It's a pretty high hurdle.

MR HARDY: Yes.

DR. ANDERSSON: It's way beyond what |
think David was tal king about.

DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: David, you were going
to say somet hing.

DR SCHRETLEN: | just also notice in that
rereading of it that there is an elenent in there --
that a skill is something that's acquired on the
j ob.

MR HARDY: It can be.

DR SCHRETLEN: That there is a real sort
of procedural elenent to it, sort of refining ones
procedur e.

MR HARDY: Can be. Education may play a

pi ece in this.
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And agai n, stepping back and | ooki ng at
the ways skills have been defined and utilized, they
often tie very closely into the SVP, and we were
tal ki ng about that Monday, | believe. SVPs, they
may be sometines seen as a proxy for a skill

DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: And they -- the other
couple elements that have al so been traditionally
included in there are work fields and MPSM5 fromt he
DOT. There was pretty good consensus anobng the
group that in terns of the strongest of those
el ements was those work fields, that those needed to
be further developed in ternms of representation in
the | abor market. That was, | think, one of the
strongest consensus anong the group was the el ement
of work fields.

MR HARDY: | felt that was unani nous.

DR. BARROS-BAI LEY: | did too.

MR HARDY: Unanimous with the caveat that
they need to be reworked, perhaps, expanded. Again,
that's sonmething that we are going to have to take a
| ook at as we start infusing the data collection

el ement as to how those go into these el enents that
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become part of transferability of skills.

DR. ANDERSSON: The word that junped out
at me when you were reading this was the word
"significant." There nust have been a reason why
they put that word in there. | think they're
purposefully putting the hurdl e so nmuch higher than
| would personally, if | think about it.

MR. HARDY: Part of that goes back to how
a case is adjudicated at certain levels. After you
reach a certain point, you need to be |ooking at
transferability of skills. Skills have to be
present first off to be transferable; and the way
clains are adjudicated right now we're | ooking at
some occupations that are not considered to have
requisite skills that can transfer. So there has to
be a cut off both high and | ow.

M5. LECHNER: It occurred -- occurs to ne
as | listen to that definition that there is maybe
an enphasis on the concept that it's the know edge
of sonmething. And | wonder if as we wite this
definition going forward we should give sone thought

to -- when | think of a skill | think of not only
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the know edge of it, but being able to execute it.

So | could read a book about how to do
pl umbi ng, for exanple, you know, sone plunbing
skills or you know, the know edge that | have in ny
field is the manual therapy skills that physica
t herapi st use on a daily basis. | can read about
it. | can pass a witten test. But it's not unti
| amout in the field and have done this and used ny
hands and have devel oped that manual skill.

I think a lot of the -- the occupations
that -- that SSA will be dealing with or could be
dealing with woul d be occupations that there is sone
| evel of manual skill involved or execution of
manual tasks. So we -- you know, | would like for a
definition that we wite to say it's not only the
know edge of, but the ability to execute the skill

M5. KARMAN:. | have two things that cone
to mnd to ne, Debra. One is that we're -- when we
tal k about a definition, we're tal king about a
definition so that we know what kind of data
collection Social Security mght need to consider to

be sure that it has what it needs to nove forward
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with skills assessnment. So we're not talking
about -- just to nake it clear on the record, that
we' re not tal king about changing the Reg; and
everybody is clear about that on the Panel. | just
want to say that.

So when we have been discussing this,
we -- you know, we understand that skills come from
what sonebody has perforned. And so whet her we
couch that in termnology that has to do with
know edge, ability, you know -- but that's one of
the reasons why the Social Security definition goes
toward skills cone fromwork, you know, that you
performed. In other words, just having read the
book I am not prepared to go out and do brain
surgery, you know.

So anyway -- so those are the two things
that come to mind for me. So in that even though we
recogni ze that the regul ati ons nakes this
di stinction, as Gunnar has pointed out, and sets a
bar above unskilled, and makes a distinction --
aut ononous di stinction between unskilled and

skilled -- even though, | guess people wll argue,
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well, there is sem-skilled; but the point is it is
bi nary, you either have themor you do not.

That does not nean that we may not want to
be able to discern a continuum So in other words,
do we want to set it up so that Social Security
m ght be informed about what the conplexity |evels
are for work, so that it can decide on its own
whet her or not this definition is still applicable.
Do they still want to use that?

It may be that SSA will go back and say
anything below a certain | evel we are going to cal
unskill ed, because it does not rise to the |level of
providing the person with an ability or advantage.
That's a policy issue. So | don't know if that, you
know, is hel pful in understandi ng what we may want
to be recormending in terns of |ooking at conplexity
| evel s.

MR HARDY: |'m going back to SSR 82-41.
Determ nation that a job is unskilled. Unskilled
occupations are the | east conplex types of work.
Jobs are unskill ed when persons can usually learn to

do themin 30 days or less. Cbviously, that's
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And the next sentence says, the mpjority
of unskilled jobs are defined -- are identified in
Department of Labor's Dictionary of Cccupationa
Titles. It should be obvious that restaurant
di shwashers are unskilled. It may not be
sel f-evident that other jobs can be learned in 30
days or less. Then, it goes on and on

There is information in here that we are
directed to use at this point.

M5. KARMAN. The -- the Dictionary of
Qccupational Titles refers to the SVP definition as
SVP of one being 30 days or less. Social Security
calls that unskilled. The Departnent of Labor has
never had that definition fromwhat | understand.
That's sonething that came fromus. So just to
clarify that. Yes, they have got SVP of one, right,
equal s this anmount; but we're the ones who call it
unski | | ed.

DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: Qunnar, you had a
conmment .

DR. ANDERSSON: Yes. There is an issue
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here in what you are saying and what the Regs say,
and that has to do with the issue of whether or not
you have done it in the past. Because by this
definition you don't have to have done it at all
You just have to be able to learn it in 30 days.
wonder if that applies to skill too. Because,
ot herwi se, how would you use this to | ook at
transferable skills? You know, you can't require
t hat peopl e have done all the jobs. That doesn't
make any sense to ne.

M. KARMAN. Ckay. W basically |ook at
what peopl e have done in their past work and so that
establ i shes the baseline for what that person has
shown us that they' re capable of doing. So we use
that as our nmetric for that individual. So every
job is rated at an SVP | evel of whatever, "X." You
know, the highest |level of SVP job -- SVP of an
occupation you ever did was a four. That's your
skill level. Right.

So that's what our Regulations -- that's
how our Regul ations take that to nmean. So they're

doing the job, you know They're learning to do the
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job within 30 days, you know, or whatever the
interval is; but they're doing that on the job.

DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY:  And t hrough work
fields it's what they have done, and through MPSMS
is how they have done it. So that's how it gets
further defined in terms of skill.

MR. HARDY: Any ot her questions?

DR. BARROCS- BAI LEY:  MarKk.

DR WLSON. | just wanted to say, as Tom
i ndi cated that he wanted sorme help in this area,
definition of what a skill is. Fromthe work

anal ysi s standpoint and fromthe area of psychol ogy

field in general, skill does tend to inply
proficiency -- sone | evel of experience, things of
that sort. As far as -- obviously, we're going to

work with whatever the legal and policy requirenents
are in terns of how Social Security defines skill.
But froma work analysis standpoint | very mnuch
appreci ated Shirleen Roth's presentation |ast tine
sort of wal king us through what TSA is.

| paid very close attention and one of the

i nportant aspects of that seemto be very nuch
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judgrment in looking at the activities people have
performed in terns of actual work activities, tasks,
and things of that sort in one kind of work; and
then visually inspecting other descriptions, |ooking
for simlarities, things of that sort.

One of the advantages of any new work
anal ysis systemthat we have is that a | ot of
process, you know, could be nechani zed. They could
set limts on this and say | want to | ook at jobs
that are sinmilar to this job that |I'm specifying.
Show me all of them Then once they have those,
they could -- you know, they could much nore
systematically explore them So, you know, | think
we will be able to nake Shirleen's job a little
easi er and nore systemati c.

And any issue froma work anal ysis
standpoint as to what a skill is, we get back into
these definitional issues. | think you can take
al most any work descriptor and put the term "skil

at" in front of it, and fromny standpoint it
becones a skill. | think if you kind of read the

lines between that definition, it's sonme sort of
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cluster or conposite of maybe a nunber of things.

And again, there, it very well could be
the case as we collect these data that we will be
able to identify common work clusters, and in the
enpirical sense identify, you know, what are
patterns of these proficiencies that people have.
You know, is there some conposite of cognitive,
procedural , physical activities that tend to hang
together that we can invariably in systenmatic
scientific ways say, you know, this is a skill that
exist in the econony right now So | think we wll
be able to help, and | understand the definitiona
i ssues are inportant.

M5. KARMAN. | have a question. | know we
briefly touched on this in the roundtable -- and
those of you who were there at the roundtabl e can
chime in and let me know if you heard sonething
different. | did not conme away w th our having
arrived at an understandi ng about this; but we
tal ked a bit about how do we get at sonething like
SVP? How do we go about doing that? Do we want

t hat ?
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And one of the things | was thinking about
was the extent of inference. SVP is an inference,
you know. We infer that if it took you this long to
do the job that there is this conplexity |evel

therefore, there is this sort of, you know, an

amount of skill associated with it.

And | don't know that to be true. | don't
know i f any of us does -- or at least | certainly
don't. But -- so |'mwondering if anybody, you

know, Mark, Shanan, anybody el se who has thoughts
about this, what you think about, first of all, the
noti on of using sonething Iike SVP to get at skil
level. And if not that, why not? And what are your
thought s about that? Wat else could we possibly

use as a marker?

Is there enough -- is the inference too
far to say well, you know, education |level is
associated with skill level. 1 just -- |I'm

concerned about that because we did talk a little
bit about education |evel, which is what the person
brings to the thing. They don't learn that on the

job. 1I'mkind of -- that's also market driven. And
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we didn't talk about all of that. So | don't know.

MR. HARDY: [|I'mgoing to interject before
anybody answers, because | don't want to be
m sl eadi ng when | say we agreed on everything. W
pretty nuch agreed on everything except SVP. |
think you are right. It wasn't even a di sagreenent
so much.

M5. KARVAN:  No

MR HARDY: It was nore of a, how do we
get our hands around something that's beconme such a
maj or proxy? And becone such a mmjor piece of
aggregation of occupation, and a major piece of --
on the person side, you get to that SVP. That's the
nunber and there it is. And for adjudication that
nunmber becones anchor points, as | am now | earni ng.
That nunber becomes an anchor, and that's it. There
you are. And that drives how process goes

So SVP becones an extrenely inportant
piece in the adjudication of clains. And as we
tal ked about what an SVP is and what it neans, there
wer e suggestions of splitting it up. Making one

part of it education -- attained education, and the
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attai ned educati on.

There is also tal k of breaking down
training level. Talk of the 11 point scale that
cones out of O*Net. There is a five-point scale
that's out there.

What about the presence of |icensing and
certificates? What do they bring? Wat do they
add? Those becone highly conceptual things, but for
such an inportant piece of the adjudication process
it is not sonething | think we go into lightly at
all. Because this is where things really hit the
road for claimant "X." So | would like to just put
that out there before we even start talking about
it.

