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PROCEEDI NGS

OPERATOR  Good day, | adies and gentl enen,
and wel cone to your QOccupational |nformation
Devel opnent Advi sory Panel conference call. At this
time all participants are in a listen only node. |If
you shoul d require operator assistance at any tine
during today's program please press "star, zero" on
your touch tone telephone. | would now like to
i ntroduce your host for today's conference call,
Ms. Debra Tidwell-Peters.

You nmay begin, ma'am

V5. TI DWELL- PETERS: Thank you.

Good afternoon everyone. M nane is Debra
Tidwel | -Peters. 1'mthe Designated Federal O ficer
for the Cccupational Information Devel opment Advi sory
Panel. | will begin by doing a scan of our nenbers
to ensure that we have a quorum present.

Gunnar Ander sson.

DR ANDERSSON: Present.
TI DWELL- PETERS: Mary Barros-Bail ey.

BARRCS- BAI LEY: Present.

5 3 B

TI DWELL- PETERS: Robert Fraser.
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FRASER: Present.

V5. TI DWELL- PETERS: Shanan Gaal t ney
G bson.

DR. G BSON: Present.

V5. TIDWELL- PETERS: Thomas Har dy.

MR HARDY: Present.

V5. TIDWELL- PETERS: Syl vi a Kar man.

M5. KARVAN:  Present.

MS. TIDWELL- PETERS: Deborah Lechner.

We expect to have Deborah on the line
shortly.

Lynnae Ruttl edge.

M5. RUTTLEDGE: Present.

TI DVEELL- PETERS: David Schretl en.
SCHRETLEN:  Present.

TI DWELL- PETERS: Nancy Shor.
SHOR:  Present.

TI DWELL- PETERS: And Mark W/ son.

TP D D DD

WLSON: Present.
MS. TIDWELL- PETERS: Thank you. W do
have a quorum of mnenbers.

For our nenbers, since this neeting is
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being transcribed, | will ask that each tine you
speak that you say your nanme so that it can be
captured by our transcriptionist. And also, if at
any tine during the neeting you need to nute your

line, please press "star, six;" and to unnute it

press "star, six" again.

Havi ng a quorum |'m now going to turn the
nmeeting over to the interimPanel Chair, Mary
Barr os- Bai | ey.

DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: Good day, everybody.
Just to do a little bit of an introduction before we
revi ew t he addenda and procedures.

The purpose of today's neeting is based on
a continuum of activity that we have had. This is to
review and del i berate on the subconmittee' s work
ari sing out of our Panel neetings, and the
recommendati ons of the subcommittee to the Panel in
terms of the Content Mddel and C assification.

There will not be any voting at today's
meeting. That will be held in Septenber in terns of

t he recommendati ons for the Content Mdel and

Classifications. W wll be discussing the drafts of
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6
those recomendati ons today as well as -- that arose

out of the subcommittee reports.

Just to put this in to a continuumfor you
alittle bit interns of what will be happening after
today, the subcommittee reports will be finaled close
of business tonorrow. Then, we will have the overal
report, the O DAP report of Content Mdel and
Classification to the Conmi ssioner. That will be
drafted by the end of the week. That will be sent
out to the executive subconmittee with their
responses comng back to ne by the 7th of Septenber,
to final the report by the 8th of Septenber, and then
that out to the whole Panel by the 9th of Septenber
for review and approval at the Los Angel es neetings.

In terms of what we're going to be doing
today in terns of the review of the agenda we're
going to be going through each of the subconmittees
recommendati ons for the content nmodel and areas of
future study. We're going to be taking the
recomendati on section by section and di scussing
those and deliberating on those by subconmittee

before we nbve on to the next subcommttee.
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It's my understanding that the physica
demands report may need to be pushed up because there
is some time constraints that Deborah Lechner is
under. So we might need to nove that up either
before transferable skills or taxonony, depending on
how we're dealing with the tinme. Then at the end of
the deliberations for the subcomittee, we're going
to have overall deliberations for the Panel. Then
any outstanding i ssues or questions we're going to be
tal ki ng about the Panel vote in Septenber. Ckay.

So I'mgoing to ask our subcommittee chair,
Syl via Karman, to address the recommendations for
Users Needs and Rel ati ons.

M5. KARMAN.  Thank you, Mary. Good
af t ernoon, everyone.

W -- our subconmittee has made
recommendations in three main areas. One is
conmmuni cation information conming in and going out of
the Panel and SSA about the project, recommendations
for applying research, and then recomendati ons for
ot her content nodel data el ements; those which are in

addition to physical and nental cognitive demands of
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wor k and worker traits.

I will begin with public coment process
recomendat i ons under conmuni cation. And what we
submit as reconmendations for the Panel's
consi deration are that SSA shoul d explore nore
ext ensi ve use of Federal Register notices to solicit
public coment. W offer two possible options for
consi derations. SSA should investigate whether or
not it's able to publish the Panel's fina
recommendati on report in the Federal Register
inviting the public to coment for a designated
period of tine.

And then SSA as well shoul d consider
publishing in the Federal Register notices of -- that
are independent of the Panel meeting announcenents.
These notices could request public coment regarding
specific topics of timely interest to the Panel or
SSA that may inform Panel deliberations, neeting
agendas that are in the future, as well as SSA' s
proj ect work.

Al so, SSA should notify the public

periodically as determ ned by the Panel of the nature
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9
of public comments received between and during Pane

meetings. SSA should summarize these comments and
make the sumaries available to the public. They may
be posted to the O DAP web site, dissem nated at
face-to-face public Panel neetings, and broadcast to
the subscribers of the ODAP e-mail. Coments
received in response to a Federal Register notice may
be summari zed and published through the Federa
Regi st er process.

Are there any comrents or concerns before
nmove on to the next area?

Ckay. The second area under conmuni cation
i s communi cati on nmet hods and venues. W have
exam ned a nunber of different methods and our
subcommi ttee di scussed them These were the
outconmes. So nunber one, SSA shoul d consider
publi shing notices in rel evant professiona
publications advertising the O DAP web site and
e-mai | addresses.

And al so SSA shoul d expl ore social nedia.
O all the social nmedia that are currently avail abl e,

our subconmittee felt that a cl osed authored bl og rmay
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be the best contenporary nethod to reach a variety of

audi ences. This would be a blog that is noderated
with a designated bl ogger, one individual or set of
i ndi vidual s were designated to post infornmation on a
regul ar basis and make that available to the public.

Then, thirdly, 2c, maintain our basic
static and receptive nedia, which would be the O DAP
e-mail and our web site as a Panel's virtua
bill board. However, obviously, that's not
i nteractive.

2d woul d be for us to recomend that SSA
al so push media -- or use push media, such as e-nai
distribution lists, public service announcenents
through Social Security's web site, and other e-mai
distribution lists that SSA may have.

Under 2e, we suggest that the Pane
consi der having Social Security devel op consistent
structure for any online social nedia use. That
i ncl udes devel oping a brandi ng style, developing a
style sheet for all print nedia, and devel op
presentation materials and Power Point slides

regarding the project and Panel activities that can
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be nodified to suit audience needs. Develop criteria

for nmoderators of social nmedia sources that may be
sel ected regarding the content, the clearance of any
informati on that gets on to that nedium the style,
and any online behavior that we have for expectations
and gui delines for that.

Al so, help set expectations and boundari es
with disclosure statenents notifying participants of
any of these nedia regarding the authoring,
anonymity, and expected response.

2f, we should ask that SSA continue to
moni t or devel opnents in the new and emnergi ng public
medi a t hrough ongoi ng SSA and ot her federa
governnent itself. W have cited two that we know of
right now and currently another federal advisory
committee within Social Security called Future
Systens Technol ogy Advi sory Panel, and the federa
know edge managenent initiative.

And then, finally, the last itemunder this
section is for Social Security to develop fact sheets
for the public to address frequently asked questions

regardi ng the project and Panel activities. Are
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there any comments or concerns?

DR. SCHRETLEN:. Sylvia, this is David
Schretl en.

M5. KARMAN:  Yes.

DR. SCHRETLEN: You have, obviously, spent
a great deal of tinme thinking about this. Certainly
more than | have. | amwondering, all these under
these general recomendati ons for communication
were there other nethods or venues that you
considered and rejected; and if so, why?

M5. KARMAN:  We did, in fact, consider a
nunber of them A lot of the things that we | ooked
at included the open blogs, open wikis, which if, in
fact, Social Security were to be responsible for
these things, we felt that there were concerns
about -- you know, the degree to which that
informati on could remain unaltered and secure and
that we knew what was -- that the information was
reliable.

Mary, did you have sone other points that
you wanted to nmake here?

DR. BARRCS-BAILEY: Yes, | think in terns

S R C REPORTERS
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of other social nedias, is that what you are

referring to or are you referring to any nedi a?

DR SCHRETLEN: Just any nedia. You know,
| don't even know what a cl osed authored bl ogged is,
what that means. How that differs fromothers

DR BARRCS-BAILEY: | wll explain the
difference. A closed author would be kind of when
you go to the Wiite House web site, you see they
have a blog. They don't all ow comments and that
kind of thing. It's an active participation in
terns of information, but there isn't a lot of
di al ogue back and forth. So it is the way that the
information is collected and processed.

Sone of the research that we did was anong
other -- what's happening in other areas within
governnent, not just federal, but other |evels of
governnent as well in terns of the integration of
social media. And it's a fairly new concept in and
of itself. So it's a matter of |looking at it and
kind of treading lightly and nmeki ng sure that
information that is available is information that is

accur at e.
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DR. SCHRETLEN: But peopl e who read the

bl og can coment, so conmuni cati on goes both ways?

DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: | mean, they can
comment through our e-nmil address.

DR SCHRETLEN: | see, but not on the
bl 0g?

DR. BARROS-BAI LEY: Right. There is a
concern in terns of being able to nmake sure that the
information that is on there is as accurate as
possi bl e.

MS5. KARVAN. David, this is Sylvia, we
have al so heard from a nunber of other Panel nenbers
about the prospect of using wikis to -- sort of open
di scussi on about a variety of topics relevant to our
project. For exanple, you know, issues having to do
wi th, perhaps, experts in the field who are aware of
any changes that are going on with work activities
or occupations in general; but | think that we would
need to take a | ook at how we woul d be able to
operationalize that, if that was sonething that
Social Security was responsible for

Now, if wi kis get established and these

S R C REPORTERS
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kind of things are out there being used, Socia

Security could certainly use that information and
then go back and verify what people are posting. So

we' re not saying we shouldn't be doi ng sonething

that's open. It's just how would we nmanage it in
Social Security. | think that's --
DR. SCHRETLEN: | guess the underlying

question for me is, is the purpose of this just to
pronmul gate information to the public, or to al so
receive information?

MS. KARMAN:  Both. Qur recommendations
overall have to do with both. So in terns of the
Federal Register process that we have outlined and
ot her ways of comunicating with the public, we have
an interest in getting information to the public and
to a variety of other users or stakeholders in the
process, as well as getting information fromthem
So it is both.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: And | think it's also
identifying the best platformfor the best audience.
When we researched it, we, for exanple, talked to

NASA. Are they -- they have different platforns for

S R C REPORTERS
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di fferent audi ences. So for researchers and

scientists it's nore of a traditional online nmedia.
And for the general public it's nore the social

nmedi a that deals with bl ogging and soci al

networ ki ng, that sort of thing. So it's identifying
the best resource for the public -- the target

audi ence.

DR SCHRETLEN:. GCkay. Thank you.

MR HARDY: This is TomHardy. | have a
very qui ck question, Sylvia.

MS. KARMAN:  Ckay.

MR. HARDY: Under 2d, for push nedia and
e-mail distribution list; |I'massunmng there will be
a way for the general public to wite in and get on
that list?

MS. KARVMAN. That's correct. They do this
NOW.

DR BARRGCS- BAILEY: That's avail abl e now.

MR. HARDY: (kay. Thank you.

M5. KARMAN. Is that all? Ckay.

The next section, there are recomendati ons

for Applied Research; and nunber three is User Needs

S R C REPORTERS
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Anal yses and Studi es of Progranms and Process Effects.

W submit the recommendations for the full Panel's
consi deration that SSA shoul d develop a formal plan
to conduct users needs anal yses throughout the
research and devel opment phase of the project.

The UNA pl ans and study designs shoul d
address various stages of the Cccupationa

I nformati on System devel opnent. For exanple, right

now we just -- Social Security just conpleted a user
needs analysis of -- involving it's user with regard
to the content nodel. The next stage may invol ve

i ssues having to do with content nodel as it's being
devel oped and instrunment developnent. |In this way we
can capture user reactions and concerns, including
any operational or programmatic information that

m ght be valuable to Social Security.