Agai n, keeping in mnd that we are working
within already defined paraneters that we are not
changing. So we can maybe work around how we build
up into that, which is why | pay so nuch attention
to when you tal k about what is a task versus a
function, versus a netafunction. Because all those

pi eces still have to build back into a skill, and a
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skill is probably one of the nost inportant pieces
for the individual claimnt, whether or not they
have one, and what it is, and whether it can be
transferred; and how we're going to track that from
occupation to occupation

Don't forget, you are |ooking at an end
user who is going to in some fashion pull up an
occupation and say oh, that's got skill X Y, and Z
What ot her occupations have that? So this is a
really inmportant piece. | don't think we can answer
about the questions now until we build in the
informati on gathering. That's why | step back and
say tell ne how you are defining each of the pieces

of information you are gathering, because we're told

how those build into a definition of skill. So with
that caveat, | would |like to hear what you have to
say.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: | just want to add

ki nd of my understandi ng of not only the roundtable,
but al so the subcomm ttee when we net earlier this
week.

In terms of the elements | thought there

S R C REPORTERS
(301) 645- 2677



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

40
was a pretty good consensus in terns of work fields,
interms of the gerunds. Wiat is it that we do
expandi ng those, updating those. How do you do it?
There were pretty good consensus there that we
needed to | ook at other aspects of it, not only the
MPSMS -- | forget what that stands for. You could
i nform everybody since you have the revi sed handbook
down at the end of the table there, but also | ooking
at tools and technology from O*Net as a proxy for
some of that.

The softest area was the SVP area, and
really kind of researching that to a greater extent
not only within our owmn literature, but what other
systens have done such as Australian, New Zeal and,
and Canada. They have addressed it a little bit
differently. So | think that is the area that we
need to work with fromall -- for me, TSA becones
very inmportant, because in our -- in OS, because
what -- it takes us froma pure trade sort to
| ooking at skill; but the elenents that conbine
together to define skill, or else we're just

sorting. We're not really |ooking at where sonebody
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is when you apply occupations, be physical
cognitive, whatever and where they end up

So for ne in ternms of the nucl eus of what
we're putting together, skill becones very inportant
at the center of that nucleus. So I don't knowif
anybody el se who is a part of the subcommittee or
was at the roundtabl e is understanding ny
conclusions in the sane way.

DR WLSON. If you think about what SVP
is, it's sort of a conmplex conposite score, and the
problemw th conposite scores is that they can sort
of be m sleading sonetinmes in terns of exactly what
information is conveyed there. The way | al ways
like to explain this to students is do we aggregate
or disaggregate? What kind of things do we have to
worry about? So we have got these three students.
One student we're | ooking at the transcript, and
were particularly interested in three courses. And
so we | ook at these three courses for one student,
and we have to make a decision which student we're
going to admit into the program whatever

And we want to make it easy for the
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deci sion naker. So we're going to conme up with sone
conmposite estimate of -- for each one of these
students so that we can nmake this decision. So
we're going to base it on these three courses, and
the first student gets a "C " and so, obviously, the
conposite for that student is going to be a "C. "

The second student, sane three courses.

Get a "B" in the first course, "C' in the second
course, then "D' in the third course. Wat's their
conposite? Sane thing, a "C"

The third student -- | was the third
student, by the way. | got an "A" in one course, a
"C'" in the second course, and then failed the third
course. \What's their conposite? A "C"

Are these the sane students? Are they al
dependi ng upon the decision we're trying to nake?
Are they all going to be equally the same? No, they
obviously are not. So what's mi ssing here?

One is identification of the conponents.
Maybe all three of these courses shouldn't be
treated equally. There should be sone sort of

wai ti ng scheme involved that allows us to cone to a
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nmore accurate conposite. O if we really think
they're of equal val ue, perhaps, some indication of
variation along with sonme indication of whatever the
conposite is. So we all get the sane conposite
score, but the first student | described, you know,
has a | ower standard devi ati on than sonmeone el se.

So | think you are going down the right path in
terns of what really are the facets of skill that
we're interested in, and is it really useful to have
a conposite, you know, score that we're going to
use. And for decision nakers we have heard a | ot
about that this needs to be sinple. W don't have a
lot of time. So -- but frommy standpoint, it also
needs to be accurate. It needs to be reflective of
a case where we're going to be able to nake accurate
and consi stent deci sions.

And | just described to you the case
where, you know, if you | ooked at these three people
and all you had was this conposite score, you
woul dn't think that there was any difference when,
in fact, there was quite a bit. So those are the

sorts of issues that | would be concerned about and
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woul d add to this.

DR BARRCS- BAI LEY: Tom

MR HARDY: Yes, if there is no other
comment -- | know we're running out of tine. W
need to go into deliberation. Just so you know,
MIEWA -- nmachine, tools, equiprment, and work aids
are instruments and devices used to carry out work
activities. That's a MIEWA.

To rem nd everybody of the worker
functions we call them-- | like to call themthe
"I -N-G'" words, Mary likes to call themthe gerunds;
what ever you want. Those woul d be things such as
synt hesi zi ng, coordinating, conpiling, conmputing,
mentoring, diverting, speaking, signaling. So those
are areas. Again, | just urge everybody as you are
| ooki ng at nental and physical, or worker trait,
remenber these things are still going to be building
back up again into these |arger categories

And as | said, | will try and give you a
brief summary of the roundtabl e and where we are.
wi |l be doing sonme work on putting together the

existing literature and doing sonme sumuari zati on of

S R C REPORTERS
(301) 645- 2677



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

45
that and probably openi ng dial ogue regarding
taxonony. And that's the subcommittee report, which
is not as brief as | wanted it to be.

DR BARRCS- BAI LEY: But great discussion
| also thought that we cane out of that roundtable
with an agreenent that we would put together a
summary and send it back to the people who
participated in the roundtable to nmake sure that we
captured their input and it was accurate. So thank
you, Tom

So we are on to taxonony, Mark; and
classification.

DR. WLSON: Thanks, Mary.

A coupl e issues. Since our |ast Pane
nmeeting where | kind of brought you an update on
what the Taxononmy Conmmittee has been doing, a couple
of events have taken place. CQur DFO and interim
chair indicated we | ost a nenber of the Panel who

was al so a nenber of our subcomm ttee.

Jimcontinued -- wanted to continue with
the task that we outlined at the next -- at the | ast
Panel neeting and did so. | just wanted to echo the
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sentinments of both Mary and Debra that we wish him
well. He was extrenely hel pful and was a usefu
menber of our subcomittee. So we're going to mss
him But we consider that his activities in terns
of what he cormitted to have been fulfilled. So
Shanan and | are going to soldier on, on our own
fromhere on out. | suspect at |east through the
next meeting.

In ternms of what we said we were going to
focus on fromthe last neeting, just to kind of
remind you a little bit, we went through an
exhaustive literature search to | ook at existing
wor k taxononies that were in the literature.
Identified, | believe it was el even that we
presented to you last tinme. Requested that if you
were aware of any others that you would like us to
consi der that you do so; and we didn't hear from
anyone. So |'m hoping that nmeans that our
literature search was exhaustive and we found
everything that should be considered. That was
certainly our goal

And even at this late date, | woul d make
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the offer again if you are aware of any other work
taxonony out there that you think needs to be
consi dered, we would be happy to | ook at that and
see whether or not it nerits consideration.

But we did nove ahead with our process.

W identified, as | said, eleven different
taxononi es, several hundred work taxonony

di mensions. Just so that everyone is clear on this
poi nt, when | tal k about taxonony, this is usually
the results of sone sort of factor analytic
research. So each one of these taxonomi es which
have anywhere from 15 to 40, 50 di nensions
associated with them will have, you know, naybe by
a factor of ten itens associated with each of those
di mensi ons.

So it represents fairly exhaustive
attenpts to analyze work. And our first task, which
each of the three Panel nenbers get, was to take the
wor k di mensions -- and we started with the CMQ since
it -- the factor analysis there yielded the nost
nunber of dinensions. So we just thought it

efficient to put that in the left colum of our
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spread sheet, and then we systematically | ooked at
each additional taxonony and tried to match it up

It had di mensions that matched to one of
the existing CMQ di nensi ons that had been al ready
identified. |If it did, we put it in the appropriate
row If it had a -- when we were done with that, if
there were dinensions that left over that we
couldn't match, we dropped that to the bottom of our
I'ist, and now t hose becone di mensions that could be
mat ched to any subsequent taxonomny.

So we went through this relatively
| abori ous process and then had a subconmittee
meeting in Ral ei gh where Ji mand Shanan and
compared our list and each canme up with our unique
list of dinmensions. Dinensions that we didn't think
overl apped. And there was sone variability there,
but there was al so a striking anount of consistency.

So the next phase was to conpare the three
sets of uni que di nensions and conbine themin sort
of a rational process. And we did that, and we did
alittle wordsmthing, tweaking to different --

slightly different term nol ogy used from one
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taxonom ¢ systemto the next that we wanted to
correct.

So we conpl eted that exercise, and
incidentally we went into sone fact finding with our
own subcommittee and various others earlier this
week where we presented some of our initial results,
and circul ated that around. And to prepare for that
fact finding, sort of began thinking ahead to the
idea that we're going to be witing a report. And
it's inportant to keep in nmind for report witing
pur poses, because we heard from a nunber of
di stingui shed nenbers of the legal comunity that --
yesterday that we're going to be very transparent
her e.

Al'l of our records, everything we did at
each stage of this process, all of the Excel spread
sheets are -- so anyone can go back and retrace our
work if they want to second guess us, you know,
absol utely; knock yourself out. But the idea here
is that, just as you would in any job anal ysis that
woul d be used for any ot her purposes, we want it

fully docurmented. We want people to understand the
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process and how we got to the point of making the
reconmendati ons that we did.

So we came to agreenment on what we felt
were the taxonom c di nensi ons that were uni que, and
expressed themin a relatively consistent |anguage.
Qur next task was then to evaluate each of these
di mensions in terns of how useful it mght be for
the Social Security Administration. And we defined
useful in the sense of trying to | ook at each of
these dinensions in terms of where it might provide
i nformati on on the peopl e side.

So we didn't have, of course, at this
point, prior to this week, the presentations and
t houghts of menbers of the Panel on other
subcommittees that were dealing with people side
i ssues. So we created our own taxonony of people
side cognitive, and physical, and interpersona
i ssues; and we will probably now, because we have
what we suspect are better and nore accurate
descriptions -- we nmay go back and tweak sone of
this. But essentially, we evaluated each of the

existing dinmensions in terns of their sensitivity or
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providing of information for the person side
i nformati on.

And what we nean by that -- | want to make
clear here that the purpose of this exercise in
i dentifying these taxonom c dinensions is to inspire
itemwiting across a broad range of different
aspects of work. And we are under no illusion that
the set of dinensions that we provide is our input
into sort of an interimcontent nodel, are going to
be the actual work dinmensions that energe from data
col I ection.

We suspect that we have been very
conservative here, and we very nmuch suspect that the
actual nunber will be smaller. And one way to | ook
at the skills issue we have been tal king about in a
very real sense, the taxononmic structure of work is
about as good a place as any to start if you are
going to tal k about, you know, what's a hi gher order
organi zati on schene for human skills, human
attributes, things of that sort.

Just as there are, you know, various

facets of human cognition or human physica
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performance, these are enpirical anal ysis of
what ever work descriptors we have is probably a good
a place as any to say, well, this is the underlying
taxonom ¢ structure of work; therefore, these are
good as headers as any to describe themas sort of
maj or skill sets, planning, decision nmaking, you
know, mani pul ative activity or whatever they happen
to be.

So we did that, and there you could have a
di nensi on provide information for however nany
person side attributes that you felt were rel evant.
So you didn't have to slide a dinmension into one and
only one person side attribute. Dimension could and
oftenti mes does provide information on nore than one
aspect on the person side.

So we did that exercise and had that
i nformati on, which we will also report. And as you
woul d suspect, many of us felt, with varying degrees
of consistency, that some di mensions were nore
useful and provided nore information, nore areas
than others. So in terms of deciding what aspects

to focus on where you mght not spend as nuch effort
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interms of itemwiting, that may be of sonme use.

The final task that we conducted as part
of this process -- and because this really was nore
of a psychonetric exercise, this was linmted to
Shanan and |; Jimdidn't participate in this, but
we -- because of sone of the discussions last tine
and because of sone of the questions that Tom has
had for us -- and | commented on this during our
Panel neeting this tine, nost people who are
involved in the process are really down at the item
| evel. They don't think in termof this underlying
taxononic structure. That's inportant to academ cs.
It's inmportant for research. It's inportant to be
aware of this stuff if you are going to be
systematic. That's not the way people use this
i nformation.

We felt it was inportant to give people
sonme idea of what itens might |ook |ike. So Shanan
and 1, we randomy pulled out a few di nensi ons from
this rather sizeable list and the data peopl e things
and other areas, and wote a fewitens. These are

some exanpl es of what itens might |ook at that woul d
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tap into each areas. And we felt that this would
hel p end users visualize what this system woul d be
l'ike.

The trends and the -- | suspect our likely
recomendati ons are that you should have a comon
metric of work descriptors. You have the sane
information for every job. So are you going to have
that at the task analysis? Are you going to be able
to do at the sane fine grade | evel of analysis TSA
wi th, you know, highly job specific tasks? No. |
think when you | ook at sone of these itens we
generated, they're sort of |ike neta tasks.

They're still something -- the worker
m ght not recogni ze any of these taxononic
di mensi ons, and one woul dn't expect that they woul d.
I f you ask them you know, do you have to nake
presentations to people? Do you have to know how to
operate a tel econference tel ephone systenf

Those are somewhat generic, but | refer to
them as nmeta tasks, because | think it's easier for
practitioners to understand that termnm nology than

what woul d nore comonly in the area of psychol ogy

S R C REPORTERS
(301) 645- 2677



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

55
be referred to as a generalized work activity. It's
still somewhat behavioral. It's nore generalized.

And the reason it has to be nore
generalized is it has to apply to all work. W're
going to use the same yard stick for everyone. And
the reason that's so valuable is that sone of the
i ssues around consi stency and systemati c exam nation
of all work in the work force, things of that sort,
becone much easier if you have the sane profile and
have nmachi nes assist you in that process. Pronpt
you to consider work that you may not have thought
of that has simlar skill patterns or skill sets
than what you might get by getting down the weeds
and exam ning task statenents for various kinds of
wor K.

So we have conpleted that. W see as our
role now a couple of things. One, as | said, nmaybe
t weaki ng that second stress test, if you will, of
di mensi ons based on the information we have received
over this week to maybe refine this -- our
under st andi ng of the sensitivity of these di nensions

as far as providing information for the people side.
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Hel pi ng Tom and his group as nmuch as we
can with some of these definitional issues in terms
of how and what the work side analysis night | ook
like in ternms of helping themidentify various
things like, you know, what is a skill versus what
is a task versus things of that sort and witing a
report.

DR. BARROS-BAI LEY: | have a question
You had an exanple of an item "do you have to nake
presentations to people?" |I|I'msitting in the five
| evel scale that we have. That would be a |eve
two?

M5. LECHNER: In terns of the |evels of
that -- those initial diagrans, Mark.

DR WLSON: Yeah, I'msorry. | am having
a seni or nonent here. Yes, absolutely.

DR. BARROS- BAI LEY: Coul d you give an
exanpl e of what a level one would be within that
context; and then maybe psychonetrically, if
anyt hi ng, what woul d be | ost between a | evel one and
a level two -- going up to a level two.

DR. WLSON. Ckay. Good question
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To answer your second question first, what
woul d be lost would be -- level one tends to be in
the | anguage of the worker in terns exactly the way
they woul d understand them So what we woul d
generally refer to as task statenment would be highly
specific. It mght include, you know, a specific
tool or some sort of work aid. It nmight specify
sonet hing that was highly specific to whatever the
i ndustry, things of that sort were.

But you raise an interesting point, Mry.
And it was what | was trying to get at yesterday
with the mcroscope nmetaphor in turning cranks here.

Wth all due respect to Dr. Harvey, there
really aren't five points. | nmean, there are
whatever -- | think it's inportant to -- |level one
is the only level that really exist in terns of how
wor kers perceive things. There is a certain anmount
of variability in all of the points. To say that
they're of equal |evel, conparable granularity is
pretty easy to poke holes in.

That being said, the difference between

|l evel one and |l evel two tends to be the renoval of
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any organizational industry specific kind of
| anguage. So level two, | think, is stil
recogni zabl e to i ncunmbents, but it is probably not
the way they would talk about their work. So for
exanmpl e, to make presentations to people m ght
actually be four tasks. Things |ike using Power
Point to develop a series of slides on farm ng, you

know. Use clicky to present presentation to

farnmers

So it would tend to have sone kind of
context oftentimes enbedded in it. It would be nore
granular. It would take the task of nmaking a

presentation, maybe breaking it down to five or six
various activities, all of which get rolled up into,
you know, maki ng presentations.

DR BARRCS- BAI LEY: Thank you. And it's
nmy under standi ng that what we have now, what we're
| ooking at nowis |level one, and level two, and
|l evel three. So it nakes it very hard to conpare
across. |Is that ny understandi ng, Shanan?

DR WLSON: In terms of the DOT?

DR, BARROCS- BAI LEY:  Yes.
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DR. G BSON:. Also, the DOT definitely
gives you level one. It gives nore exanpl es when
you are naking presentations of |level one itens at a
nmore conpl ex job. For exanple, giving budget
presentation to executive board on a quarterly basis
m ght be a job that a CFO woul d have. That could be
subsunmed under maki ng presentation to others,
t hough.

So if he gives budget presentations to the
executive board on a quarterly basis, that is at a
different |evel, obviously, than a fl oor supervisor
who reviews productivity goals in a group setting
for his subordinates. They would both have that,
but when it was rated, it would be rated at a
different frequency, different level of difficulty
and conplexity. By getting them at the nakes
presentations to others, we are able to then conpare
across jobs, which is what you were asking there.
When you are getting at that nolecular |evel, you
can't conpare or find any simlarities of work,
whi ch essentially makes cross job skills conparisons

i mpossi bl e.
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M5. LECHNER: One of the things that
strikes me is -- listening to Shanan and Mark speak
is that going -- we are kind of going -- flipping
back to that whole issue of |inking physical denmands
or cognitive demands to tasks. |If you take that
exanpl e of makes presentations to others, you could,
I think, still link the physical demands. | know at
| east fromthe physical standpoint, we could link
the physical demands that are typically required to
make presentations. And that rmay be of sone use as
we think about transferability.

If they can transfer a skill, what are the
physi cal and cognitive demands to performthat --
not skill; but if they can -- if they can transfer
that ability to nake presentations, then what are
the cognitive and the physical and the enotiona
demands required to nmake presentations? You kind of
see where |'mgoing with that naybe?

M5. KARMAN: Yes, I'mwondering if |I'm
understanding this right. Because when | think of
an occupation -- and let's say, you know, we have

identified, you know, ten skills that go with that
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occupation, and there are ratings for the physica
demands and the nental cognitive demands of that
same occupation when there is -- when the user is
assessi ng whether or not an individual can do that
occupation, given his or her linmtations presum ng
that you know what their skill level -- for sake of
the argunent, you know what this is.

You -- the physical and nental demands
are -- are attached or associated with the
occupation, and so therefore, as you search on the
skill set for occupations and they conme up, you can
al so be determ ning whether or not certain physica
or mental linitations can be taken into
consi deration, and that would al so pull those things
off the list, or you are including them

So in other words, the physical and nenta
demands associ ated with the occupation, not
necessarily with the skill set. AmIl -- | nean,
that doesn't preclude a factor analysis or an
anal ysis of what clusters with those things. But
typically, we see them packaged with the occupation

Am | being too sinplistic about this?

S R C REPORTERS
(301) 645- 2677



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

62

MS. LECHNER: | guess | just have this
vision of a searchable database. And if -- if | in
my past work have performed one occupation, then |
suppose through factor analysis we could search by
ot her rel evant occupations. But then | also am
wondering is there a possibility for -- if | have
done work that involves these types of, you know,
maki ng presentations to others on that level, and if
| entered those things in or choose those things
froma pick list, could it pull over -- could this
search engi ne pull over these occupations with those
associ ated pieces? You know, that's just sort of
the thing that's kind of floating around ny head.

DR BARRCS- BAI LEY: CGunnar.

DR. ANDERSSON: | was thinking that, you
know, one way of dealing with this is to start from
the point of view of what you can't do. So if you
are describing jobs in terns of checklists -- say,
you have a physical function checklist that says
can do this; | can do this; | can do that. Then you
have a psychol ogi cal checklist, and you have a

skills checklist. Then you can run it anyway you
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want .

You start -- you could start by |ooking at
t he physical functioning and say, well, all these
j obs are now excluded. Then you run the next set
and say well, psychologically all these jobs are now
excluded. Then you get to the skill set and say
these are the remaining jobs. You can do it. And
there is probably dinmensions |I haven't thought
about, but --

DR. BARROS- BAI LEY: Mark

DR WLSON: Yes. You know what we're
tal king about is a very fanous problemin the field
and that's, how does one go about |inking the world
of work and world of human attributes. The nethods
for doing this are, | think, up to us to decide; and
as | said a nunber of times, | think it would
behoove Social Security Administration to develop a
sort of research and devel opnment unit that woul d
enpirically address a | ot of these questions.

And so one way to do this would be to --
you know, whatever database we cone up with and

descri be work we woul d col | ected that on whatever
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number of jobs. And then someone el se on the person
side would go out to people who hold those sane jobs
and assess them and then, you know, through the
power of nultivarious statistics we could establish
enpirical linkages. Now, the criticismwth that
approach is what's referred to as the migration
hypot hesis. It assumes that people in a particul ar
job tend to migrate to those jobs that best fit
their attribute profile.

So it could be for any particular work
setting that -- or sanple that you chose that there
woul d be sone inaccuracy there by anal yzing the job,
and t hen havi ng soneone conme out and anal yze peopl e
performing that. So -- but that's a viable
alternative, and that's been done before, and we
could certainly do that.

Anot her way where | thought Deborah was
kind of inplying by some of her coments is you
coul d actually have experts not anal yze the work,
but anal yze the work descriptors and say that
soneone at this -- Shanan was inplying, you know,

we're not going to just ask do you make
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presentations or not; but once we find out we nake
presentations, as Dr. Andersson said, we need to
know things |ike frequency, and duration, and
intensity, and you know, you nane it.