Al so, these user needs anal yses shoul d
target as many SSA users as possible, as well as
external users of occupational information who are
directly involved in SSA's disability process. For
exanpl e, claimant representatives and vocationa

experts. We understand that the O fice of Managenent
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and Budget Paperwork Reduction Act guidelines would

apply for any studies or surveys that SSA conducts
with external users, those who are not working
directly for Social Security Admnistration.

SSA on the third elenent, or 3b, actually,
is SSA should study the effects of using the O S
content nodel data elenents. Under that suggesting
the first one is that SSA shoul d conduct a study of
the effects of the O S content nodel data elenments in
SSA's disability process by conparing the use of
prot ot ype person-side instrunents, which would
include the newy identified content node
person-si de constructs and neasures with the use of
current -- our current physical and nmental residua
functional assessments. Social Security could do
this using a sanple of disability clains that have
al ready been adjudicated. The results could inform
SSA' s RFC devel oprent cl ai ns i ntake process. O her
assessnents nodel s, for exanple, conputer assistive
technol ogy, as well as the content nodel itself, and
prot otype work-side job analysis instrunents. The

study shoul d involve SSA adjudicators and its medica
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staff in applying the new content nodel's physica

and nental data el enents.

Do we have any comments or concerns about
that before | nove to the next suggestion? OCkay.

Anot her study -- or another area of study
that we woul d want the Panel to consider to recomend
to Social Security is that when the results of field
tests of the work-side instrunents are avail able, SSA
shoul d al so conduct studies of the application of
these data in SSA's disability process to assess the
validity and effects of the data on both its
disability process and prograns.

These studies would include effects of
usi ng physical and nental work denands data, as well
as work activity and other occupational data that are
critical to the assessnent of work history and
transferabl e skills assessment.

Are there any coments on either of these
before I nove on?

Al right. Qur final area, are
recommendati ons for other Content Mdel Data

El ements. We recognize that there are data that SSA

S R C REPORTERS
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may need, that go beyond the physical and mental

cognitive demands of work and worker traits. And we
recogni ze that anong those types of data we note that
there are sone that are for adjudicative use, and
others that we are recommending that are only for
program eval uati on and research; and woul d not be
recomrend for adjudicative use.

First, I will cover a few of the elenents
that we have recommended for adjudicative use. First
one is literacy. Does the occupation require the
worker to be able to read or wite? |If so, in what
| anguage or | anguages?

Comuni cation in English or other
| anguages. Does the occupation require the worker to
be able to conmmunicate in English or other |anguages?

Are there options for how the work is
performed -- or how the work may be performed that
the worker may select, such as a sit-stand option?
This would be -- this would include options for use
of a variety of tools or technology to performa
given work activity.

And core tasks. What are the core tasks or

S R C REPORTERS
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work activities of the occupation, as opposed to

those tasks which may be not necessarily required?

Are there any coments on those or things
that you feel that we should add?

MR GUNNAR: This is Gunnar. | guess it's
a political issue, but the question arises whether
or not you shoul d require anybody to speak other
| anguages ot her than English?

MS5. KARMAN. We are collecting the
information really with an eye toward whether or not
the job requires sonebody to comunicate in English
which is -- as our current policy is, we |ook toward
that. W do not have a requirenent that they need
to be able to speak a particul ar other |anguage, but
that's al ways been information that -- that users
have told us that they frequently would want to
know.

That's an excell ent question, though,
Qunnar, because in a way that isn't information that
is currently used in the adjudicative process, nor
are we suggesting that it should be. So, perhaps, we

shoul d make a distinction about the extent -- if we
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do include that kind of information, collecting that

type of information, perhaps, we would want to put
that in the program eval uati on category.

Any ot her comment s?

DR. SCHRETLEN: Yes, just one, Sylvia,;
this is David.

I don't know whether it belongs here or not
or even whether it's appropriate; but | wonder, since
nmore and nore people are working from hone or
tel ecomuni cating, is that sonething that is
i mportant to consider?

M5. KARMAN: Currently, we don't have a
programatic need for that literally. But it
certainly is inportant to consider, and we have a
list of items for program eval uati on and research
and perhaps, we shoul d consi der seeing where that
mght fit there

DR SCHRETLEN: | just wonder if in the
adj udi cation of cases there m ght be people who
could do jobs at hone, but not -- nore easily than
goi ng to work.

M5. KARMAN: Right. Right. But we would
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need to take a look at that in terns of how we would

want to handle it in our policies. It seens |ike we
woul d want to cover that, though, under program
eval uation and research, at |east for starters; and
then, that would inform SSA' s process.

We do have sonme el enents under there that
have to do with, you know, the shift of the job and
transportation; but | think that's a good point.

DR SCHRETLEN:. It just seens like it's
happeni ng nore and nore.

M. KARMAN:. Yes. Ckay.

DR. ANDERSSON: There is actually quite a
few patients who claimthat transportation to work
is their main problem

DR. WLSON:. Yes, tal king about the
ultimate sit/stand option.

DR BARRGCS- BAI LEY: Just a remninder that
Stella is working really hard here to get down every
word. |If you can say your nane before you make a
comment, that would be great.

MS5. KARVMAN. Ckay. Before | go to the

next set of data elements, are we finished with that
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set -- at least for now?

Okay. Al right. So here are a few
content nodel data elenents that we're submitting for
Panel ' s consideration. These would be for program
eval uation and research at this stage of the gane
only. None of these elenments are we recomendi ng for
adj udi cative use. However, their analysis by the
Agency might |lead the Agency to -- you know, it night
i nform policy devel opnent.

For exanple, the issue of teleconmunicating
that was just raised by David Schretlen and Gunnar
Andersson certainly mght be an el ement that would
fit there that might in the long run informpolicy
devel opnent.

So what we have, for starters anyway, are
the worker's year of birth; the worker's educationa
attainnent -- or |evel of educational attainnent;
wor ker' s chronol ogi cal work experience. For exanpl e,
the | ast occupation or up to the last three
occupations. That's just a nunber that we're using.
It doesn't have to be that; including the duration of

work activities performed, and work activities
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per f or med.

Worker's nmode of transportation to and from
the occupation; zip code of enploynent entity.
Suspecting that we will probably have that or need
that anyway in order just to do our sanpling. And
al so zip code of the worker's residence. Kind of
gives us an idea of how far people are traveling.

Worker's primary | anguage and secondary, if
any -- if there is a secondary. GQccupations average
shifts, tine of day and nunber of hours. And here we
can see where telecommunicating mght fit in.

Wor ker' s nunber of hours worked weekly or daily in
the occupation; and another itemfor worker's other
jobs or occupations -- this should say

concurrently -- that they -- that the worker is doing
concurrently. So in other words, is the worker
hol di ng down nore than one job at a tinme?

Does the enpl oyer offer health insurance?
And if yes, does the worker participate in that
progran? What is the worker's gender, and worker's
race and ethnicity? Are there any comments or

concerns?
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Al right. Thank you very nuch, everyone.

DR. BARRGCS- BAI LEY: Thanks. And Sylvia
went through each of her reconmendati ons section by
section. | just wanted to ask overall if there are
any conments or concerns or questions for Sylvia
bef ore we nove on to taxonony?

M5. RUTTLEDGE: This is Lynnae, it's not a
question or concern; but it mght be helpful as we
start each one of the presentations if the person
who is giving the report can nention who are the
nmenbers on those conmittees.

M5. KARMAN:  Ch, thank you

M5. RUTTLEDGE: Sure.

DR. BARROCS- BAI LEY: Sylvia, do you want to
maybe wi nd that up for your subcomittee?

MS5. KARMAN. Yes. Absolutely. Thank you
Lynnae. |'msorry.

MS. RUTTLEDGE: That way it will be in the
record

MS. KARMAN:. Absolutely. Ckay.

So for the User Needs and Rel ations

Subconmittee our nenbers are Lynnae Ruttl edge, Nancy
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G Shor, Mary Barros-Bailey, Sylvia Karnan.

Ckay. Thank you very nuch.
DR BARRGCS- BAI LEY: Thank you, Lynnae.

And I'mgoing to go ahead -- |let ne ask,

there any other question or comrent before | past on?
kay. Mark Wlson is the Chair of the Wrk

Taxonony and C assification Subconmittee, and | would

like to then turn the nmeeting over to himfor his
recomrendati ons.

DR WLSON: Thank you, Mary.

And to deal with Lynnae's request, first.
In addition to me, Mark W1 son; Shanan Gnal t ney
G bson is the other nenber of our subcommittee.
Initially, James Wods, who was a Panel nenber,
previously was on our subcomittee, but choose to
resign. So Shanan and | have sol di ered on by
our sel ves.

The Work Taxonomy and C assification
Subconmi ttee has nmade 16 reconmendations that are
organi zed into four categories for the Panel's
consi derati on.

The categories are Existing Systens, O S
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Desi gn and Devel opnent; OS Standing for Cccupation

and Information System O S Data Col |l ection and
Anal ysi s, O S Mi nt enance.

Qur recommendati ons include suggestions on
wor k taxonony and job classification, as well as our
views of the systens that are needed to bring these
about and maintain them

So with regard to the first category,

Exi sting Systens, we have nade two reconmendati ons.
And essentially, our reconmmendation is that the
Social Security Adm nistration should develop its own
Qccupational Information Systemrather than try and
update or retask existing systems. And the two
systens are the Dictionary of Cccupational Titles and
O* Net .

Any questions with regard to Existing
Systens?

Hearing none. | will nove on.

M5. SHOR: Mark, this is Nancy Shor. |
will tell you that a question that is posed to ne
nore frequently than any other is why has the

Panel -- why is the Panel operating fromthe get go
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that updating the DOT isn't the way to go?

DR. WLSON: | don't knowif you -- we
went into sone detail in the report about what the
i ssues were with the Dictionary of Cccupati onal
Titles.

M5. SHOR Right.

DR WLSON: Discussed the National
Acadeny of Sciences review of the Dictionary of

Cccupational Titles and scientific problens with

that. | think it's an inportant question, though,
Nancy, in that it very well could be the case -- in
fact, | suspect it will be, that the Cccupati onal

Informati on Systemthat we propose, if Social
Security chooses -- the Panel chooses to recomend,
Soci al Security chooses to follow, would nore than
likely provide information on sone of the sane
constructs that the Dictionary of Cccupational
Titles tries to provide information on, but with
greater scientific precision and nore accuracy.

M. SHOR: Okay. Thank you.

DR. WLSON. Any other questions about

prior systens?
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Al right. OS Design and Devel opnent.

Here we made three reconmmendations. The first
recommendation i s based on one of our activities
where we | ooked at all the previous enpirical work
taxononi es that were out there and did a sorting and
consol i dation process, which is nowreferred to as
Table 2 in our report to the Panel. And we suggest
that Social Security Administration use Table 2 as
the stimulus for the devel opnent of an occupati ona
anal ysis instrument that would have nultiple item
scal es to neasure the dinmensions that are listed in
Tabl e 2.

The second recommendation -- and you have
heard sone about this already -- is we recommend t hat
SSA host a web-based conmunity where registered
experts fromseveral disciplines could reviewthe
di nensions in Table 2, make conments, nake
suggestions. | suggest potential items, things of
that sort.

We were intentionally vague in terns of
sone of the mechanics of exactly how the web based

community might work. You have already heard from
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Syl via sonme thoughts of other Panel nenbers on that.

We're by no means experts in this area. Qur goa
here is sinply to involve, as Nancy asked, there is
very large, very active comunities, people out there
that are very interested in this process. W need to
find a way to get theminvolved in and hopeful ly
understand that we're very interested in their views
on nmeasuremnment of these inportant constructs on the
work side that we're trying to get after

The nost inportant things in terns of these
constructs, before | nmove on to the third
recomrendation in this area, is that they be
behavi oral and observabl e.

kay. Wth regard to the third
recomendati on, because there is so little expertise
in-- that is current in a |ot of these areas, and
because we consi der occupational information for the
pur poses of disability deternination to be a core
task of Social Security Adm nistration, we are
suggesting that they should devel op their own
internal unit to carry out reconmmendations with

regard to the design and devel opnent, data
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coll ection, analysis, and nai ntenance of an

Qccupational Information System

W also think it's inportant that the
Agency shoul d put in place procedures and policies
that are neant to help establish the independence and
scientific credibility of this unit. So those are
the three recomrendati ons with regard to design and
devel opnment. Any questions in this area?

DR SCHRETLEN: Yes, Mark, this is Dave
Schretl en.

DR WLSON:  Sure.

DR. SCHRETLEN: Under bullet point two,
there is the sentence, "two primary criteria for
items should be that they are both behavioral and
observabl e;" and | woul d suggest for consideration
substituting the word "neasurabl e" for "observable."
Mai nly because of ny interest in the psychol ogi ca
side of things. W can often neasure things that we
can't necessarily observe directly.