So dependi ng upon what the issue is, there
m ght be several kinds of information that we would
have so that an expert on the person side could
eval uate these descriptors and say, well, people at
this level on this work activity are operating at
this level on this physical activity, and this |evel
on this cognitive dinmension. So that when we have
an entire description of work, along with expert
j udgrment on what that work woul d demand, we coul d
cal cul ate person side characteristics and do exactly
what Dr. Anderson and Deborah were inplying, that we
can nake a prediction as to what the requirenents
woul d be.

And again, just as | was inplying earlier

you know, press a button, give nme every job that has

the sane level -- give nme every job that has this
sanme | evel of physical. You know, give ne every
job -- you know, black out all the things that are
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inmpairments. Can't do X, Y and Z; give ne
everything that's left. Absolutely.

But again, how would you do that? What
woul d t he specific nethodol ogi es be? The reason
we' re kind of vague on this is because no one has
ever done this on the national scale before. And as
| said a nunber of tines, | would advocate that, you
know, let's take an enpirical approach to this.
Davi d was sayi ng, you know, |ook, there is three
ways of making inferences in nental areas and
cognitive areas; and here is how this particul ar
wor ked, and -- what was the foot one? The --

MS. LECHNER: Babi nski

DR WLSON: Yeah, the Babinski. You
know, let's have a shoot out and figure out what
wor ks best in this application. You know, that
woul d be the way | would try and resolve the
mechani cs, but | think as far as the
conceptual i zati on we can certainly provide the
advi ce of what we think we would do and how we woul d
get there and what approaches m ght need to be

exam ned.
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DR BARRGCS- BAI LEY: Gunnar, and then
Syl vi a.

DR. ANDERSSON: Well, | think it al
starts with the individual, doesn't it? And in a
way the only information you have initially if you
i gnore the issue of the workplace is what the
i ndi vi dual can and cannot do in terns of the
limtations, and in terns of skills. And so by
el imnating what they cannot do, you basically now
have narrowed the field dramatically and it nakes it
much easier then to take the next step and figure
out what the skill set of the individual is and how
that would match with any of those renuaining jobs.
And | would think that that froma search engine
point of viewis actually fairly sinple.

DR WLSON:. Right, but the inportant
thing here is now we have got two definitions of
skill going again. W have skill as a conposite of
human attributes, and if | understand the
description that Tomwas giving us earlier, we have
got skill as some conposite of work characteristics

So that's going to need to be resol ved.
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DR. ANDERSSON: Well, | don't think that
you can actually ever conpletely resolve that. And
| -- you will have sone gray area for sure; and
don't know that you can absolutely resolve that.
The question is how you nmake it as small as
possi bl e, and how do you nake it such that it is as
fair as possible to the individual in the process.
So maybe if you err, you would err on the side of

the individual, or you would err on the side of

the -- you know, that's a decision you woul d nake at
some point.

M5. KARMAN: One of the things | -- since
" mhaving a question about this, | amwondering if

this is something we need to nake clear in our
recomendations -- | don't know, naybe this is a
taxononm c thing, maybe it is sonething that is a
part of TSA, so we would have to work with taxonomny
folks onit. I'mnot sure, but I will put it out
there.

What |'mhearing is a distinction or our
need to be clear about when we're tal ki ng about the

search engi ne issue. Like how the user interacts
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with the data we have collected -- or that Social
Security has collected versus taxononically how we
want to be organizing the content nodel, devel oping
the content nodel, so that you go get the data that
you then can cluster or group in the way that Gunnar
and Debra tal ked about. So | just thought | would

put that out there because |'m hearing both and I'm

not clear on what we're all -- | just want to be
clear about it. [I'mnot clear about it.
DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: | hear what you are

saying. One is nore nmechanical, the other is nore
theoretical and logical. Tom

MR HARDY: Thank you. Thank you

This is something that's been pl agui ng me
a bit. Either I"'mtwo steps ahead or two steps
behind. |'mbehind. | admt it. It seens to ne --
and this is sonething | have sort of been floating
qui etly about. W're alnost at the point where |
think we need to sit down and say, okay, we have got
this conceptual thing hanging out here, this
pl atonic idea of the system and we gathering

i nformati on.
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I would like to, again, suggest that we
all sit down and draw sone sort of diagram-- and |
know it's kind of like a Star Trek, let's plan the
five levels. You know, you can't do it.

But | wondered, Shanan, when you are
speaking -- we are now at the point where we're
defining things. W're starting to say this piece
fits here, and | think this goes in this way. |
woul d | ove to see how you conceptual i ze gathering
the information required to do that presentation,
all those different pieces. How do you see them
funneling in? How do you define then? And where do
they go fromthere?

Because we started, | think, with this
1, 2, 3, 4, 5 neasurenent level; but now | think we
nmove on a little bit and start | ooking at how the
pieces fit. Because how that piece fits for you is
going to drive to a certain point how you gather the
data, how you define the data. How you build the
systemto get that piece of information to fit into
that piece of whatever it is you are calling it,

which I'mnot sure perfectly mrrors what Mark is
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going to come up with; which | don't know if that's
going to mrror how !l would view it based on what |
| ook at as voc person who has to gather this as a

| awyer, who has to take that piece and argue it, as
a person who then has to go to nmy client who is a
real live person and fit themin.

Sol may -- | still can't get outside of
the DOT gathering, and | still carry around ny
revi sed handbook for analyzing jobs. Well, that's
not the way we're going to do it, but I would |ove
to see sonething concrete fromyou, fromyou, from
each one of you that says this is how |l would Iike
to see it start going, so that we can maybe start
coal esci ng around some nodels as well, which I do
believe in the end will drive how we gather
i nformati on, query the information, and then build
on the person side.

Again, | don't know if |'m ahead or
behind, but I would |ove to hear sone thoughts about
t hat .

DR BARRGCS- BAI LEY:  Shanan

DR. G BSON:. | was going to say this kind
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of builds on what Sylvia was saying; but it also
relates to what Tom was saying. | agree, because
think I frequently find nyself at least talking in
terns of the assunption that this software exist. |
find that we sonmetines talk -- and sonetinmes may be
driven by the fact that the users we have spoken

wi th have given us wish lists, which are very

sof tware driven specifics.

And that's probably not where we're at in
the process, and probably where -- at least fromny
perspective, Social Security doesn't want us to go
right now. W' re not devel oping the software and
how it's going to query. But what we put in the
model will certainly determ ne what they' re able to
query.

So | think we do sonetines speak at this
| evel of a software that can ask these questions,
and drop down lists, and that's probably a
reflection of what our users have been telling us
they need. Sonme of us, nyself for certain, speak in
terns of just the assunption that the software will

be there. It will pull these itens that we need
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because, quite frankly, |I'mcertain they can be nade
out there in other formats for other things. Like
@Qunnar said, the software is really the easy part,
the search engine, the query. There is this nodel
that has to be devel oped.

| personally think we're kind of going at
it in a very good way. Although we started with the
five levels, as Mark keeps saying, it is a hand
crank down of integrals and intervals. And we
probably will never get any further down, | don't
believe, really than, perhaps, itens -- subitens
that fall under the items we have here in our table
wa

So for exanple, we have said -- shucks,
whi ch was the one Mary just said -- the presentation
one, communi cation. Do you have to nake
presentations to co-workers? Yes, there would be
sone itens which were followon items to that, which
allow you to get at the skill level, or the physica
demand, or the cognitive denmands as associated with
t hat .

We have to constantly renenber that even
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then we're still creating the need for an
inferential leap. | think that's sonmething that may
not have been clear early on. It can, perhaps, be

mnimzed in the case of soneone naking a
presentation -- it is a very small inherent
inference to nmake if soneone nakes verba
presentations to others, they nmust be able to speak
That was very straight forward. Sone of the other
ones mght be larger inferences to be nade.

At | east fromny perspective within |GCs,
the assessment of skills fromwork-related
information is always an inferential leap. It is
al ways either small or large, but to give you
anot her exanple in that sanme peopl e di mensi ons
category we had negotiation, we would ask the three
questions. Are you responsible for procuring
resources fromvendors? Are you responsible for
negotiating sales contract? Do you have to get two
or nore people to agree on a course of action?
Those are just three randomitens we nade up

I f soneone said "yes" to three of those

items, we night conclude that this job requires
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negotiating skill or skill at negotiating. So are
the behaviors present? |If the behaviors are
present, are required in the job, the assunption is
that skill at that is present; but that is the |eap
that we're saying requires negotiating skill; but I
think to go further in our reports we're going to
have to conbine the three or four, depending on how
we divide themup, types of taxonom es.

I don't think at this time we really need
to be putting forth suggested itens for all these,
though. W need to be putting forth the greater
| evel of taxonom c dimensions. | amafraid we get
bogged down with that franmework

DR. BARRGCS- BAI LEY:  Deb

MS. LECHNER: And | think there is a
coupl e of approaches to data collection that we need
to consider as we think about this, though. There
is the data collection that Shanan is currently
tal king about in ternms of either interviewing job
i ncunbents or interview ng Social Security
applicants. But then in the physical area,

certainly, there is always the process of going out
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and gathering -- through job anal yst gathering
i nformati on about the physical activities that
occur; and that's a little different from sonme of
the cognitive and the other pieces. But | think we
have to keep in mnd both of those nethods of data
collection as we | ook at itens.

DR. BARROS- BAI LEY: Sonetines in the job
anal ysi s you might be doing both.

MS. LECHNER: Right.

DR. BARROCS- BAI LEY:  MarKk.

DR WLSON: Tomand | had lunch seens
li ke years ago -- when was that, yesterday?

MR, HARDY: Yes.

DR. WLSON: And we were discussing this,
and one issue we were tal king about was, you know,
sone sort of prototype report. How would these data
be presented? And | was thinking about that; and
again, that night be one of these issues that's sort
of beyond our charge in terns of we're not suppose
to be designing screens for people, and things of
that sort.

But as we were discussing this and trying
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to approach this, | can see users out there saying,
oh, ny God, you know, we're in the clutch of this
mad scientist who has this nassive theory. W're
going to end up with a bunch of nunbers and weird
chart. W're going to have to try and figure out.

But it very well nmay be the case that if
what -- people who are interested in when they | ook
at vocational information, which we had sone of
these exanpl es presented to us yesterday from
various comercial products, you know, if they like
these little paragraphs with a sequence of
descriptors in them and all that's different is
that they're a few nore |inks on that page that say
show all of the jobs or, you know, a little
checklist that renobves certain things; and then they
click "show all other jobs," sonething like that;
what they actually see mght not be that much
different than what they see now, but wth nuch
greater functionality.

So you know, we can envision other Kkinds
of representations, but we can generate textua

reports that would | ook very much |ike what they're
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using now if that's what they like; or you know, if
they would |ike sonme nore graphics in there or
things of that sort. | was nentioning, you know,
there are two kind of ergononist. There are kind of
the neck down ergonomi st that | ook at body issues,
and things of that sort. But there are peopl e that
| ook at what's the best way to represent information
to people that will reduce errors, increase
efficiency, you know, and | have been told that
Soci al Security Administration has sonme usability
people inside. This issue is nore than just
usability; but they can, you know, design screens to
make it easier for people.