DR WLSON. |1'mgoing to give you sone
push back on that one, David, in the sense that we

think -- and sonme of it cones fromny sense of what
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the courts tend to look at in ternms of job

rel at edness of various personnel actions. You know,
maybe we will need to have a nore extensive

di scussion on this; but | definitely think
observabl e needs to be there. | think if we try and
get too far renoved fromthings that can be verified
through direct observation, we're going to have
defensibility problens.

MS. KARMAN. This is Sylvia, Mark and
David. Wuld it be possible for us to qualify
this -- that sentence a bit or the concept, the idea
a bit by saying -- by addressing what David is
concerned with, as well as what your point is, Mark?
So that both --

DR WLSON: | think the issue is -- David
makes an inportant point. W're certainly not
argui ng agai nst measurability, but it was --

M5. KARMAN: Right. W do need observabl e
t hi ngs.

DR WLSON: The issue is, which
conpletely agree, there are things that are

nmeasurabl e that aren't observable. So we're
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certainly not arguing, in fact, the reverse. W're

very much in favor of measurability. The issue is,
if we don't -- if we drop the -- the requirenent
that things be observable, | think, we run into
other things. So | would have no probl em addi ng the
word "neasurable" to the list. M concern would be
dropping the word "observable."

DR. FRASER: Yes, let's just add the
"measurable.”

DR WLSON: Right. | have no problem
with that.

DR. BARROS- BAI LEY: Was that Bob?

DR. FRASER:  Yes.

DR @ BSON: This is Shanan. Can | take
you back a nonent, please? Hello.

DR. BARROS- BAI LEY:  Sure.

DR GBSON: | was going to say in
relation to what Dave just said, | think the issue
of observabl e versus neasurable is very distinctive
on the person side. However, if we're talking about
measuring on the job side, | think observability is

a paranount issue for |egal defensibility. So there
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is a difference when we're tal king about the job

side versus the person side here.

M5. KARMAN:  This is Sylvia. If I'm
under st andi ng you correctly, | agree; yes.

DR. GBSON:. On the job side we need to
mai ntai n observabl e; and observabl e, therefore,
i npli es measurable. However, on the person side
there are things which are neasurable, but not
observable. So there is a distinction dependi ng on
which side we're referring to here

DR SCHRETLEN: | think my concern is that
for sonme characteristics of jobs like job conplexity
it isdifficult to --

DR GBSON: | don't think we can neasure
conpl exity either, Dave.

DR SCHRETLEN:  You know, but it's an
i mportant aspect of job demand. |In fact, it's
probably one of the single nost inportant
characteristics that distinguish anong jobs. So
that's what | was saying, | think that you can
probably neasure job conplexity indirectly by

looking at it's reflection in incunmbents; but it
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woul d be very difficult to say what it is about what

a -- a judge does or a physicist that -- that --
that characterizes its conplexity.

DR. G BSON. But what you're referring to
there really is nore, if you will, a statistica
conputation of conplexity based on -- estimte of
compl exity based on things we do observe, actua
behavi ors performed on the job, correct?

DR SCHRETLEN: Well, | think that -- |
nmean, the answer is at some |evel, absolutely, yes.
But I'mjust not sure that it's very feasible to
characterize job conplexity based on what is
observed.

DR. G BSON: Even things which are
out cones of work are observable, though. So if you
wanted to use the job of physicist for which, for
exanpl e, many of the tasks are cognitive in nature,
the outcomes are still observable, which would be an
i ndication of conplexity. | just do not want to
move of f saying that things can be neasured on the
job side that don't have to be observable. That

runs counter to all the literature on verifiability,
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and what we know about litigation and defensibility

and work anal ysi s.

DR WLSON: This is Mark Wlson. W --
in the report we actually discussed this issue at
sone length. And the discussion that we' re having
now, | think, is inportant in that it highlights the
i ssue of what is directly observed and measured
versus what one infers fromthat. Otentines -- and
it's what | was referring to earlier when | tal ked
about the DOT and sonme of the constructs that they
attenpted to neasure either directly in nost cases
or now we're tal king about indirectly or through
mul ti-item scal es

I think that there are a nunber of
different ways that we can get at some of these nore
conpl ex constructs that David is tal king about, |ike
complexity; but I think if the issue is -- and
think as we nmake clear in our report, defensibility
attenpts to directly measure highly conpl ex
constructs -- on the work side anyway -- would be
difficult and hard to defend. It doesn't mean that

we can't do studies that, you know, we try and
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capture expert judgnent of some of these things, see

whet her or not some of these larger inferential |eaps
can be validated scientifically. But it's nore
difficult, and | think the genesis of our discussion
here is referring to itens, not constructs.

So if we think of it fromthat standpoint,
the itens that we are going to use we're pretty
firmy in -- in the canp that they need to be
behavi oral and observabl e; and we have no probl em
with addi ng measurable as well. How we get to nore
abstract issues is a little nore conplicated in terns
of measurement; but | think anything that the Pane
feels, regardl ess of how conplex or abstract it is,
you know, we will certainly try and provide work side
i nformati on that could be used as a basis of making
t hose inferences.

DR BARRCS- BAI LEY: Ckay. Are there any
ot her comments or suggestions on the second category
of recomendati ons?

MR HARDY: This is Tom Hardy. | had just
a quick clarification | wanted to nake sure on

bul l et nunber one, referring to Table 2. Table 2 is
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suggested stinmulus areas, and the itenms in there may

and nost likely will change over tine, is that
correct?

DR WLSON. Say that again, Tom |'m not
sure --

MR HARDY: Table 2 that we're
referencing. The way I'mreading this it indicates
that items in Table 2 may or nay not remain or
change over tine as we go forward with data
coll ection and anal ysi s.

DR WLSON. Right. This -- Table 2 is a
consol i dati on of existing and enpirical taxononies.
So as the report indicates, it is sinply a starting
point. It's a place to provide stimulus for item
witing. Once we get into sone of the other areas
and actually collect information and do factor
analytic studies, | don't think we're going to
recover all the dinensions that are listed in Table
2.

I also think that, you know, if our
recomendat i ons regardi ng online comunities, one or

nore people out there might identify sone najor area
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that -- through the -- the enpirical literature has

m ssed. As unlikely as that may be, | think that
woul d be anot her source for additional information

So yeah, | definitely think it's an iterative

process, and the actual nunber of dinensions that are

used in any sort of an operational systemthat is

devel oped will be smaller than what's listed in Table

2.

MR HARDY: (Ckay. Thank you

DR WLSON: O her considerations,
questions about the second area, O S Design and
Devel opment? All right. Hearing none, we will go
to OS Data Collection and Anal ysis; and here we
have ei ght recomendations. This is, obviously, an
area where we thought a nunber of reconmendations
coul d be nade.

The first one is recomendation that SSA
shoul d conduct a pilot study involving the nost
frequently seen jobs of claimnts and the nost
frequently recommended jobs for those with residua
functional capacity. The idea is to take the itens

generated fromthe previous section and do a pil ot
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study to capture 95 percent of the work out there

that's nost commonly seen by Social Security
Admi ni strati on.

Toward that end, a second recommendati on
we are aware that there are | arge groups of experts
out there who already provide vocational infornmation
to Social Security. There are also other kinds of
experts out there who are very know edgeable in work
anal ysis. SSA has a large systemto tap in to that
we think that they should use to devel op job anal ysts
for the purposes of filling out these ten work
anal ysis surveys as they're created for a pilot
sanpl e of jobs.

Once that pilot study is conpleted, a third
recommendation identifies the three eval uation
criteria that we think are nost inportant utility,
reliability, validity, and make suggestions for how
you mi ght operationalize each one of those.

The fourth recommendation is that SSA
should pilot a -- this is simlar -- stated slightly
differently than sone of Sylvia's reconmendati ons;

but the pilot data on the Qccupational |nformationa
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system si de should be used to prototype reports and

comput eri zed systens and conpare that, you know, in a
usability sense through existing systens.

The fifth recommendation, another web based
conmunity, and this one is nore purely scientifically
focused. The idea is as occupational information is
generated, it should be shared with the | arger
scientific comunity so that they can conduct their
own research, conduct their own eval uations, things
of that sort.

The sixth recomrendation is use of the
pilot study to -- and this gets back to one of Tom s
questions -- the pilot study data will be a
significant source of information for refining the
t axonony using various psychonomic principles to
eval uate itens, things of that sort.

The seventh recommendation is focused on
the i ssue of having to expand the Cccupati ona
Informati on Systemto include all work, and we make a
suggesti on of how one m ght go about doing that by
starting with the 12,000 plus titles that were listed

in the DOT, having an online community, suggest
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addi tions and subtractions as a means of identifying

the nmost likely sanpled job titles out there. This
is adifficult task that no one really knows the
answer too.

I don't think there is necessarily going to
be a concl usi ve net hodol ogy or procedure to identify
all known jobs in the U S. econony, but we think this
is a good place to start; and we think this is a good
use of online communities to nmake suggestions as the
list of all jobs gets created.

Then, finally, our |ast and eighth
recomendation in this area is the -- once a |arger
dat abase of all jobs has been generated -- this is
the second part of our nmajor area of concern in terns
of taxonony and classification. The classification
aspect of it can be exam ned once we have a dat abase
that we think includes nost if not all work for
classification of jobs.

The idea is once we have a comon netric,
we can use that comon netric to deternmine job
simlarity and have a better idea of how jobs in the

work force can be classified. So that's the eight
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recomrendations with regard to data collection and

anal ysis. Any conments, questions or concerns?

DR SCHRETLEN. Ckay. This is David
Schretl en.

I just want to say | really appreciate
recomrendati on nunber seven, that SSA shoul d devel op
a plan to sanple work fromall jobs in the econony.

I think that's a really smart
recomendation rather than trying -- as | understand
it, the difference -- what you are trying to
di stinguish is to conduct or to devel op an exhaustive
list, that you want to begin with a sanpling of jobs
rat her than an exhaustive list.

DR WLSON: Well, I think for a nunber of
reasons. One, because -- as we pointed out, you
know, any tine you nmake changes in systens there are
going to be concerns. People are going to have
worries that need to be addressed. So | think
starting out with a pilot study, using that as the
basis of prototyping, things of that sort, will
all ow us to do a nunber of things.

People will be able to directly conpare
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i nformati on between ol d and new systens. And the

inmportant thing here -- | want to make this
absolutely clear to everyone is that we could do a
pilot study. W could develop an instrunent,
prototype in a relatively rapid fashion

I nean, | think there is absolutely no
reason that this pilot study reconmrendati on woul d
need to be sonmething that would take a long time. |
think a lot of the concern -- as part of our taxonony
subcomm ttee work, we have spent a lot of tinme doing
fact finding and talking to various end users and
things of that sort; and dependi ng on who they are,
they have a number of concerns relevant to change.

And | think getting this information up,
coll ected, showi ng themwhat we are and aren't doing
relatively quickly will have a lot of positive
benefits. So it's an area where | hope we --
assuni ng these recomendati ons are accepted, that
it's an area that | think we can do relatively
quickly. | think we can begin. 1It's one thing to
tal k about these things in the abstract. There is

nothing quite like having prototypes, and say, you
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know, what do you think of this? O conpare this

type of information to this.

I get sone of that in a verbal sense with
sone of the end users, asking them questions |ike
well, what if you had this. GCenerally, the reactions
are positive; but it's all pretty abstract
information at this point.

DR. SCHRETLEN. Well, | appreciate that
the recomendation is that SSA develop a plan to
sanmpl e work, not that you are prescribing a certain
pl an. However, in that -- in connection with that
it occurred to ne, | wonder if it would be feasible
to work with the Bureau of Labor Statistics and
conduct some nonthly current popul ati on survey.

You know, they survey 60,000 househol ds
every nonth to get the unenploynent rate statistics
| wonder if it might be possible to have a question
or two added to the survey about a person who is
enpl oyed -- you know, their occupation, and thereby
get areally representative sanple of occupations.

DR. WLSON. The problemwith a | ot of

the -- and | don't know specifically about this one,
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David. The problemwi th a | ot of Departnent of

Labor data is that it's at a much nore abstract
| evel of analysis in ternms of it oftentinmes is
aggregated to such a level that it's difficult to
pull out information at the | evel at which people
actual ly do work

The one thing that | didn't mention earlier
is a potential neans to, perhaps, at |east have
access to that information is that one of the things
that we nade sure that we did is take the highest
| evel of Standard COccupational Cassification, SCC
whi ch Departnment of Labor uses, and integrate that
into our Table 2 list of work dimensions. So we
shoul d be able to recover the way they organi ze work;
and again, |'mnot familiar with -- it's definitely
sonet hing we need to | ook at.

But in the past ny -- when | ooking at the
Depart ment of Labor databases, one of the issues is
that they oftentimes have words described at such a
hi gh | evel of aggregation that it's not particularly
useful in figuring out what an individual actually

does.
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DR SCHRETLEN: That's why | was saying

maybe they could add a question or two, because they
probably capture information in an O*Net kind of
system but it mght be possible to work with
someone in | abor and say, gee, in one of these

mont hl'y surveys could we add a coupl e of questions
to try and capture nore specific -- you know, nore
honbgenous occupational titles.

DR WLSON:. Well, the issue would be is
what woul d those questions be if there were only a
few? One of the issues, which we pointed out in our
report, is that -- what nost people refer to as a
job title is actually not particularly useful in
figuring out what sonmeone does. It can oftentines
be misleading. So we might be able to ask them
t hat .

My view of Department of Labor data is that
it mght be more helpful in terns of the issue of
nunbers of jobs where aggregation mght still be an
i ssue; but we -- once we have our own occupati ona
informati on systemthat has the kind of data we need

for disability determination, then we may be able to
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first roll that out to | ook at enploynent trends from

DOL data; but then work with DOL to sort of bear it
out what -- which | think they have. | can't imagine
that when they generate these nunbers for

occupational trends that that isn't done with

enpl oyers at the actual job title level. And so
that's where |"'moptimstic that DOLs mi ght be able
to hel p as opposed to on the sort of front end,
descriptive end.

DR. SCHRETLEN: Ckay.

M5. KARMAN. This is Sylvia. Actually,
our subconmittee did discuss the prospect of working
with the Bureau of Labor Statistics and even the
Census Bureau to -- you know, on just that issue,

Davi d.

You know, of course, our discussion of that
in our report is very general, because we're not yet
sure what those questions might be. But | think it's
certainly sonmething that if we can identify the type
of information that we might be able to get, given
the audi ence that the Bureau of Labor and Statistics

or Census Bureau, you know, surveys; and the type of
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information that they' re getting in the first place.

You know, could we, perhaps, have a question or two
that get at work activities maybe, or sonething that
m ght help us even if it's not aggregated then at the
SCC | evel ?

I's there sonmething that we should be
considering in, you know, expanding on a bit in
our -- not in our reconmendations there, but in terns
of how we describe that?

DR. SCHRETLEN: Not from ny perspective
I like the recommendati on that you are going to

develop -- that SSA develop a plan to sanple work

fromall jobs in the econony; but it's funny that,
you know, the -- what we're -- the conmittee is
going to -- the subcomittee is going to recomend

usi ng the DOT, which is what we were replacing.

And |'mjust wondering if there mght be --
whil e the DOT probably has lots and | ots of
i ndi vi dual occupations that are, you know, valid --
occupational titles that are just as valid today as
they were in 1939 or '70, or whatever, that | amjust

al so wondering if there night be some empirical way
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of getting -- of trying to identify a honbgenous --

you know, occupational titles that are not
representative in DOT. You know, it rmay be going to
vocational experts is the best way to do it, and so
forth. | was alnost -- kind of alnost thinking out

| oud.

MR. HARDY: This is Tom Hardy. Can |
i nterject sonething here?

I consider this a foundational topic that
we' re tal king about right now, these two
recomrendat i ons; because it really seens to ne that
we' re now nmoving into aggregation and cl assification
which will be part of the next step, but it's here
that we need to be tal king about kind of some cut
offs, and at least start to ponder the decision
maki ng that we're going to do here.

What we're going to be doing is not only
| ooki ng at occupations that we know of, but we're
| ooki ng for occupations we don't know. So we've
al ways tal ked about energi ng occupations, and the
phrase | like is extinguishing occupations,

occupations that are disappearing. And if we're
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using a conputer system We're going to have to

establish some sort of anchor or cut off for
definitions of occupation, which, as sonme of you
know, it is sonmething | have been tal ki ng about for
years, and years, and years. And it seens to nme this
recomendation gets to that. And | would like to
hear a little bit nore, either now or |ater
conversation of how we are finally going to cone down
to setting those -- those end points, because it's
the foundation of information gathering.

DR WLSON: Well, this is Mark Wlson. |
think one of the issues, which goes back to our
recomrendati on to have Social Security develop a
unit that is focused on the kinds of issues and
topics that we're tal king about in general there is
not good research. Once we begin pilot testing the
work that we're doing Social Security will know nore
about a lot -- there is no one out there studying
all work. There is no one out there who is trying
to estinmate how nmany jobs exist at the |level at
whi ch people actually do them

The last attenpt at that was the Dictionary
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of Cccupational Titles, which had a nunber of

scientific issues. So since that was the |ast,
that's where we start, but as has been pointed out,
it's by no neans necessarily the only place we could
start, and hence the online web conmunity has --
have spoke to a | ot of occupational therapist and
vocati onal experts who know a | ot about what's going
on in the econony, and what -- you know, there nmnight
be some technical issues here. | think posting these
ki nd of conmunities where, again, it wouldn't be the
only source. It would be the internal unit's
responsibility to determ ne accuracy and validate a
lot of this; but there is no good methodol ogy for
identifying exactly how many job titles there are out
there, and how rmany people hold them because the
Departnment of Labor just sinply hasn't done anyt hing
at this level for over 20 years

MR HARDY: | guess this is Tomagain. |
sit back and see the DOT at one end of the spectrum
and the O*Net -- naybe not at the other end of the
spectrum but anot her point of evaluation. | just

am concerned that we tal king about data collection
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and anal yzing work activity and trying to start

getting representative information for occupations
wi t hout defining occupations. And | see the
conundrum and, you know, | hear exactly what you
are saying; but I"'mthrilled to see what you guys
are doing in this section of the recomendati ons;
but I amasking to see if -- devel oping further and
see if you are absolutely heading in the right
direction.

DR WLSON: Geat. Love to hear that
ki nd of stuff, Tom

O her comments on this section, which, you
know, it generates the nost coments, because it is
the one where we had the nost reconmendations here.
This really is kind of the meat of our attenpt to
create a systemto bring about a taxonony and
classification system Concerns? Questions?

Okay. Then hearing none, | will go on to
the last three reconmendati ons under O S Mai nt enance,
which also is relevant to some of the discussions we
have had. One of the problens is we are trying to

hit a nmoving target here. Wrk doesn't hold still.
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If you think the census is difficult and trying to

figure out how many people there are, figuring out
what they're doing at work is an order of magnitude
nore conplicated in terns of trying to get some sort
of cross sectional description at any one tinme that's
100 percent accurate. But we recognize that the work
worl d is changing, so we made three reconmendati ons
with regard to maintenance.

The first one, which has been tal ked about
a lot is another web-based comunity that woul d
comment on the quality and accuracy of itens and
informati on over time and make suggesti ons where they
think information is no | onger accurate or needed,
because | can't remenber the term Tom used, but I
like it for jobs that don't exist in any nunbers
anynore.

The second recomendation in this area is
that -- and another way to get at the issue and
concern that Tomraised is that we should randomy
sel ect jobs for audits froman operational standpoint
interms of determining are they still valid. Are

they still useful, things of that sort, so that they
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remain up to date.

Anot her issue that we have in this
recomendati on, which, | think, at l|east tangentially
gets at Tomi s concern, is the idea of identification
of an expiration date. |Is this going to be the sane
for all kinds of work? No, probably not. But no one
has longitudinally and systematically studied work
for a very long time. So we don't know how rapidly
work is changing. W certainly have no data. W
have a | ot of experts opinions, and, you know, work
is changing at rapid rates in sone areas; but we
don't have any data to prove that.

Qur third and final recomrendation is that
the occupational information system be reviewed from
time to time to keep it up to date and renove itens
as work changes. And that concludes all the
recommendat i ons.

Any comments or concerns with regard to
Mai nt enance?

DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: Mark, this is Mary.

I "' m goi ng through the recomendations, and | know

that in the draft of the report you nmake a

S R C REPORTERS
(301) 645- 2677



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

57
recommendation for classification. | sonehow seem

to miss that reconmendation in this set.

DR WLSON: That woul d be recommendati on
nunber ei ght.

DR. BARROCS- BAI LEY:  Ckay.

DR WLSON: In OS Data Col |l ection and
Anal ysi s.

DR. BARROS- BAI LEY: Ckay. So you talk
about comon netric, but in terns of your report,
you are tal king about it on the very broad scal e
being SOC tied within --

DR. WLSON: I'msorry, Mary the line --
there was sonme interference in the line. | didn't
get to hear your question.

DR. BARRCS-BAILEY: Wthin the report --
not articulated within this particul ar
recomendati on, but within the report, you nake
recommendations in terms of the classification being
broadly linked up to the SOC.

DR WLSON. | said that, right. One of
the things that we did was provide the 23 | evel SCC

categori zation. W integrated that into Table 2.
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So we should be able to make sone efforts to

crosswal k back to the SOC. | don't really know
enough about Bureau of Labor Statistics and how
Departnment of Labor is generating sone of these
experts. W lost a nenber of our Panel who knew a

| ot about that just as we were beginning to get into
our exercise. | certainly think it's an area that
needs to be explored in terns of greater
classification. | think the issue is classification
for what. And | think that Bureau of Labor
Statistics and Departnment of Labor are classifying
work froma very different standpoint, for a very
different need than what SSA is doing. They al nost
seemto be going in opposite directions in terns of
what their interests are.

So it needs to be investigated, but | am
not optimstic that this is an area where we can rely
a lot on DOL efforts. | think it's another area
where the needs are unique and SSA is going to have
to take on this activity on -- once we have what we
consider to be a fairly heavily sanpl e descriptor of

nost work in the U S. econony on a common netric, we

S R C REPORTERS
(301) 645- 2677



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

59
will be able to identify job classification scheme

with far nmore precision and nuch better accuracy than
anything that currently exist.

DR. BARRGCS- BAI LEY: Thank you, Mark.

MR HARDY: This is Tom | had one nore
guestion for you, Mark.

DR WLSON: Sure.

MR. HARDY: Excuse nme. Like | said, I'm
real |y encouraged about what you are doing. Wen
you are looking at this, is your thought in the
future -- | amnot tal king about this recommendation
per se; but in the future will we be clustering work
activities, do you think, to get us to sone sort of
way of defining discrete occupations?

DR WLSON: This data would certainly --
you know, what we're getting into are sone fairly
technical issues. W would certainly be using some
sort of profile analysis to | ook at various
descriptors for various job to see, you know, what's
simlar and what's different.

I nmean, if you look at the issue of job

classification, SSA actually has soneone who -- sone
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of their very early work is -- was on this very

i ssue. Sort of technical details and how you go
about doing job classification. So they certainly
have sone hi gh powered expertise in this area.
hesitate to get into a lot of the details.

The other thing | think | heard you say
Tom which | think is slightly different, is out of
t he behavi oral, neasurable, observable itenms that are
actually collected, comng to sone sort of conposite
or scale scores that might be referred to as higher
order. The fanpus ones being data peopl e things.

You know, |I'm sure that one of the things
that we will find when we factor analyze this
instrument, assuming we go down this road, is that
the second order analysis is likely to return a data
people thing, sort of structure. So if you want to
get at this issue of complexity, jobs that have high
data people things factor scores are likely to be
nmor e conpl ex.

So we will definitely be able to do that
kind of stuff as well. So one is on conparing one

profile and descriptors for one type of work to
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another; that's the classification. Then within the

descriptors thensel ves, |ooking for scaled and
composites and things of that sort, gets at, | think
the other part of our question

MR HARDY: Right. W're getting there.
| just wanted to check and kind of get a feel of
where you are heading, and | appreciate it; thank
you.

MS. SHOR: Mark, this is Nancy Shor. Can
you hel p ne understand if there is anything in your
work on your subcomrittee that ties into the |ega
requi renent of establishing that an ultimate job --
or ultimate jobs exist in significant nunbers in the
nati onal econony?

DR, WLSON. That, we didn't really --
it's an inportant question. W think that by sone
of the methods and sanpling procedures we m ght be
abl e to provide sone insight on that. But again, as
| said earlier, when we were tal king about sone of
the other problens | think it's here. | think this
is the issue where the Departnent of Labor is going

to have to sonehow help us step up and provide this
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information. | think this is the one area, given

what they do with the SOC and things of that sort.
It is just sonething they still seemto be doing for
their own purposes is identifying what work exi st
and what nunbers, and things of that sort.

So | think it's there once we have
est abl i shed what our descriptors are and how t hey
relate back to the classification schene that
Depart nent of Labor uses.

| probably shouldn't say this in public,
but I'mgoing to go ahead and say it, is | think at
some point our work taxonony is something the
Depart ment of Labor ought to consider. |t goes back
to a point that David was making earlier in terns of
suggesting sonme itenms for them | very quickly wll
know nore about work and the underlying
di nensionality than anyone else in the federa
governnent, certainly at the |level of what people
actual ly do

And so |'m hopeful that over tine the work
that we're suggesting woul d maybe i nform sonme of the

occupational classification schenes that they use to
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go out and do their census. |In the nmeantine, | think

it's going to have to be |ooking at their rather
aggregated bl ocks of data and trying to figure out
met hods of disaggregating them And again, this is
kind of nmore in the | abor of top economics. It's
outside ny area of expertise, but that was sort of
what | saw that |inkage to be. 1 don't knowif |
answered your question or not, Nancy.