But it just dawned on me that, you know,
we can generate exactly the same type of report that
woul d | ook exactly |ike what a DOT report does.
think for these people that are cone before us who
are using this are very earnest, you know, please
don't take away the DOT, you know. W like it. W
have been using it. W're used to this approach to
work anal ysis. Fromtheir standpoint, you know,

there night be some tweaks to the term nol ogy, but
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it won't look that rmuch different. It would just be
nmore powerful and nore consistent.

DR BARROCS- BAI LEY:  CGunnar.

DR ANDERSSON: That's the direction that
| would prefer in some ways. O course, | think
it's nmore practical, and it's going to be easier to
inmplement; and | think it also allows you to
i ncorporate sonme of the things that currently are
going on in industry, such as functional capacity
eval uation, other kinds of things, which are very
much desi gned for that purpose.

I think in listening and -- the easiest
here actually is the physical demand. All you
really need is a checklist. Then you can go out,
and you can figure and you can describe any job
based on that checklist. You just decide what is it
you want to have on the checklist, posture, manua
mat eri al handling, and whatever else it is. Then
you just take care of it, and it would be extrenely
easy to conputerize

And that would, to ne, solve one big

i ssue, which is you have to be physically capabl e of
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doi ng sonet hing before you consi der any of these
other factors. |If you are not physically capable of
lifting, then, all these lifting jobs just disappear
as an option. So you can narrow it so nuch by just
doi ng that.

MS. LECHNER: Also -- and the fol ks that
are on the legal end can help ne with this -- but ny
perception is that one of the biggest |ega
chal l enges to the current systemis the fact that
not all the jobs that are in here; and a | ot of jobs
that are there don't exist anynore. And that's one
| evel of problemthat can be solved so easily
regardl ess of what taxonony we use. Even if we kept
the sanme exact taxonony and we didn't do anyt hing,
if we just -- if that piece were solved, would
80 percent of the legal problens go away?

M5. SHOR  Eighty percent, | don't know,
but alot. | mean, really the fundamental problem
is that a lot of the jobs the titles are there, but
the description of the activities has evolved. O
it's jobs that now exist and you can't find those.

You struggle to find something that's cl ose, but
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it's not going to be quite perfect. And then
occasionally -- and we never know whether this is
for humor val ue, but sonmebody will cite a job that
really no | onger exists.

Then, the next that you back up against is
the significant nunber of jobs. So there is no
value to jobs that no | onger exist, because you are
never going to be able to neet that criteria. Yes,
| think that's exactly right. | think you have a
wor | d of people who find using the DOT sonet hing
that -- not only are they famliar with it, because
there is no point in keeping use of something just
because it's famliar; but it's famliar and
produces, when used correctly, pretty consistent
reliable results kind of things you are |ooking for

So | would really be very interested in an
idea that is not going to radically differ fromthe
DOT approach, but definitely the world is aware of
the short comings of the current DOT.

MS. LECHNER: The other thing is that the
way the data is presented, and the descriptors that

are used is one piece; but you know how the
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information is popul ated or provided. So that kind
of goes back to Mark's comments that it could be --
the data could be presented in a way that's very
simlar to the way it's presented now possibly; but
it could be underpinned with a ot nore enpirica

i nformation.

DR BARRGCS- BAI LEY: Syl vi a.

M5. KARMAN. Yeah; | really appreciate
this discussion, because it's now occurring to ne
that there are at |east three things that |I'm going
to want to, you know, think about in terns of what
the reconmmendati ons shoul d probably cover. And one
thing I'mthinking is that we want to nmake clear in
the final report what our recommendations are with
regard to the nore abstract, the nore theoretica
recomrendat i ons.

You know, we're saying taxonomically the
nmodel shoul d contain these el enents, needs to neet
these kinds of criteria, such as, you know, we would
want the Qccupational Information Systemto be as --
the inference level -- | don't know what other word

to use for that. But the inference | evel should be
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as low as we can possibly stand it. The |evel
should be as low as is practical for us to go and
get data, because that is one of the problenms with
the DOT. Not only are there things that are
m ssing, or things that have not been updated, also
there is a fair anount of inference there that --
you know, anyway.

So it seems |like we want to be able to
give our theoretical reconmendations, and then
wher e possi bl e, without having to, you know, conjure
up, you know, things that may not be worth our while
to do or spend our tine doing, but perhaps give the
reader an understandi ng of what that neans, talk a
little bit about operationally what m ght that |ook
like. You know, you don't have to like draw the
whol e picture, but you mght want to -- you know,
dependi ng on your subcommittee and how that mi ght
work out for you guys, that might be sonething of a
way of maki ng oursel ves cl ear

And then al so tal ki ng about the
inplications of the data collection, because that is

an issue, | think, that was in the content nodel --
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what is a content nodel paper? You know. If the
Panel reconmmends getting these 20 itens for
physical, and these five itenms for nental, or
whatever it is, what are the inplications for us for
data coll ection? Deborah, you nentioned that.

And while that |ooks like that's further
down the road -- and it is further down the road in
terns of research and devel opnent -- when we are at
the stage now where we want to deal with what the
inplications nmight be to the extent that we can. So
anyway, thank you.

DR. BARROS- BAI LEY:  MarKk.

DR. WLSON: | think those are inportant
points, and at |east on the work anal ysis side, you
know, in terns of -- | present it as a series of
deci sions that have to be nade in any job anal ysis,
you know, who is the source, what nodality are you
going to collect it in, so on and so forth. So |
think we will as much as possible try and | ay some
of that out. W definitely don't want to tie your
hands. We, at |east, give you the choices there.

The other thing | want to nmake clear here
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internms of the DOT is that the approach we're
really advocating is not that nuch different than
various aspects of the DOT. It is just doing it
better and froma nore scientifically defensible
taxononi c structure. But there are parts --
significant parts of the DOT that really are kind of
general i zed work activity approach. It is just that
they have added on to that these other kinds of
things, which are problematic fromtwo standpoints;
one, froma practical, how do you get this data?
It's costly, and it's expensive, and certain
nmodal ities don't work. And you pretty much have to
go to incunbents or supervisors, because they're the
only ones that talk that way. So there is that
conponent .

Then, the other problemw th that aspect
of the data is that it's not cross job conparable.
You know, a lot of oh, wouldn't it be neat if, and
how do we get to that. You have to have the sane
metric for everyone. You have to have the sane
underlying profile which allows the conputer to do

all this work, and avoids this -- you know, God | ove
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them but, you know, they are -- either on a
comput er or sone piece of paper they are |ike got
their finger on okay, there is that adjective in
this description. GCkay, there it is there. Oh,
that's a transferable skill, | guess.

That doesn't nean that we don't give that
deci si on naker sone paraneters that maybe they can
adjust and say well, within "X' anmount of variants,
what jobs are simlar to this? Renoving Qunnar's
description that, you know, they can't sit anynore,
or whatever it is, what's left.

So |l think it's inportant, and naybe we
erred a little here. W don't want to scare themto
think that whatever we canme up with is going to be
remarkably different than what they are used to.
It's just going to work better, be nore up-to-date,
and have capabilities to assist themthat they don't
have ri ght now.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: | see Tomsniling at
the end of the table. Did you have a coment as
wel | 2 Ckay.

MR. HARDY: Don't scare us. W're all
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scared. Don't scare us anynore.
DR. WLSON: Well, you know, every once in

a while, you have to play the role of the evi

scienti st.
MR HARDY: | was going to say, on this
Panel | amnot a scientist. Just pointing that out.
DR. WLSON: Is that a good thing or bad
t hi ng?

MR HARDY: Well, nad scientist.

In nmy travels, and in ny tal ks, one of the
things | hear over and over again is that there is a
fear and there is a worry and there is a concern
fromall the users. And again, the end users being
not just -- and | know our charge is Soci al
Security, and DDS, ODAR, ALJ; but there are many,
many, many ot her users out there. W have to keep
in mnd we have -- | always go back to the DOT
started out as one thing, and | ook what it becane.

We need to keep in nmind we're doing O S
right now. Wat will it becone? And who will be
the end user, even though we're not designing for

them W do have to keep in the back of our nind
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there are other people out there who will be using
this for other things. That's a given. And even
excl udi ng those people fromthis conversation
com ng back to the end user that we have now, |
think there is a real fear as to what's going to
come out of this. And the closest we can stay to
some sort of nodeling that is famliar, and al beit
outdated, it has worked. The DOT has worked in many
ways. Many of the definitions are good. And the
information that cones out of it is useful. It is
sonething that -- we're sitting here tal king about
it at this point because it does somet hing.

And as long as -- | snmile because | would
| ove to see sonething coming out that's not scary,
that is famliar to ne as an end user, is fanmliar
to people out there as an end user, and does | ook
sonething like the DOT. | think -- talking on a
gigantically broad theoretical |evel, are we talking
about -- | always hear people say, are you updating
the DOT, or are you changing the DOT? Are you
maki ng sonet hi ng new?

I think the closest we can stay to
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sonet hing that | ooks like the DOT, the better we're
going to be in the end. That's why | nade the
conmrents "I'mnot a scientist."”

DR. ANDERSSON: How about i nproved?

MR. HARDY: There you go

DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: (Okay. We're al npst at
10:30. | amwondering if we're at a point where we
need to go ahead and take a half hour break so
peopl e can check-out. Then we can cone back and
continue the deliberation and the rest of our
nmeeting. So why don't we take a half hour break and
come back at about five to the hour.

(Wher eupon, a recess was taken.)

DR. BARROCS- BAI LEY: Ckay. W' re heading
to the hone stretch here. The last hour. | thought
that the discussion earlier today was incredibly
productive and very necessary. It was a great
di scussi on.

I want to put it out there in terms of we
had taken it fromall the subconmmttee reports of
everything we had done. W were starting to kind of

bring it all together, |I felt, in ternms of the way
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we wanted it to | ook when we delivered it in
Sept enber .

We had a request fromthe executive
subcommittee at the first neeting in terns of sone
gui dance for subconmittee reports that, then, we
conbine into the general report. Just wanted to |et
you know that a tenplate is being worked on that
will be brought to the executive subconmittee on
the -- the executive subcomittee neeting on the
18th that Sylvia is going to run, because | will not
be avail abl e.

W will try to integrate into that
tenpl ate sone of the recommendations that canme out
of the discussion earlier today. |If there are other
el ements that people would see necessary to include
in there besides the ones that were outlined in the
timeline that we di scussed yesterday, including an
eval uati on conponent, and all of the support
docunents, that would be great to have some
di scussi on about.

I will just open that up to the floor in

terns of any thoughts anybody mi ght have al ong those
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lines. Sylvia.

M5. KARMAN: Yes, | am an English major,
so | amgoing to have sone thoughts about that.

Actually, | sent a nessage to Mary and
Debra about it, but since you're talking about it, I
will nmention it to everyone and get your feedback on
it. One of the things, in addition to the pieces
that | nentioned earlier in our earlier discussion
Also, it occurs to ne that especially for areas that
the taxonony -- I'msorry, the TSA subcommittee,
things that we are working on, as an exanple, we nay
want to clarify and acknow edge when we -- you know,
what the definitionis for -- in the Regulations for
certain elenents where we, the Panel, need to make
recommendat i ons about content nodel issues affecting
things like skills, things |ike physical demands or
the physical worker traits or the nental cognitive
worker traits that we are clear about the fact that
we acknow edge what the SSA definitionis in a
regul atory sense, you know, footnote that or
whatever. | don't care about the method. But that

we' re acknow edging that so that it's clear to the
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reader when we are naking -- when we're defining
terns or defining something in our descriptions
that -- that we're not redefining something that's
in the Regs.

DR BARRCS- BAI LEY: That our
recommendations are within the context of the
definition in the Regs.

M5. KARMAN:  Right. | mean, that enables
SSA to then take that and go forward with it at sone
ot her point, but that we're understanding that we're
working within that context. Not that we are saying
things have to stay the sane, but that's just not
what we're working on

DR. BARROS- BAI LEY: And we have a couple
of tel econferences comng up, one on July 14th, and
the one either on July 31st or July 20 (sic) that
we're going to work out.

One of the ideas that cane out in the |ast
24 hours is that different subconmttees are at
different levels in terns of devel opnent of
recomendations. Sounds |ike taxonony and

classification mght be pretty close to getting
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theirs conpl eted as opposed to sone of the others.

So me might want to kind of chunk the
recomendat i ons and the voting on those
recomendations, so that we are not voting on all of
them at this August date. W night be able to vote
on one or two in July, and then the remaining in
August. So that's an idea that | will let Mrk
speak to, because it looks |ike he wants to say
sonet hi ng.

DR. WLSON:. Did you just up ny deadline
relative to ny subcommttee, is that what |'m
heari ng?

DR BARROS-BAILEY: | think you up'd it
yesterday. |I'mjust affirmng it.

DR WLSON: M viewon this is that |
suspect we will get that done sooner, and we will
try and nove as quickly as possible to devel op sort
of a prototype report; and you know, maybe if that
gets vetted first and that hel ps the other
conmittees in terns of structure and things of that
sort, great.

DR. BARRCS-BAILEY: | didn't want to put

S R C REPORTERS
(301) 645- 2677



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

94
you on the spot. That was just an idea.

DR. WLSON: | amon the spot. | am
taking note of the fact that ny deadline has been
moved. So at sone other point, I'mgoing to ask for
consi derati on.

DR BARRGCS- BAI LEY: Thank you

M5. LECHNER: | will try and hel p take you
off the spot. | kind of think that we would be
better served and waited and | ooked at all the
pi eces at once. | know not necessarily froma
wor kl oad standpoint, but froma standpoint of how
these pieces fit together. So | would hate to vote
on one piece, and then go read soneone else's and
say well, if we do it that way, it's different from
that way. So | don't know, | just think we would be
better served if our recommendations would be nore
consistent if we |ooked at all the pieces.

DR. WLSON. | think naybe one solution to
that in terns of efficiency is we want to vote -- if
the work taxonony thing gets done first, and we | ook
at it and vote on it, | don't think by any neans

that we woul d preclude that if issues came up in
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subsequent reports that we couldn't readdress that.

M5. KARMAN: Right.

DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: Nancy.

M5. SHOR: Well, perhaps one way to do it
is, if you are finished first to circulate it, and
then maybe vote as a block. But | would find it
real useful to see the pieces as soon as they're
done. So maybe hold off voting on them but it
woul d be great to see themas pronptly as we're
done, instead of seeing the entire thing at one
time. That would be really hel pful

M5. LECHNER: That would be a good
conprom se

DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: Ckay. So it sounds
like we are noving toward conpl etion in Septenber,
and we have got a work plan in place. W wll take
a look at that a little bit nmore. | will let the
executive subcommittee deal with that on the 18th in
terns of the way it works out the best.

Are there any other thoughts? Any other
del i beration?

Was there sonething, Tom that you needed
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to reign in? Okay.

Anything el se that we need to discuss at
this point in time as we nove into three nonths of
our neeting?

M5. KARMAN:  Well, actually, we are going
to be meeting by phone.

DR BARROS-BAILEY: Right. | was just
t hi nki ng face-to-face.

MS5. KARMAN. Yes. | know. | just
t hought that maybe | -- | was thinking about whether
or not the audience is aware of the fact that -- |
know we have been over it. | don't know to what
extent who has heard what -- that we are planning on
havi ng two meeti ngs between now and the face-to-face
in September. We're still looking for a |ocation
for that nmeeting, still trying to work that out;
whi ch we hope to have that worked out really soon

DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: Yes, sorry about that.

We process so nuch nore when we neet face
to face. | wanted to make sure that if we have
anything that we need to address, the comruni cation

that we had this norning was so productive that we
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address it now. Tom

MR. HARDY: | amjust thinking out |oud.
There is going to be one -- probably about four or
five of us neeting in Falls Church together at sone
point. Wuld it be beneficial to break out at sone
poi nt and do that group, and get the rest on the
tel ephone if necessary to do an update, because sone
of us will be together? That would be a FACA issue,
t hough, wouldn't it?

MS. TI DWELL- PETERS: Yes.

M5. KARMAN. Yes. | nean, if you have --
if your subcommittee is largely represented, yeah
The TSA group, for exanple, has issues that they
want to go over, sure, you know, why not.

MR. HARDY: | just bring that up that
there will be a group together at an undeterm ned
time; but there will be a group of us together at
sonme point between now and later. |It's not an
official neeting, because it's fact finding.

M. KARMAN. Right.

MR HARDY: |f necessary, you would have

some peopl e toget her we coul d naybe.
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M5. KARMAN:  Yeah. | nean, like | said,
it's topic specific. Yes.

MR HARDY: Ckay. Just wanted to bring
t hat up.

The other request | have is | find when we
cone to these things and | get my binder I amtrying
to catch up. | would be very grateful for any
materials that they could get to ne sooner so | can
read and be prepared.

I like the idea of circulating docunments
and getting themout and around. And before the
Sept enber neeting anything | can have prior would be
hel pful. | see other heads shaking "yes" on that
t 0o.

DR BARRGCS- BAI LEY:  Shanan.

DR G BSON. | was going to say that
thought it was very helpful this last tine when
Debra Tidwel | -Peters sent us an e-mail with 14 or 15
attachnents there. That certainly facilitated it
for me. So | concur. | think that was great.

DR. ANDERSSON. | was going to say, | got

it all by e-mail before | cane here.
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DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: Mdst of it cane by
e-mail. Mark.

DR WLSON: | just wanted to note that it
struck me, | kind of had forgotten about the Falls
Church stuff. W're going to have to docunent that
in our report too. That nay be sonething, depending
on the timng there. W wll try to get as nuch
possi ble ready. W would have to include that as
wel | .

DR BARRCS- BAI LEY: Absolutely. Anything
we do fromroundtables to DDS visits, all of that is
part of the nethodology in comng up with our
recomrendati ons that we need to docunent.

Anyt hi ng el se anybody el se wants to bring
up?

DR SCHRETLEN: Yes, | do.

DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: Go ahead, David.

DR SCHRETLEN: | have sort of a big
picture issue, long range issue. Since we have the
time, | thought | would bring it up. | have just
been mulling over sonething.

The very first meeting, the inaugura
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meeting, we were presented with the shortcom ngs of
the DOT, and how big a task it would be to revise
the DOT, because it has over 12,000 occupati ons.
Sonewhere vetted in those early presentations was a
suggestion that what SSA is thinking about is
sonething that's kind of Iike the DOT, but not quite
as big.

They were saying -- | renmenber a nunber
fl oated around |ike 6,000 jobs or sonething like
that. And just bear with me for a minute. | asked
at the first nmeeting how many jobs in America are
represented by the 100 nost conmon occupations? And
sonmeone from SSA conpiled such a list, and it's not
perfect, because sone of those titles probably
subsume nul tiple jobs.

But on the other hand the sort of
t ake- home nmessage was that the 100 nobst conmmon
occupations actually represented, when we | ooked at
it, about 65 percent of all jobs in the United
States of Anmerica, roughly 100 occupations. So it
occurred to me as | thought about it nore, that why

woul d we create a systemthat identifies even one
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job that is not significantly represented in the
national comunity? Wat purpose would there be for
speci fying the characteristics of a job -- any job,
even one, that is not represented in significant
nunbers in the national economny?

And especially if -- if the top 100 j obs,
occupati ons represent roughly 65 percent of all jobs
in Anerica. It might be that the top 1,000 jobs
woul d represent 95 percent of all jobs in America.
And in fact, if we had a software system as Mark
suggested, that ultimately while the sort of
internal structure of the software systemis
informed by the work we're doing, but the interface
| ooks very much like an existing sort of systemthat
is famliar with end users, why couldn't the jobs
that are nomnated that are identified for a
particul ar applicant only be jobs that are
represented in the national comunity, so that there
is no argunent about, well, is this job actually
existing or is it existing in a significant nunber?

Because it mght be that the top 1,000 or

1500 jobs, not 6,000 would actually subsune
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95 percent of all jobs in the country.

DR. WLSON: Excellent point. The one
conceptual shift you rmade there, David, which is
important, is fromoccupations to job. You start
of f tal ki ng about occupations. That 100 was
occupations, and that's SOC data. |If you renenber
some of the other presentations we had big within
category variation; but | like the way you are
going. You know, | |ike the thinking.

The issue is that who knows what that
nunber is? And | think the strategy that seens to
have evol ved kind of has three prongs to it. The
first is well, what are the jobs in significant
nunbers that SSA sees now that people say | can't
do, |I'mdisabled? Wat's that?

And then the second prong is well, what
are the jobs that SSA currently recomends? Well,
you know, we can't do that, but we think you can do
this. Watever nunber that is, the top 100 or
whatever. And then it would be interesting to
conpare that |ist of however many those two are to

the list that you are tal king about. And what
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percentage do we get up to in terns of the nationa
econony, that top 100 based on the SOC. The -- and
the two that are nost relevant to what SSA is doing.

But | think because of the way the
Department of Labor has chosen to think about and
tal k about work is very different than the way we
are, and so it's a bit of an unknown in terns of
exactly how many are out there; but what | heard
when you were speaking is, you know, let's be
efficient about this. Let's identify and find some
means to only look at work that exist in significant
nunbers. W shouldn't be going out on a spy hunt
| ooki ng for non-existing work. | couldn't agree
nor e.

DR. SCHRETLEN. And | do appreciate that.
| was sort of going back and forth between job and
occupation. |If you look at those 100 itens, severa
of those were jobs, many of them And in fact, you
know, we don't know the exact nunmbers. But if we
were to capture over 90 percent of jobs in Anmerica
with a list of 1,000, or 1500, or 750, it would be a

much smaller task to assess the characteristics of
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those specific jobs. And it mght be that
five percent of people enployed in the United States
are di spersed anong jobs that only nine or 27 people
actual ly do

But | bet you it's fairly -- | bet you
when you get down to the level of jobs that are just
not significantly representative in the nationa
econony, you are getting down to the part of the --
a fraction of the work force that is pretty snall

DR BARRCS- BAILEY: Tom and then Gunnar.