M5. SHOR: Well, | think it's an issue
that ultimately can't be dodged. And that the --
the description of jobs without an ability to
identify how many of those jobs exist is really
going to be problematic.

DR. WLSON: Yeah, it's a good point.
It's kind of a circular issue, because until you
have an accurate description, if you go out asking
peopl e about job titles, as we have rai sed a nunber
of times, that could be very misleading, especially
with some kinds of work. And so | think part of the
effort of this unit is going to have to be around
devel opi ng net hodol ogies that are scientifically

defensible to enunerate work at the | evel at which
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it actually exists. It would be inmpossible to do

that without a good common netrics.

So we think we're laying the foundation
there. But given our area of expertise, we didn't
want to get too direct about sonething that we felt
was not one of our core conpetencies.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: This is Mary. | just
want to remnd the Panel that when Ji m Wods was on
the Panel he did nmention during that April neeting
that NAICS night be an opportunity to | ook at that.
So there might be a variety of ways we mght cone at
a particular issue when we need to address it.

W have been on the line now for about a
hour and 25 minutes. W still have three reports to
go through. W had indicated that we woul d be on
until about 2:00 o' clock, but the Panel knows that we
m ght need to go beyond 2: 00 o' clock eastern tine.

I"mgoing to ask for any final thoughts or
concerns regardi ng the Work Taxonony C assification
Subcommittee, and ask people to nmaybe keep their --
the questions and answers short so we could go on to

the other subconmittees. So | will ask that question
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first. Are there any thoughts, concerns, questions

for Mark?

Okay. Because we will probably be going
beyond 2: 00 o' cl ock, does the Panel want to take
about a five minute break now and then conme back, or
shoul d we proceed on to the next subconmittee? Any
t hought s?

M5. RUTTLEDCE: |I'mfine with just going.
This is Lynnae.

DR. G BSON: Let's proceed.

DR BARRCS-BAILEY: Ckay. |'mgoing to
ask if Deborah Lechner is on.

M5. LECHNER: Yes, | am Mary.

DR. BARROS- BAI LEY: Ckay. Then | know,
Deborah, that you are dealing with a tineline today.
So Tom if you don't mne |I'mgoing to ask Deborah
to submit her Physical Denands Subcommittee report,
and then we will get to yours.

MR. HARDY: Ch, absolutely. 1 was going
to go off just in case. So that's great.

DR BARRGCS- BAI LEY: Thank you, Tom

Deborah is the Chair to the Physical

S R C REPORTERS
(301) 645- 2677



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

66
Demands Subconmittee. |If you will start maybe by

i ntroduci ng your subcomm ttee nmenbers.

M5. LECHNER: Yes. Thank you, Mry. |
appreci ate everyone being flexible on the schedul e
today to help nme out. The Panel nmenbers who were on
our Physical Demands Subconmittee are Dr. Mary
Barros-Bail ey, Dr. Gunnar Andersson, and Sylvia
Karman, who al so serves as the Project Director from
Soci al Security Administration.

And just to give a little recap, the
subcommi ttee has net twi ce face-to-face during pane
meetings; twice on a tel econference neeting, and then
we have considered input frompresentations that were
given at the Panel neeting. W' ve considered the
witten input from AOTA, ATA, and | ARP. W reviewed
13 Social Security Administration papers, and about
50 external references. Sone of the panel nenbers
have attended DDS and ODAR heari ngs.

And then the issues that were considered
forenpst in our deliberations were the application of
physi cal demands taxonony within Social Security's

five step process. W certainly considered the
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deficits or the changes we felt were needed in our

current DOT, SCO classificational content nodel. W
considered the effects of changes on our nedical and
rehab communities who al so use the classification
system and considered the input from user groups.
And so | will move on to a list of our
reconmendat i ons.

First of all, in the manual materials
handl i ng strength categories, | think the unani nous
i nput that we received from al nost everyone was that
we needed nore categories, and categories that were
not as broad; and that a systemthat increased the
categories by small weight increnents night provide a
solution. And that we -- we deliberated on severa
speci fic recormendati ons, but then we decided that we
woul d be better off to wait and just have the data
coll ection begin, analyze that, and make sone future
recomrendat i ons about a scale that m ght be nore
applicable or better -- nore -- better utilized than
our current scale.

Wthin the specific postures and positions,

nmobility and novenents and psychonotor issues, we
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were recomrendi ng that SSA devel op a systemthat

di stinguishes two types of lifting, above and bel ow
wai st. Primarily because both of those different
types of lifting require entirely -- or enphasizes
entirely different nuscle groups that are inportant
depending on the applicant's or the clainmant's
specific disability.

We al so recommended that reaching be
subcategorized in three different heights; above
shoul der, shoul der to waist, and below waist. In
addition, that the reaching requirenent should be
designated as either one handed or two handed.

W al so reconmend the addition of
keyboardi ng and use of the nouse "slash" touchpad
function, just because the use of conputer
keyboards -- conputer keyboards and nobuse or nice --
| guess however you want to say it -- but that
utilization is so prevalent. And even in industries
that were not formally considered an office
environnment that we just think that that's inportant
to separate that out in terns of hand function

We also felt that we needed updat ed
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descriptions to address gripping and forcefu

pi nchi ng.

W al so recommend that docunenting
unilateral and bilateral requirenments of occupations.

W recommend the addition of descriptors
for trunk or body rotation and twi sting; and we
recomrend the same sorts of descriptors for neck
rotation, tw sting and bendi ng.

We recommend the addition of descriptors
for forward bending froma sitting position.

We recomend increased specificity for
cl i mbi ng.

W need an addition of a category of
runni ng as a physical requirenent.

We recommend t he expansi on of categories
for bal ance.

We recommend a separate classification for
sitting, standing, and wal king. And when we say
"separate,” we mean separate fromthe overal
mat eri al s handling or strength classification

Currently, the strength classifications of

sedentary, light, medium and heavy al so include the
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requirenents for sitting, standing and wal ki ng; and

we feel that those should be separated out into two
different classification systens.

We recommend the addition of jobs for which
a sit/stand option is possible; and we also recomrend
not ati on of occupations that all ow the use of
assi stive devi ces.

We recommend addi ng docunentation for the
operation of foot controls, and whether one or
two feet are required.

We recommend additional descriptors for
repetitive twisting of the wist and forearm and
addi tion of descriptors for handwiting.

DR. BARRGCS- BAI LEY: Ckay. Deb, 1'm going
to ask you to stop right there and see if anybody
has any questions or concerns or comments? Ckay.

M5. LECHNER: You want nme to continue,
Mary?

DR BARRGCS- BAI LEY: Yeah, that woul d be
great.

MS. LECHNER: Ckay. Wth the -- those are

basically the new or nodified descriptors that we're
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tal ki ng about.

Then we al so nmade some reconmendati ons of
how t hese descriptors should be rated. So there was
a request for the addition of sone sort of rating
relative to repetition. W recomend a thorough
analysis of the literature on repetition, so that we
can cone to definitions for repetitive work that are
appropriate and substantiated in the literature.

And the duration. Several groups have
mentioned that a scale for duration is inportant.

Most of the folks that provided i nput and t he user
groups feel that the current categories of never,
occasional, frequent, and constant, having the day
divided into athirdis a bit too broad. So nost of
the user needs groups and individuals reconended or
requested sone sort of category at the |ower end of
the scale that was designated as a seldomor a rarely
category; and in addition to that, | ARP has requested
that our classification systeminclude somnething that
addressed those who have to work | onger than an ei ght
hour day.

Physi cal demands perforned in the | ength of
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the work day should be captured in the data gathering

process when the jobs are anal yzed; and then once the
data is analyzed, we could have nore specific or
devel op nore specific recommendations regardi ng how
we shoul d best address this issue of duration

In addition to having or to docunenting
just a total duration for the total work day, we al so
felt it was inportant to docunent how |l ong of a
continuous duration was required. For exanple, an
occupation could require that something be perforned
up to a third of the day, which would fall into the
definition of occasional; but then some occupations
mght require all of that one-third of the day be
performed continuously, where in other occupations
that one-third of the day woul d be interspersed
intermttently throughout the day; and there is quite
a bit of difference in the physical demand dependi ng
on whether it's continuous -- the whole one-third of
the day is continuous or whether it's divided up
intermttently. So we felt that sone indication of
continuous versus intermttent direction should be

provi ded.
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And t hen maxi mum conti nuous di stance for

the dynam c novenents |ike, carry, push, pull, walk,
run, clinmb, crawl, et cetera, the maxi mum conti nuous
di stance could be a really inportant occupationa
demand relative to -- because if a claimnt can only
wal k 50 continuous feet and the occupation requires
consi derably nore continuous wal king, then, there is
an obvi ous nismatch between what the claimant can do
and what the occupation requires, you know.

And so then there is this whole issue of
variation within an occupation. Because we -- if
these occupational categories are to be popul ated by
data that's collected on the various -- on a variety

of different jobs, one job in the same occupation

could theoretically fall into -- let's say if we're
still using the sedentary, |ight, nmedium heavy
category. One occupation -- one job within that
occupation could fall into the medium category,

whereas at another location it falls into the heavy,
depending on the size of the thing -- of the nmateria
bei ng handl ed.

So each job analysis we are proposing that
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on every job that's analyzed that the anal yst reports

what is the worse case scenario for that job, and
know we need to work on some other | anguage ot her
than, perhaps, worse case scenario. But let's say if
you are analyzing the job and above waist lifting
happens and there is a 20 pound above waist |ift, and
there is a 30-pound one, and there is a 50-pound one;
then for that individual job the 50-pound wei ght
woul d be required to performthat specific job.

Once that data is |ocked into an
occupati onal category we thought that instead of
trying to say, okay, let's classify the occupation
according to the worse case job that instead we woul d
try to capture in some way the nean requiremnment for
that occupation, or dependi ng on how detail ed our
dat abase is to know how many jobs w thin that
category are at the different levels of materials
handl i ng.

So the occupation itself, the occupationa
category woul d not necessarily be categorized
according to the worse case job, because you could

have an outlier in that category of job that was
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required at 50 pounds, and that's the only job out of

100 jobs in that category that really required that
much lifting. So | will pause again before | start
with Sensory and ask for questions.

DR SCHRETLEN: Deborah, this is David
Schretl en.

Let me make sure | understand what you are
suggesting for the -- in that |ast point, each
occupation will be studied by observing and nmeasuring
physi cal demands in nultiple representative jobs.

What you are suggesting is that if you study ten
specific jobs in an occupation that the maxi mum
weight lifted above the wai st mght vary across these
exanpl es of the occupation from20 to 50 pounds. And
what you are suggesting is that what is designhated as
the required strength for that job would be the
average of those nmaximum

MS. LECHNER: Yes. Possibly the maxi mum
or the average, or we also had some di scussions
about if there is know edge of what percent of the
jobs fall into a certain category so that if

80 percent of the jobs fell into the 30 pound
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category, then, that is what would be listed. There

woul d be sone sort of cut point. Does that make
sense?

DR SCHRETLEN: Yes, but either way you
are | ooking at the maxi mumrequirenment; and then you
are taking some -- you are either taking the average

of those maxima or some cut point within the

maxi num - -

MS. LECHNER:  Yes.

DR. SCHRETLEN:. -- that are represented.

Rat her than just saying what is the average
wei ght required on each of these ten -- what is the

average anount that people are required to lift on
each of these ten jobs.

MS. LECHNER: Right.

DR SCHRETLEN:. Because that's very
different. The average of the average, versus the
average of the maxi mum

M5. LECHNER: Yes. | amtalking about --
we' re tal king about doing the average of the
maxi mum Because in reality when people are

required to do the job, they are required to do the
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maxi mum anmount for that job.

DR SCHRETLEN. Right. Right.
certainly agree that it shoul d be higher than the
average of the maxi num because ot herw se you woul d
be elimnating -- | mean, you would be setting the
bar at an extrenely high |evel

M5. LECHNER:  Exactly.

DR. G BSON. This is Shanan. Can | please
just have classification on that as well.

My concern is that we stick to rating the
work on the job side as it exist and not asking
peopl e what is the worse case possible they night
i magi ne, because then that beconmes an extrene, which
is not necessarily the work as it exist. Does that
make sense?