MR, HARDY: You raise an excellent point.
That's a great question. | stand back and get a
little -- we're always playing in theory there,
guess. And for those of you who have been invol ved
inthis for a long tinme, you can go back to the | OTF
and all those things that we did five, ten years
ago. You are raising a question that | raised ten
years ago, which is, you have got to define a couple
of these neta, meta, nmeta categories, which is, what
is an occupation? W need to define what an
occupation is. That's going to drive you sonewhat

into how you are going to gather. You have to
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remenber that, again, this is sonething that is
somewhat defined for us already.

We are wal king a tight rope between endi ng
up as an O*Net, which is too broad and brings things
down to too small of an aggregation. \Wereas, maybe
the DOT needs to be tightened in aggregation. There
isn't an answer. | think Mark is right. W don't
know t he answer of how many there are until we start
popul ating those definitions and those data
gathering subsets. And the other piece that we have
to keep in mnd is that there is significant nunbers
in the national economy. That is sonething that we
have to work within.

VWhat is that? That's going to be a driver
for us when we're | ooking at defining an occupation
So | don't know that we can answer some of that.

You know, | think we had spoken earlier about trying
to be as efficient as possible in gathering
information and trying to hit the big -- sonebody
called it little hanging fruit or sonething. Get

the big ones, and get them noving and get them

goi ng.
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As far as how nany are out there, | think
Mark is right, we're not going to know until we do
sone of the work; but also work within the
definitions of what is significant nunbers, and what
is an occupation? And that gets ne back, again, to
the taxonony of what's a job? What's an occupation?
At what |levels -- where are we drawi ng those |ines?

Those lines haven't been drawn yet. They
have to sone extent for us; but in the work we are
doing, | amnot sure they have drawn enough for us
to draw a concl usion

DR. BARROS- BAI LEY: Gunnar, did you have
sonet hi ng?

DR. ANDERSSON: This goes back to the
presentation we had on Tuesday, and it really
depends on whether you are a lunper or a splitter
You coul d take the health care worker and it woul d
enconpass about 20 percent of the population in this
country. But you would probably say fromthe very
beginning that that's not a very good way of
descri bing a heal thcare worker.

I know where you are going, but at the
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same time it doesn't nmake any difference for our
nmodel .  Qur nodel needs to be the sane irrespective
of how many subdi vi si ons you have.
DR SCHRETLEN: | wasn't speaking to the

i ssue of the nodel, the structure of taxonony.

DR ANDERSSON: | under st and.

DR. SCHRETLEN: But | disagree. | don't
think you do understand what | am saying. In fact,
I"mnot tal ki ng about occupations. | m sspoke.
nmean jobs. Specific jobs. | bet you that if we

i dentified somewhere between 750 and 1500 specific
jobs, that those would represent a huge proportion
of the jobs in our work force; and | don't mean
occupati ons.

DR. BARRCS- BAILEY: And | think that night
be a good starting point. But if we think about --
we are at one point in tine right nowin a noving
stream And so if you think about how nuch the DOT
has changed, and that it was only cross sections
when it was updated, hopefully, we won't have cross
sections. Hopefully we will have sonething nore

organic than that. W can't build sonething and
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assunme that the cut we have right nowis the only
cut we're going to have when this things is in
operation in three years. So it mght be a good
start, but | don't knowif it's the only place we
want to | ook.

DR. SCHRETLEN: Things are going to change
whet her you define 6,000, or 10,000 or 1500. That
issue is going to be an issue no natter how you
slice the pie.

DR BARRCS-BAILEY: Correct. | think in
terns of the nunber -- so if we are |ooking at the
nunber, is it 812, or is it 12,741, or is it
sonewhere in between? | think it -- we won't know
until we start |ooking at the data that we're
gathering and we still -- start naking decisions
about that data where the nunbers are going to fall.

DR. ANDERSSON: What data?

DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: Col |l ecting data about
j obs.

DR ANDERSSON: Yeah, but what data are
you going to use to describe that? Because that al

depends on whether you split or not.
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DR BARRCS-BAILEY: It's the data that we
have been tal king about in ternms of what the
parameters that we're looking at in terns of the
taxonony, that type of thing.

DR. ANDERSSON: But how are you going to
apply that? You have ne lost here. | don't
understand it.

DR. BARROCS- BAI LEY: What do you mean by
application?

DR ANDERSSON: | don't understand it. |
guess it's because | don't quite understand where
David is going either. | can understand the idea of
maki ng the tables smaller or larger, going from
12,000 to 6,000. But the way you would have to do
that is you woul d have to sonehow figure out a way
of including the remaining into those 6,000. So in
the end it doesn't help ne nmuch. And | think it's
particularly not that necessary today, because we
now have a very different way of sifting through
12,000 than we had 50 years ago. So | can, using ny
conmputer, go through an enornous nunber of different

jobs in seconds just by defining some of the
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par anmet ers

DR. SCHRETLEN: But you can't define the
paraneters in seconds. |It's going to take -- you
know, if you want to define job demands at the | eve
of a DOT analysis for 6, or 8, or 12,000 jobs, it's
a |l ot bigger problemthan doing it for 1500.

DR. ANDERSSON:  Thi nk about how many j obs
it will create, and how good it will be for the
econony. | don't see this as an issue. | really
don't.

DR WLSON. Full enploynment act for
occupati onal anal yst.

Well, there is two issues going on here.
| don't really think there is disagreement. | think
the issue is one, where do we start this process;
and we don't want to get too rmuch into a di scussion
as we've tal ked about before.

The notion of what a job is, is kind of an
abstract construct. Not everyone woul d agree, and
what DOLs -- what -- at what -- as you were saying
earlier, healthcare worker, would -- that one

quote, job title would capture a huge part of the
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econony if you referred to it by that nane; but that
coul d be broken down.

So -- but | do think it's inportant in
terns of efficiency and getting what | heard David
saying, which | think is an inportant valid point is
that we need to focus on those jobs that we know
exi st, and that exist in large nunbers, and that SSA
deals with on an every day basis; and that m ght not
be that many. But | -- and are we going to describe
themin the same | evel of detail as the DOT? No.
You know, we're not going to do the task analysis
for every job in the econony.

If there turns out there are going to be a
150, and that's all we're going to do, could we do a
task anal ysis for 150? You betcha, we could do
that. And it would generate a | ot of jobs, because
that's very time consuming. Then you get into the
i ssue of shelf life. Tasks change a lot nore
qui ckly than generalized work activities do. So
that issue has to be addressed.

But | think it's an inportant point that

where we start, the sanmpling strategies that we use
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are such that it might not be that big and daunting
a task to create a tool that was up-to-date and
coul d be revised on a consistent basis for sone
subset of jobs that we capture a huge part of the
wor ki ng popul ation, not all of it.

As | understand -- and this is the rea
difficult task that Social Security has, they have
to be able to talk in terns of all work that exist
in any significant nunbers; and that's the issue
that we don't know with our, as yet, hypothetica
measur enent instrunment how many types of work exist
out there the way we describe them You know, there
may be sonme surprises there, | don't know But |'m
starting to think that the nunmber of titles m ght
not be as nmany as -- as what you would find in the
DOT. That there mght be -- that even if you had a
nunerical ability to analyze and exam ne the DOT
data so that they were conparable, but you can't
because of the task.

If you renmenber Dr. Harvey's stuff, if we
could analyze themin terns of -- this work in terns

of where they fall on that ten di nensional solution
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you might find there really aren't 12,000 anyway.
There are whatever nunber there are. You anal yze
them nore precisely. So I think in ternms of
sanpling and efficiency and strategy and targeting,
it's an inportant point that there m ght not be
t hat .

We m ght get very far and get a | ot done
| ooking at relatively fewjob titles, especially
once we have this common netric, because now we can
directly conpare things, and say, you are calling a
hoop splitter over here and you are calling a hoop
whacker here, and those turn out to be exactly the
same thing. |It's just a regional difference in
terns of sone sort of tradition in different parts
of the country.

That's, | think, one of the real values of
using a common netric approach is that for the first
time the DOT could never do this, O'Net for a number
of reasons didn't do this. W wll be able to
answer this question. How many unique job titles
are out there? How many uni que sets of skill sets

for people? But right now, absent the data, it
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really is a difficult task to estimate that from
Department of Labor information

DR BARROCS- BAI LEY:  CGunnar.

DR. ANDERSSON: | finally am beginning to
under stand where David is going with this. | think
that -- first of all, when you -- and when we have
our nodel ready, sonehow we have to, | think, advise
the Social Security Administration or the Departnent
of Labor or whoever is going to do this where they
should start. And obviously, it nmakes sense to try
to figure that out based on how nany people are
involved in all these different jobs.

So fromthat perspective, it nmakes a | ot
of sense. The other thing that's going to happen is
that once you have these jobs classified -- and |I'm
not sure whether it's by skills or whatever
classification would be the nost inportant in this
respect, you will find that you can |unp a nunber of
them under sone comon headi ng; and now you can get
down fromthe 12,000 to 6,000 or whatever nunber is
the right nunber, which | guess is an arbitrary

nunber anyway, but
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DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: Syl vi a.

M5. KARVAN: | think -- first of all,
don't think this is that far out in front of where
we are in the sense that we do need to cone up with
recommendations for classification. W will present
it, you know, for a fact finding. W have provided
our presentation, the other data that RJ did on how
we may go about doing an initial classification
You know, if we're choosing elenents that are
critical to SSA, then, that becones a piece of our
taxonony as wel | .

You know, we can initially begin by trying
to see how those things group. See how occupations
group along the lines of these types of el enents,
and that gives us an initial idea so that we can
identify themand get out there and find them

O course being guided by sone of the
things that you are suggesting, you know, things
that are nmost likely to occur in our -- you know,
anong our disability population in the first place.

So that's one thing. So | think this is

sonewhat relevant. Then the other thing is that the
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6, 000 or whatever the nunmber was we canme up with
actually, the reason that was in that presentation
at the inaugural neeting was because we had sel ected
a nunber to provide context for our initial plans,
so that when we presented themto our nanagenent we
had a way of tying that to what this night inply.
You know, what m ght be -- resource inplications be
for Social Security, whatever

So we said, you know, we can't -- we don't
really know how many jobs there is going to be --
how many occupations, you know. But let's say for
the sake of the argunment that it's half of whatever
we think we need, you know, to have now. This is
what it would look like. So if it's nore, then we
know where that will go. |If it's less, then we know
what that woul d be.

Utimately, like everybody said here so
far, we really don't know until we begin collecting
data; but fromwhat |I'mhearing | think it's correct
that taxonony is going to drive how we define that
occupation. And then that, in turn, you know, with

the initial classification that we're doing, wll
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hel p us deternm ne what jobs we want to identify.
And then as we begin collecting real data, we can
see where that takes us. You know, how many jobs
are we really tal king about?

So the other thing is, the third thing is
that then this ties together a bit with what we
tal ked about earlier with this discussion, | think,

is we are right now conparing a paper on the DOT --

our concerns with O'Net -- you guys already have
that paper -- our concerns with DOT, and Soci al
Security's concerns about -- well, not even

concerns, but what we m ght want to take from both
DOT and O*Net to move forward. You know, what

el ements are there? What things should we consider?
It is kind of Iike | essons |earned, you know.

And so that paper is -- is still under,
you know, in process. And as soon as we're done
with that, we're going to be presenting that to the
Panel this sumrer or in the fall. And I think that
is another piece of this that we haven't really had
an opportunity as a Panel to talk about. So --

DR BARRCS-BAILEY: | think that will be
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hel pful. Just for a little bit of history in terns
of nunmbers. Wien we | ooked at this years and years
and years ago, we knew that 812 at that time, or
about 1,000 was too snall. W knew that 12,741 was
alittle too big. So we know -- we knew that the
Austral ians had 2500. W felt that was too snall.
VDOT had 8500. They thought that was okay. W
don't know. So we knew it was sonmewhere within that
broad range.

DR SCHRETLEN. So 812 was too snall for
what? You are saying it is too high a |level of
aggregation. | amnot tal king about | umnping versus
splitting. That's not what |'mtal king about. What
I amtal king about is sanpling specific jobs in
Arerica. |'mnot saying that we need a systemthat
covers 100 percent of jobs in Anerica. It mght be
that if you cover 90 or 95 percent of them you, you
know, have nore than enough options for every single
appl i cant who ever wal ks t hrough a door of DDS

DR BARRGCS- BAI LEY: Syl vi a.

M5. KARVMAN. | think -- you know what, if

that turns out to be the case, that's fantastic. |
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think the only -- the measure that | can understand
is wll -- well, they're two. One is the extent of
variability within that job occupation, w dget,
what ever you want to call it. |If their hallmark is
as much as you can get honobgenous al ong the el ements
that we care about, if there is five of them |'m
happy.

kay. | don't know that that would be the
case, but that's one of ny rules of thunb for that.
You know it is based on what |'m understandi ng
are -- you know, the world of occupationa
information to be; and so I'mgoing to | ook to our
Panel menbers with expertise in that area to help nme
out with that. That's what |' m understandi ng.

The other thing is, when we do our work,
you know, while we get 3 nmillion cases a year, we're
| ooki ng at each of those cases one at a tinme. So
when you take one person and | ook at their one --
their set of limtations, that's why that
honogeneity around the el enents we care about is so
important. | know you understand that. So |I'm--

I"mwondering if |I'mnot understandi ng what you are
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sayi ng.

DR. SCHRETLEN: | really and truly do.
think that nothing that |1'm saying should be
construed that we should do anything other than
achi eve a |l evel of honpgeneity and job descriptions
that is absolutely optimal.

Once we have done that, we can identify,
we can include in some listing or some software that
adj udi cators reference only those jobs that are
represented in significant nunbers in the nationa
econonry. Wy include jobs that are not represented?
No matter -- even if they were perfectly well
defined in terns of task, honmpbgeneity, why include
then? Wy not only suggest to applicants jobs that
are avail abl e?

M5. KARMAN: | think we will want to be
sure we focus on things that are significantly --
that are represented in significance nunbers. Then
the question becomes, what is that? And |'m not
sure we're -- | just don't know how we're going to
get at that. So | don't know. Anyway.

DR BARRCS- BAI LEY: Deb
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M5. LECHNER: | have a question that's on
a slightly different topic, kind of going back to
somet hing that Mark said earlier.

| hear Mark saying that we're not going to
do task analysis. | hear Sylvia saying when we go
out and collect data -- maybe | don't understand
what you mean, Mark, by we're not going to do task
analysis. O is that -- is that conflicting with
what Sylvia is saying, or are you all both saying
the same thing?

DR WLSON. No. W're saying the sanme
thing. It goes back to the -- when | was having ny
seni or nmonent, and Mary was asking ne about, is this
a two or one, that sort of thing.

Wien | say we're not going to do task
anal ysis, we're not going to be down at the one
| evel identifying highly job specific information

Where one might conclude if all one had
were | evel one information that there are 12,000 or
what ever the nunber is, unique jobs out there
because of mnor variation, wording, and whatever

when, in fact, there m ght be 100, there mnight be
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850. When you nove up to level two, you stil
describe work in ways that the incunbent woul d
recogni ze the descriptors, but those descriptors
woul d be comon across all work.

So that for the first time -- no one has
ever done this before. No one knows the answer to
Davi d's question of what exist in significant
nunbers, which we have created froma conmon
descriptor set that allows us to identify titles
based on little within title variability. So we
don't know. We will get there. W are not going to
have the minor detail that's in the DOI, but | think
we will have nore than enough detail to be useful
And to some extent, other countries, prior
exami nations of this issue are all either based on
sort of DOT standpoint and thinking about the world
of work fromthat standpoint, or, you know, God | ove
them the econonist |ook at work froma very
different standpoint; and they're in GQunnar's
termnology big time lunpers. And | think we're al
in agreenent that the level of lunping in the SOC

and in O'Net, given the exanples of what kinds of
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titles ends up, is not useful for our purposes.

So -- but none of that refutes David's
point that there could be several SOC categories
that nobody is in, or at |least not in any nunber
that woul d be useful to us, so why popul ate that
data? And | agree, we probably shoul dn't popul ate
t hat dat a.

We should we be able to analyze that kind
of work. If at sone future point nunbers start
i ncreasing, you know, absolutely; but where we focus
our efforts, we focus where the work is and figure
out what's there, and the numbers -- whatever the
nunber is.

DR. BARRGCS- BAI LEY:  Bob

DR FRASER. I'mreally interested in the
appl i cant job prong, because being a VE for 25
years, for exanple, | don't think the nunber of

white collar professionals that | saw even in doubl e

figures, you know -- | mean, | never had an
accountant, never had a stockbroker. | can go on,
and on, and on. | had naybe one or two nurses.

That's sonething to | ook at. Take this way down.
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Those peopl e sonehow cope, don't |eave those jobs.

DR. ANDERSSON: That assumes that our
systemwoul d only apply to the Social Security
Adm ni stration. Because if you start |ooking at
other disability -- you know, private disability
i nsurance and so on, then those nunbers start rising
very rapidly; and in fact, if you | ook at UNOM and
some of the others, you find nore white collar
workers than you find blue collar workers. It
depends on how linited you want to be in ternms of
what you do

DR. FRASER: You have a point, but that
may not be our task, you know, to provide that basis
for other systens.

DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: Tom | thought you
want ed to say sonet hi ng.

MR HARDY: | have to go with -- follow up
with Gunnar coming fromprivate disability. There
is -- we have tal ked about this in the past -- there
is very much a sku in the cases that are seen based
upon what systemyou are working. And com ng from

private disability, yes, the sku is heavily white
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coll ar.

Conversely, though, renenber that nost
private disability policies also requires an
application for Social Security benefits. So even
t hough you may not be seeing those cases, because
they may be being dealt with because that person in
private disability has already devel oped their
record, gotten all the evidence, they have private
i nsurance, which neans they have treated; their file
i s docunented well. So when they come into the
system they have got everything they need and they
go through and you may not be seeing them per se;
but they're there. They have to be there, because
they're required to be there.

So they don't conme in -- | think into the
initial discussions of what we're | ooking at for the
end users we're tal king about right now, which is
the DDS and ALJ, because you are | ooking at a
different population that is skewed in a different
way, that doesn't have access to a lot of things the
person in the private systemhas. But as part of

the charge to Social Security, you still are going
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to have to deal with these people, because they are
t here.

In fact, sometines when you reach the ALJ
| evel, those are the people with the skills. Those
are the people with sone of the higher level skills
that may be even harder to put your hands around.
Those are people that are really going to need some
exam nation as to how you are going to define that
skill. They may be a snmller population in a
smal | er nunber, but the charge of Social Security is

all work. So they will be a part of that.

I think -- | always end up catching up
with you, which is nmaking ne feel very sad. 1 like
to stay with you. | think I"mcatching up with

where you are starting from David.

And | hear what Bob is saying, but we have
to look -- and any system we have has to | ook at al
work. That is the charge of the Adninistration
They must | ook at all work. Whether you get the
little hanging fruit, as it's called, and the bl ue
collar, we still are going to have to design a

systemthat will get to those white collar.
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Agai n, going back to sonmething | said
earlier, we don't want to end up being |like the DOT
and havi ng people say well, we're using it for this,
and we never thought about it. W know that's going
to be one of the uses at sone point, so we night as
well build it in.

DR. SCHRETLEN: And | don't nmean to inply
that | don't think we should |ook at all work. [|'m
just saying, how do you define "all"? And "all" in
ny mind, if you covered 95 percent of the

occupations, you could say we have covered,

essentially, "all" work.

What | suppose that we could represent all
of the dinensions that we're interested in, in terns
of job demands and person characteristics, physica
strengths, and cognitive and behavioral and
everything; and we could capture those -- the entire
range in every single dinmension with 1,000 different
jobs. And that those 1,000 jobs, honbgenous jobs,
actual ly covered 95 percent of people who were

enpl oyed in the econony.

Then it seens to ne that the advantage
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woul d be, although, Sylvia we may not know what

exactly is a significant nunber in the nationa

econony, whether it's 10,000 jobs or 20 -- | don't
even know -- but we could get to -- it may well be
that we could include in the system-- in the AOS

only jobs that are unanbi guously present in the
nati onal econony.

And | just heard so many tines through the
course of these neetings that an issue that gets
adj udi cated is whether or not jobs are present in
significant nunbers in the national econony; and it
seens |i ke maybe we could take that -- maybe we
coul d devel op a systemthat essentially takes that
off the table, and that could increase efficiency
enor nousl y.

DR WLSON. | think the point is just
that the DOT is out of date. The reason there is so
many things in there that don't exist in significant
nunbers i s because no one has nmaintained it. You
know, in the past titles would cone and go, and so
don't really think there is any disagreenent here.

I think we want to get a nmetric, and the way the
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taxonony is designed is it is going to capture al
work. We went through the effort of including
instruments that focused on white collar,
prof essi onal, managerial kinds of work. We included
cognitive task analysis instrunents in there because
of our concern of the criticismthat sone of the
taxononm es focus too nuch on physical work, even
t hough we included those too.

So I"'mnot the least bit concerned that
we're not going to nake recomendati ons that won't
cover all work. | think that's different froma
sampling strategy. Here | agree 100 percent with
Bob that we need to start out, you know, if you want
to think of it as the big bang when this gets
| aunched, it better have every job in there that SSA
is likely to see right away.

Now, will we add nore? Absolutely. But
froman inplenentation and getting people to use the
system that's where, | think, we focus as other
users conme in and say, hey, wait a minute, you know,
you don't have this in there or that in there. W

m ght alter sanpling strategies, but we need to
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start with -- with what they're likely to need and
what they're going to use, and then work out from
that to fill it out in ternms of other
constituencies, and things of that sort.

DR BARRGCS- BAI LEY: Thanks, Dave, for
bringing that discussion. | think that's an
i mportant di scussion to have.

W' re rounding out the hour, the last ten
mnutes. | just wanted to bring a coupl e things.
W will be voting on the Mnutes fromthe |ast
nmeeting and this neeting at our July
tel econferences. So we will have a vote then.

As Sylvia nmentioned earlier, we are still
working on the details for the Septenber |ocation.
So as soon as that information is available, we wll
get that out.

Are there any renmining issues that we
need to deal wth?

kay. | would entertain a notion to
adj ourn the neeting.

DR. G BSON: So noved.

DR BARRCS- BAI LEY: Mved by Shanan. A
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second by --
DR WLSON: | will second that.
DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: -- Mark.
We are adjourned, our third quarterly
nmeeting. Thank you.
(Whereupon, at 11:53 a.m, the neeting

was adj ourned.)
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