MS. LECHNER Yes. No, that's not what
' m suggesting Shanan

I"mtal king about if we go and nmeasure a
job, and there are -- we neasure three different
above waist lifts, then, we have to report that job
requirenent as the heaviest of those three that we

have nmeasured. Does that make sense?
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DR G BSON. It does. That would be the

requirenent of the job, to lift up to 50 pounds?

M5. LECHNER: Right.

MR HARDY: This is Tom | just want to
make sure | amfollow ng along here real quick, Deb

Say you got a drill press operator who is
wor ki ng on sone really tiny thing and lifting is
listed as 10 pounds. Then you have got another dril
press operator who is working on sonething very |arge
and it's 50 pounds. In that case are we talking
about -- because you are tal ki ng about, perhaps,
maybe a different product or a different nmaterial
Whul d you see that as being a way of breaking those
down to two different occupations once you have
reached that great amount of variability and
difference in product and what's being utilized? O
woul d you keep those together and then go with what |
think | hear you saying?

M5. LECHNER: Yes, that's a question that
| would kind of bounce back to Mark's conmittee, you
know, when -- how nuch variability -- when we start

anal yzing jobs that are within an occupationa
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category, how nuch variability do we have to

di scover before we start breaking it down into two
separate occupati ons.

MR HARDY: Yes, that's exactly ny
concern

DR. WLSON:. This is Mark Wlson. A
couple of issues here. One, sure, if we could find
that there are -- you know, for lack of sone better
word, you know, heavy drill press operators versus
Iight ones and what seened to split those was the
enor nous anount of additional physical effort in one
area versus another that, you know, that would seem
to be sone logical place to split work apart. And
again, it goes back to what we don't know now. You
have to understand that right now there is no common
metric. There is no way to accurately conpare one
type of work to another in any kind of consistent
manner. So what we will be able to do will allow us
to get at that.

But on the physical side and on the
cognitive side, to ne, the bigger issue is what are

t he underlying taxonom c structures of physical and
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cognitive interpersonal attributes that will be

inferred fromwhat the work requires. You know, how
much and what | evel of precision is sonething that
SSA is going to have to deternmine when it cones to
setting specific job side descriptors. And so there
is really tw issues here. What do you ask about the
work that would allow us to infer physica

requi renents? And then the second one is, you know,
in what ways do you look at that and use it to
conbine into much nore accurate job descriptions of
what's actually taking place?

MR. GUNNAR: This is Qunnar.

I think that, generally speaking, we -- we
will find that there are a | arge number of
occupations in which the physical demands are quite
different. So if you work, for exanple, in retai
you may be in a job where you have to handl e nortar
rockets, and you may be in one where you handl e notor
rockets; but you are in the sane type of job. The
demands are different.

MS. LECHNER:  Yes.

MR. GUNNAR: The same applies to lots of
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categories. You know, there are carpenters who do a

|l ot of very heavy physical work; and there are
carpenters who basically do no heavy physical work.
They work inside and just nake boxes.

DR WLSON: | think it's an inportant --
this is Mark W1l son again.

It is an inportant point. Again, if we
have a common netric where we have a standard set of
descriptors, and we have information about what the
physi cal demands are, and if Social Security does, we
want to know not just -- you know, if you think about
it fromthe standpoint of the way the Departnent of
Labor does things where they like to not |ook at what
the physical demands are, but what industry you are
in. So they will talk about, you know, accountants;
and they will have 15 different accountants in their
dat abase based on what industry.

Sane thing with Gunnar's recommendati on of
our discussion about the types of retail enpl oyees.
If Social Security wants to, they can -- the
classification systemis up to themto design based

on what policy issues they have, and what they want
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to focus on, on both the physical side and on

cognitive, interpersonal side

MR GUNNAR  Right.

DR BARRCS-BAI LEY: |s there anynore
di scussi on on that one recomendation? Anynore
di scussion on this section?

Ckay. Deb, thank you. [If you would go on
with your report.

MS5. LECHNER: Ckay. 1'mgoing to go on to
the sensory. Basically, our recomendations there
were defining talking within the physical demands
context in terns of the quality of speech rather
than the receptive or expressive qualities that are
more part of the nental and cognitive issues. And
then consider nore discrete, appropriate, functiona
| evel s of measurenent for feeling, vision, and
hearing than are in the current DOI, SCO.  And
al t hough not frequently encountered as an inpairnent
consi deration, also including sone taste and snel |
sensory denmands due to their relevant and -- as
essential and core functions in a few occupations.

And then in the -- | will go on to the
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environmental, then we can pause and coment on

sensory and environnent al

In environnental we are | ooking to describe
environnmental conditions as they relate to heat,
cold, humidity, noisture, wetness noisture, dust,
chem cal funes, gases, snoke, nold or mildew, fibers
i ncludi ng asbestos, vibration and general conditions
of the workplace, such as hazardous environnent,
hei ghts, closed spaces, and so forth; aninmals, noise,
et cetera.

Def i ne appropri ate neasures for each
condition where possible. For exanple, on noises and
vi brations there would be details of the level and
time of exposure; or, at a mninmm include
descriptions of |evels of exposure, concentration or
severity, frequency, and any accommpdati ons t hat
m ght be available to address the effect of the
exposure, like personal protective equipnent.

Ckay. And that concl udes the
recomendati ons for the physical demands.

DR BARRCS-BAI LEY: Are there any coments

or concern or questions about the sensory or
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environmental sections of the report?

DR SCHRETLEN:. Yes. David Schretlen. |
guess one thing | wonder is sort of going back over
the entire report, Deb. There are all these
recommendations at the top -- at the beginning it
says, we recomend adding this or docunenting
i ncreasing specificity. Are all of those -- | nmean,
are those on top of existing physical, residua
functional capacity assessnents or job denmands that
are already inplicit in physical RFC assessnents?

In other words, are these reconmmendati ons
in addition to sonething that already exist?

MS. LECHNER: Yes, that's right. It's in
addition, David; that's a good point. It's in
addition to the current DOT "slash" SCO
Classification System

DR SCHRETLEN: Ckay. And is there any --
did you give any consideration to elimnating things
or reducing, you know what | nean, sinplifying.
Because | nean, it seens like this is significantly
increasing the conplexity of job characterization

MS. LECHNER R ght.
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DR. SCHRETLEN: Was there any effort to --

in a conpensatory way to sinplify anything?

M5. LECHNER: Well, we did not get any --
| can't think of any request from any user group or
within SSAinternally to eliminate anything.

DR. SCHRETLEN: Okay. | guess in a way
that doesn't surprise me. But in sonme ways | am
wondering if some of these are just so, so discrete
that we wind up sort of capturing very, very snal
per cent ages of variants.

Li ke, for instance, | can definitely
appreci ate the value of noting extreme environnenta
conditions, like extrene heat or cold or exposure or
hei ghts; but | am wondering like nmold and nil dew, and
fiber, and animals. Wat percentage of jobs, you
know, vary significantly in those di nensions in ways
that relate to inpairnents caused by di seases?

MR GUNNAR  This is Gunnar.

DR SCHRETLEN:. VWhat di sease -- what
common di sease nmakes you really intol erant of nold?

M5. KARMAN. This is Sylvia. Asthma

MR, GUNNAR: This is Qunnar. I think that
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because they are so rare, it's not a heavy

requi renent, because you are going to rarely have to
put it in as a descriptor.

DR SCHRETLEN:. Well --

MR GUNNAR: But if it does exist, | think
it is inportant, because there are certain people
who clearly cannot handle it.

DR. SCHRETLEN:. But aren't these things
that every job -- every single job would be
characterized in terns of?

MR GUNNAR:  Hopefully.

M5. LECHNER: | guess |'m not
under st andi ng, Dave, what you are asking.

DR. SCHRETLEN: | guess |'m wondering
whet her characterizing jobs in terns of the exposure
that a job incunbent has to animals it would be --
nmean, just adds a lot to the information burden of
characterizing jobs for a very, very, very small
fraction of jobs.

MR, GUNNAR: For those it could be quite
critical

MR. HARDY: This is Tom David, you are
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actual ly saying several things that I'msitting here

thinking. | have to say | think we need to expand
on some of these categories. W need to increase
the specificity with which we are doing sone of this
stuff. Conversely, Deb, do you have an idea of how
many things fromthe critical side -- how many
di screte things you would be tracking if you added
these new pieces to what is currently existing?

MS. LECHNER | have not counted the exact

nunber, Tonm but we can go back and do that.

MR HARDY: Okay. Well, | guess fromny
poi nt of view -- maybe I amnot quite follow ng
along with you, Dave -- but fromny point of view

amsitting back and go, we need to neasure at
certain levels. W need nore conplexity.
Qovi ously, you know, we can't keep neasuring on
nmeasurenments that came up a long tinme ago.
Conversely with every neasurenent that we are adding
in, we are adding data collection. W are adding
data tracking.

We are al so adding for the possibility of

maybe when we cone to the slice and dice part of al
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this dowmn the road for classification that we may end

up classifying in nore discrete ways and endi ng up
with a nmuch | arger nunber than 12,000 if we have to
start doing any slicing and dicing using all of these
pi eces of information. So | see a couple of down the
road inplications.

That's why | go back to Dave and say, yeah
| kind of hear what you are saying about maybe it's
good to add new pieces, but can we offset that in any
way so that we are not nmaking a very |arge conpl ex
systemthat's going to require a lot of data
collection? And conversely we're going to be
requiring physicians to rate.

Does that get where you were goi ng, Dave?

DR. SCHRETLEN:. Yes.

MR HARDY: Ckay.

DR WLSON: This is Mark Wlson. | think
that's an inportant discussion. |It's one reason
think, in ternms of how you go about generating itens
whet her you are tal king about work descriptor itens
or human side attributes. |If you start out froma

taxonony, you know, whatever the existing taxonony.
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And we were lucky in our case that there were

several enpirical articles out there. | think that
hel ps with the whole efficiency of neasurenent
ar gunent .

I think if you start out with end users and
start collecting laundry lists, it's going to get
pretty big, pretty fast. And a lot of tines what you
will findis that they're useful in a few cases -- or
they're highly related to other things in terns of an
intercorrelational sense. |f you know "X' about a
job, you will also know "Y" and "Z" exist. So it may
not necessarily be the case that we have to ask al
of these things, because they're so highly
intercorrel ated

I think it's one of the ideas of the -- one
of the ideas of the pilot study is that -- the
assunption we shoul d probably | ook at nore itens than
what would end up in any kind of an operational sense
preci sely because we want to deal with the kinds of
concern that Tomis tal king about. As you get nore
itens and generate nore specificity in certain areas,

you oversensitize your description to things that may
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not really matter for the purposes of disability

det erm nati on.

So |l don't think it's sonmething that we can
necessarily identify for sure what exactly the right
| evel of precision is, but | think the way to
proceed -- and that was kind of nmy question for
Deborah is linkage of all of this back to existing
taxononi es with human physical attributes night help
you identify, you know, are we oversanpling in sone
areas, and potentially undersanpling in others?

M5. KARMAN. This is Sylvia.

Mark, are you suggesting that -- because
['mthinking that this may -- well, this is what |
was thinking about is that if we -- the extent to
which we mght be identifying elenents that are
initially studied so that when we go out and do our
field testing of job analysis instruments, then, we
can take a l ook at the data when we get it back and
det erm ne how things are grouping, and sone things
are just going to cone off the list, because we see
that they're either correlated with other things; so

you know that if A exist, B exist; that sort of
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t hi ng.

DR. WLSON: Right. Exactly. \Which
think was David' s point was that -- and where you
get your data -- where your suggestions cone from

are inportant in the sense that if you just start
from previ ous taxononi es or your known existing
taxonony, that's likely to be nore efficient than if
you sinply go to end users and start off w th what
woul d you like to know about. They're going to base
that on, you know, unique experiences that they have
had where, you know, they wi sh they had asked as to
why. You might end up with a much larger list if
you are going to need to pair and organi ze around
some sort of systematic, hopefully enpirica

t axonom ¢ structure.

So unfortunately -- and | think David
before has said that, you know, in some areas on the
cognitive interpersonal side there is pretty good
factor analytic evidence for what the underlying
structures are and other cases, that there is not as
much. |1'mnot as sure on the physical side, but |

nmean, that's how | would go about this issue of
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whet her it's, you know, designhing a new RFC and what

all needs to be on there, and an MRFC or a new work
anal ysi s instrument.

The cl osest we have to theory to guide us
are enpirical taxonomes. And if we start fromthat
we're less likely to over -- to ask for too nuch,
overburden the systemw th the nunber of potentially
unnecessary itens.

M5. KARMAN:  So - -

M5. LECHNER: And that's -- just to let
the group know, that's sonething that the Physica
Demands Subconmittee has had multiple discussions
about just because, you know, we have struggled with
how nmuch detail is too nuch and how nuch is not
enough. So we certainly had those di scussions and
we share the group's concerns.

The chal | enge that | wonder about, and
let's say we decide that through our own enpirica
studies and -- are | ooking at sone of the other
enpirical databases that, well, we don't really --
you know, running only occurs in nmaybe a tenth of the

occupations, and so we're going to elimnate running
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fromthe physical demands |ist.

And then let's say there is a city
firefighter or a policenmen that has to run for their
jobs and they apply for Social Security disability.
Then -- and there is no data collected on the
requi renents of running for their occupation or any
occupation. So then -- and that's one of the key
things they can no |l onger do. So what does Socia
Security do in that instance?

O you know, another exanple m ght be,
have got asthma. | cannot work in environnments where
the mold count is over "X," and there is no data
collected on that in any of the jobs. So then what
do we do? What does Social Security Administration
do with those kinds of clains?

DR SCHRETLEN: This is David Schretlen
| think if you are going to error, it makes sense to
error on the side of being overly specific on the
front end, then pair it down through pilot studies,
and then, you know, other studies. | amjust
wondering if sonme of these are already going to be

characterized as demands of work environnments or
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jobs that are so rare that there are many, many

other jobs that don't involve those characteristics,
| i ke exposure to animals or ml dew.

MR GUNNAR. And therefore, it's not a big
deal .

DR SCHRETLEN: It's only a big deal if
you are going to characterize 2,500 jobs for the new
as; if you're going to go through and try to
determ ne for each and every job how nuch
environmental mldew there is.

MR GUNNAR:  You think that is very
difficult? 1 nean, | think you are running up the
wong tree. | think that figuring out whether or
not these things are part of the job is inportant,
because a | ot of people will not be able to do their
j obs under certain of those circunstances.

What | get today when | have a patient with
back pain and | send the patient to a functiona
capacity evaluation, it is nostly -- what's in the
occupational titles is very little of it. Wen
get -- if | ask for a job description it is npbst of

these things, alnmost all of them always. So people
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are connecting them They are just not part of the

occupational titles.

But if I want to know what -- if | have a
patient with back pain and | want to know what kind
of load that patient is going to have at work, it's
nmore inportant to me to know if he lifts fromthe
floor, than to know if he lifts 25 or 50 pounds.

DR. BARROS-BAI LEY: This is Mary. W are
just over 2:00 o'clock. | wanted to kind of wap up
the Physical Demands Subcommittee to nake sure that
there are no additional questions or concerns.

Ckay. |If there are none, thank you,
Deborah, for doing that.

Let's go ahead and take a five mnutes
break. Conme back in about five ninutes, and we will
go on with the other two subcommttee reports.

(Wher eupon, a recess was taken.)

DR. BARRCS-BAILEY: W're going to be
reassenbling here. |1'mgoing to ask our Designated
Federal O ficer to go through the |ist again and
make sure everybody is still on.

MS. TIDWELL-PETERS: Hi. GCkay. W have
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GQunnar Ander sson.

G bson.

DR.

5 B3 » B O

ANDERSSON:  Present.

TI DVEELL- PETERS: Mary Barros-Bail ey.
BARROS- BAI LEY:  Here.

TI DVEELL- PETERS: Robert Fraser.
FRASER: Here.

TI DWELL- PETERS: Shanan Gwnal t ney

DR G BSON: Present.

VB. TIDWELL- PETERS: Thomas Har dy.

MR HARDY: Present.

M5. TIDWELL- PETERS: Syl via Kar man.

M5. KARVAN:  Present.

V5. Tl DVELL- PETERS: Deborah Lechner.
M5. LECHNER: Present.

VB. TIDWELL- PETERS: Lynnae Ruttl edge.
M5. RUTTLEDGE: Present.

MS. Tl DWELL- PETERS: David Schretl en.
Okay. Dave is just a way for a second.
Nancy Shor.

M5. SHOR: |'m here.

MS. Tl DWELL- PETERS: Mark W/ son.
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DR. W LSON: Present.

V5. TIDWELL- PETERS: Ckay. So we're just
wai ting for David.

DR BARROCS- BAI LEY: | think because we
have a quorum |'mjust going to go ahead and
continue on with the subcomittee reports.

Tom Hardy is the Chair of the Transferable

Skills Analysis Subcommittee. And | would ask Tomi f

you could introduce your subcommittee nenbers and

proceed with your report, that would be great. Thank

you.
MR. HARDY: (kay. This is Tom Hardy
speaking. | amthe Chair of the TSA subcomittee.
Menbers of the subcommittee panel are Lynnae
Ruttl edge, Mary Barros-Bailey, Nancy Shor, Sylvia
Karman, and initially JimWods prior to his
resignation. Hopefully you got that, and we are
goi ng to go ahead.
I know that we're under tinme constraints,
and | refer everybody to the history of the panel
activity as found in the report; and | will try to

just nove right on into the neat of the
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reconmendat i ons.

I will give a caveat that the
recommendations are pretty brief. They run fromvery
general to specific. This norning | spoke with Mary
and Syl via about, perhaps, noving some suggested
areas of further research underneath these. [|'m not
going to do that for purposes of this conversation
since everybody does not have that. | wll refer you
to page 23 and 24 where there are sone suggested
areas, and you may see those noved in underneath
recomendations in the final product that cones out
at cl ose of business.

Transferabl e Subcommittee anal ysis. W,
the panel, recommend the following -- the first three
are general recomendations, which | think pretty
much echo and tie into other recomendati ons that
have al ready been presented.

W recommend that SSA devel op the
Qccupational Information Systemin such a way that
the inference necessary to apply the data is reduced
to the greatest extent possible.

W recommend that SSA develop the O S in
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such a way that the degree of overlap or redundancy

bet ween data el ements and rating of data el enents be
reduced to the greatest extent possible.

W recommend that SSA conduct validation
studies on the OS information that it collects
regarding the data el enents; and we recomend that it
be reported, first of all, whether the data that has
been captured or the data we intend to be captured,
and second, whether the data that's been captured
fulfill the needs described in this report. | wll
stop there.

Those are the | arge general ones, which
obviously, | think, refer back to being sure that we
are, you know, going in the right direction with
validity and all that stuff that we have discussed in
sone of the other subcommittees. Are there any
questions on those three recomendati ons?

DR BARRCS- BAI LEY: Was that a question?
| mssed that. Sonmebody spoke up, and | wasn't sure
who it was and if there was a question. This is
Mary.

kay. | guess not.
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Go ahead, Tom Thank you

MR. HARDY: Okay. Moving on to specifics.
For content nodel and data devel opnent purposes we
recomrend that SSA use work activities as an
observabl e and nmeasurabl e data el enent as a proxy
for skill.

We recommend that SSA validate and study
the work activity data it collects to deternine, one,
which of the work activities when conbined with other
requi renents of the occupation may rise to a |leve
appropriate to be called a skill. Two, what
continuum of skill level nmay be appropriate for SSA
application of these OS data in its disability
adj udi cati on process.

We recommend SSA devel op a nethod for
determning the conplexity |evel of the occupation
and the individual work activities.

We recommend SSA devel op a nethod to
identify the tine to proficiency for satisfactory
performance of an occupation.

We recommend SSA expl ore net hods for

devel oping a rating scale for the length of viability
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of the occupation based on its conmponent work

activities.

And finally, we recommend that SSA devel op
work context factors for the OS, such as industry,
work setting, tools, nachines, technol ogies, raw
mat eri al s, products, subject matter, processes, and
services related to the occupation.

And move for any questions on a specific
recomendation. It was our attenpt to respond to
recomrendati ons and findings that we delineate in the
report, especially regarding conplexity, proficiency,
viability of skills; and then the ranking of skills
whi ch were identified

DR FRASER Tom this is Bob Fraser

The tine to proficiency is kind of like the
specific vocational separation in the old DOT. In
the real world, you know, typically they say it's an
education criteria, "X' anpunt of education, or "X
nunber of years of experience to reach proficiency.
Are we going to |look at that two ways or --

MR, HARDY: The idea behind that is yes,

we woul d probably take the SVP ranking as it
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currently exist and break it down into snaller

component parts. There is nore specific
recommendations -- in fact, that is one of those
things | would be noving over fromthe back of ny
report. We have | ooked at conplexity as being
really a conbination of things, because, as you
say -- or as everybody has said, SVP really talks
about education; but we also have a conponent of
on-the-job training. W have conponents of
expertise and proficiency that are not necessarily
| ooked at right now.

We would like to break that down froma
single scale into maybe two or three other conponent
scales to give a little nore specificity and to
capture information that nay be present for one
occupation and not for another that are now | unped
together and makes it hard to adjudicate.

DR. FRASER G eat.

M5. KARMAN. Hi, this is Sylvia

Bob, | don't know whether this gets at your
question, but | will put this out there. The

question about SVP is that -- well, SVP is |ooking at
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the specific vocational preparation for a particul ar

occupation not like on the job, so not like the
educati onal background i ndi vi dual

DR FRASER. Well, it's always been kind
of confusing to nme, particularly at Social Security
hearings, because the SVP is -- was used as
somet hing great. It was confusing, because SGA
wasn't factored in.

M5. KARMAN:  Yes

DR FRASER  Say for accounting, you know,
| rmean, if you have a degree in accounting, you
know, a degree in accounting pretty nuch relates to
being able to proficiently work as an account ant;
maybe not. Maybe you need six nonths. Mybe it's
education plus six nmonths or sonething like that, or
a year to full proficiency. That has never been
really kind of taken into account.

M5. KARMAN: Right. This is Sylvia again,
yes.

One of things we have encountered i s when
you go back and you | ook at what was originally

defined in the RHAJ, or the Revi sed Handbook for
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Anal yzi ng Jobs, the CED or general education

devel opment el ement captured nore about education
and the SVP was a separate el enent. \Were today
we're trying to get at, you know, what are you --
what does the person need to be able to do to becone
proficient on the job? And that nay be in addition
to what ever educational requirenents they nmay have

Because you are right, I think it is used,
you know, in a blanket way to cover a nunber of
different things; and we're trying to deconstruct it
so that we can be nore accurate about what it is
we're actual ly measuring

DR. FRASER: It has presented kind of a
nightmare for a |l ot of VEs.

M5. KARMAN:  Right. Yes.

DR BARRCS- BAI LEY: Are there any other
conments, or recommendations, or thoughts?

Tom | had one. This norning when we spoke
and we | ooked at the list that you had in the back,
the question was, are any of those recomendati ons
that you have there for further study sonething that

is specific to this set of reconmendations at this
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point intine in terms of the content nodel or

classification? And so we had tal ked about are there
general concerns or inplications at sone point down
the |ine.

I know one of themwas -- and | don't have
that list in front of me -- but it was the whol e
concept that we tal ked about earlier in the
tel econference about the nunmber of jobs, and how do
you account for that and the occupation, that kind of
t hi ng.

So sonme seemto be just general thoughts or
i mplications or considerations; but | was wondering
off that list -- because we really do need to talk
about that and deliberate on that -- was there
anything that you suggested for specific studies
regarding the content nodel or the classification for
the set of recommendati ons where we are right now?

MR. HARDY: Yes. | went through and
reviewed them and | elininated some that appeared
to be overlap. And | tried to break them down to
four additional things I'"'mgoing to add in. | can

go over those right nowif you w sh
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DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: That woul d be great.

MR. HARDY: Under point -- | believe point
nunber five, that SSA validates any work activity
that it collects, and then assess work activities
when conbined with other itens to become a skill
Under that | put, one, SSA policy addresses degrees
of transferability which should be consi dered.

Consequently, what are the work activities
that when they conbine with other requirenents of an
occupation they rise to a level appropriate to be
called a skill that leads to a worker's capacity to
performwork activities of other occupations? That
is, what factors indicate that skills should be
transferable? Can transferability be predicted?
What is the error rate for that prediction?

And then nunber two under those, current
SSA policy states that work activities and
sem -skilled or skill levels provide the worker with
vocati onal advantages over workers with no work
history or with an unskilled | evel of work history.
What woul d be the work activities that woul d provide

the worker with vocational advantage? Could this be
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quantified along with any skill within or between

occupati ons?

That would fit under general heading of
trying to take work activity and nake it at the | eve
where we want to start calling it a skill. And these
are sone areas where we can begin, because they are
part of SSA policy.

DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: (Ckay. So it sounded
|ike you were reading fromyour draft report in the
back where that is kind of a list; and could you
identify -- because you went through those pretty
qui ckly -- what nunber that would be within that
list?

MR. HARDY: Yes; sure. |If you go to page
23, for those of you who have the report in front of
you. Those first two, bullet point one and bull et
point two, are the two that | pulled over and put
under nunber five of our recommendati ons.

DR BARRCS-BAILEY: So the first one was
degree of transferability. The second one was the
i ssue of vocational advantage, is that correct?

MR HARDY: That's correct. And the only
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other two that | thought of bringing over into the

actual recommendations were for nunmber six of the
recomrendat i ons, devel oping a nethod for deternining
conplexity level, both on the occupation and within
the occupation. As a starting point |I pulled over a
suggested review of CIP, O'Net 11 Point Educationa
Scal es, current tools and training scales, a scan
scal e, and other nmeasures to start to conforma
conpl exity system

And "B," additional research regarding
potential conplexity conponents in relation to
transferability issues. Specifically possible
wei ghting of neasures to result in overall ranking
for the occupation. And those will be found on page
23 as nunber -- nunmbers 4 and 5. The others were
either elimnated or truncated.

DR. BARROS- BAI LEY: Tom when you say

"tools and training," do you nean tools and
technol ogi es fromthe O Net?
MR, HARDY: \Which one are you referring

to?

DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: The first one that you
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nmentioned under six, which is nunber four from page

23.

MR HARDY: Ckay. | got it. Wat was
your question, Mary? |'msorry.

DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: | think you said

"tools and training," but | wondered if you neant
"tools and technol ogy" fromthe OfNet.

MR. HARDY: That could be. I'msorry. It
i nprecise here. The tools and training of O Net,
that wouldn't fit.

DR BARRCS- BAI LEY: So "tools and
technol ogy. "

MR, HARDY: Yes.

DR. BARROS- BAI LEY: Ckay. So maybe the
best way to address this, because these are four new
el enents that are from another part of your report
that are being brought up into the recomendati ons,
is can we go to nunber five and the two that you
have under there and see if we can get sone
di scussi on and deliberation about those two --
ei ther of those.

MR HARDY: | will repeat again for those
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who don't have it in front of them "A " and,

again, this cones under skills -- SSA addresses
degrees of transferability in their policy.
Therefore, there is a recommendati on that we need to
start doing research into how we take the work
activity and conbine it with other requirenents of
an occupation, so that we can find out when the work
activity rises to a level appropriate to be called a
skill.

And then under that, "B," SSA policy
addresses work as senmi-skilled or skilled levels to
provi de vocational advantage. How would we, again,
address work activities that provide the worker with
vocati onal advantage? These are two subsets of the
whol e skill conversation

Are there any questions on either of these
two?

DR BARRCS-BAILEY: | have a question. |
think earlier you had mentioned that work activity
was going to be used as a proxy of skill. So when
you are tal king about the first recommendati on under

five, you are not saying rise to the |evel of being
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called a skill, but sone sort of skill conplexity;

is that what |'munderstanding you to say?

MR HARDY: The way we | ooked at it was
that we're looking right now as work activities as a
proxy for skill or data collection. The easiest way
to start gathering information to informthe OS
Now, | know that there has been nuch di scussion as
to whether all work activities actually rise to the
| evel of a skill, and this kind of goes to that.
Can we say that work activity "A/" is, in fact, a
skill when it's conbined with other things, or naybe
we need to rate it under a continuumwhere it's a
work activity, but it's not necessarily a skill, but
we are |looking at transferability of skills. So
it's a work activity for proxy for skill for data
collection, but in application under skills, it may
not necessarily be so, or it may be so; but | think
we need to be sure about that.

M5. KARMAN. Hi, this is Sylvia

Tom | just want to be sure |I'm
understanding. So when you're referring to skill --

al so our listeners and ot her Panel nenbers can
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perhaps, track on this a bit if -- by skill you nean

what ever aspect of that work activity that hasn't
risen to a level of something that woul d provide an
i ndi vi dual vocational advantage.

MR HARDY: Um hum

M5. KARMAN:  So it has a conplexity |evel?

MR, HARDY: Um hum

M5. KARMAN: O sone sort of -- involve
sonme kind of technology or tools or sonething
that --

MR HARDY: |It's sonething nore than, yes.
" mgoing to use a bad exanple, but walking. You
know, there has been discussion that walking is a
skill. It's a learned activity. Wll, for data
col l ection purposes maybe yes; for transferability
of skills under the Act, |I'mnot sure. Walking when
conbined with other things may rise to a | evel of
skill, perhaps.

DR WLSON: This is Mark Wlson. | think
the i ssue goes back to sonet hing we have tal ked
about a fewtines, and that's the kind of higher

| evel of construct that night be derived from work
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descriptors. | think that's what Tomis talking

about; but in terns of what -- alnost all of the
items in the instrument are going to |load on at
| east one and potentially nore factors.

So the idea that there would be sonme subset
of itens that get elevated to sone new |l evel -- and
that's the point at which TSA becones avail able --
could get kind of conplex. | nean, my view would be
to the extent that a job profile is simlar to
another job profile, you know, with all the various
physi cal and cognitive side things that we have
tal ked about earlier, you know, then that would | ead
to an indication that work was simlar enough to be
transferabl e.

Now, in terms of -- | don't knowif we're
tal ki ng about a policy decision here or how simlar
things have to be that Tomwas tal ki ng about; but if
the issue is |linkage between person side and job side
activities, how that does is sort of validation study
of a linkage between cognitive and physica
i nterpersonal characteristics of people and work

demands. | very nuch amin favor of this.
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This is sonething that industrial

psychol ogi sts have tal ked about for a long tine.

More systematic valid |inkages between these two
areas, studies to examne these two things that are
very inmportant; but | don't think what Tomis saying
is that he is interested in particular factor
structures or things of that sort or saying, you
know, that you can only use factor "X' as opposed to
factor "Y." | think if | understand it he is just
sinply saying that, you know, this should be based on
sonme scientific nmeasure of job simlarity.

MR. HARDY: Yes, and that's part of it. |
think you have got it. Yeah.

M5. KARMAN:  So this is Sylvia again.

So what we're tal king about here is really
the recomendations that | think we have been hearing
froma nunmber of fol ks today that we go ahead and
devel op the instrunents, test them get the data
back, and then | ook at where is the |inkage between
work and person side -- am| hearing that correctly?
As opposed to then also Social Security mght be

informed by that and al so sone of our applied
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research with regard to policy developnent. Am|

characterizing that the way |I'm hearing from Tom and

from Mark. Hel | 0?

MR HARDY: |'m pondering your statenent,
Syl vi a.

DR WLSON: | don't think it's
necessary -- there could be studies of what various

types of work that are, you know, comonly
identified jobs where soneone coul d do person-side
studi es of the existence of various attributes of
prior work anal ysis.

So I'mnot as worried about sequencing.
The idea is to get good, solid, defensible
occupational analysis information, and then as people
do, you know, person-side studies of various kinds of
work. |f we have enough of those that we can, you
know, in a policy capturing sense try and figure out
if there is a relationship between that and what the
occupational data tells us.

DR BARRGCS- BAI LEY: Ckay.

DR WLSON:. | definitely think that

the -- one of the key events for any of that to take
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pl ace, what Tomis talking about, is to get a common

metric OSin place, at least in a policy form that
we can then play around with and address the kind of
i ssues, you know, that Tom and others have raised
about what rises to the |evel of being transferable
and what doesn't and things of that sort.

MR HARDY: Because | do believe in the
final analysis there is going to be a difference. |
think for us to be defensible and also stay within
the confines of SSA' s requirenent, we have to be
sure that what we are saying is a transferable skil
is, in fact, that. And not a generalized skill, or
a generalized work activity per se, but it's a
skill.

That's sonet hing that as we gather
information for work activity we can anal yze and
maybe at that point when we start applying a
complexity level to it break those down and identify
what is a transferable skill versus something that's
present at all jobs. That may not be a skill per se.

M5. KARMAN. Hi, this is Sylvia again.

I think | just want to interject this one
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thing about -- transferable skills analysis is a work

si de assessnent of the work activities regardl ess.
don't want to get it into whether things rise to the
| evel of skill. That sort of thing |I'mnot debating
that. That is sonething that needs to be | ooked at
from Soci al Security's point of view.

But | was hearing Mark early on tal k about
maki ng the |inkage between the work side and the
person side. | just wanted to be clear about the
fact that the TSA aspects are work side. So that's
one thing. There was another point | was going to
make, but it flooded my head, sorry.

DR BARRCS- BAI LEY: Because we're running
out of tine, very quickly I want to see if under
recommendati on nunber five, the two areas that have
been discussed in terns of areas we intend to study,
if there are any additional questions,
recomrendati ons, coments? O if that gives you
some ideas, sone guidance, Tom in terns of the
di scussion, there nmay be ways to articulate that.
Where there m ght be sonme understandi ng nore of what

is neant by that reconmendation -- or at |east the
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first one.

MR HARDY: | wll take it under
advi senent .

DR BARRCS-BAI LEY: Anything else in terns
of second reconmmrendation, the vocational advantage,
or was that pretty nuch covered, does everybody
feel ? Okay.

So then on to number six, you had two
areas, again, of study there from page 23, being
nunber four and nunber five in terns of conplexity
| evel, in ternms of weighing of nmeasures. Mark night
have covered sone of that in terms of his discussion
in the earlier part, but |I just wanted to see if
there is any thoughts, or discussion, or coments
within those two reconmendati ons?

kay. Silence tells ne no.

So overall -- | will openit up to the
overall recomendations in terns of transferability
of skill, if there are any thoughts or conments?

Ckay. Thank you, Tom

MR, HARDY: Thank you

DR. BARRCS-BAILEY: W're noving on to the
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fifth subconmttee, the Mental Cognitive

Subcommittee. Dr. David Schretlen, if you wll

start off by indicating who was on your

subcommittee, and then go into your recomendati ons.
DR SCHRETLEN:. Ckay. Thank you. The

ot her subcommittee menbers are Bob Fraser and Sylvia

Karman; and we basically have five reconmendati ons.
The first is that the underlying conceptua

nodel of psychological abilities that are required to

do work as reflected by the current MRFC assessnent

shoul d be revised. And we are recomendi ng that the

revi sion should aimto address shortcom ngs in the

current conceptual nodel; be based on scientific

evi dence wherever possible; lead logically to the

el ements that can be reliably assessed and

enpirically tested for their predictive validity; and

finally, that the revision retain elenents of the

current MRFC assessment that are consistent with

scientific evidence and reliably measurabl e, and

valid predictors of the ability to work. In other

words, where possible to retain the existing system

that is working for the sake of continuity.
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So that's the first recommendati on. Two

sort of subconponents under that recomendation are
that the revised MRFC assessnment shoul d specifically
redress the followi ng shortcom ngs; the
underrepresentati on of neurocognitive abilities.
Lots of people gave us input. There is a |ot of

evi dence that neurocognitive abilities are inportant
predi ctors of work outconmes and | ots of diseases
Secondly, the reliance on course and underspecified
categories to rate residual abilities; thirdly, the
failure to account for longitudinal fluctuations in
mental ability; fourth, the inclusion of elenents
that conbi ne desperate abilities. 1In other words, a
nunber of the current MRFC itens have multiple
conmponents, and a person ni ght have an inpairnment on
one, but not the other. So it gets confusing.

The fifth, the failure to recognize
differences in the predictive power in various
abilities. Sone are -- they're all sort of weighted
equal Iy, and they ought not be; and then finally, the
large inferential leaps that are required in order to

match residual abilities with job demands. So our
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recomendation is that the revised systemattenpt to

redress these shortcom ngs.

Rel atedl y, our subconmmittee recomends that
SSA include aspects of neurocognitive functioning in
a revised conceptual nodel. And this recomendation
came from many sources. |In particular, there is a
wi dely perceived failure of the current assessment to
account for inmpairnents of specific cognitive
abilities. Wether these result fromtraumatic brain
injuries, other disorders, devel opmental disorders,
and even psychiatric conditions. For instance,
schi zophrenia is well known to be characterized by
cognitive inpairnments. Yet, these are not well
represented in the current MRFC assessnent.

And so then the subconmittee discusses
under this reconmmendations a variety of nodels.
W' re not advocating necessarily -- you know, we're
sort of acunenical in our approach. W nake
reconmendat i ons, but acknow edge that there may be
ot her ways of going about this.

We note, for exanple, that the nost

par si noni ous approach would be to assess genera
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cognitive ability. But we know note that there are

problenms with that. And the -- if you were to assess
general cognitive ability, it's inmportant to
recogni ze that other enpirical research m ght know
that other aspects of cognitive functioning predict

the ability to work better than a single neasure of

g," for instance.

We ultimately recomend a six-factor nodel;
but we recogni ze that an alternate nodel with fewer
or different factors mght provide a nore efficient
assessnent with little |l ost of predictability. So in
any case, we make provisional recomendati ons and
acknow edge that SSA may -- that further research
m ght lead to substantial nodifications of these. So
that in a nutshell is the first and nmjor
recomendation. Any comments about that?

kay. Secondly, we recommend that the SSA
reorgani ze the el enents of the existing MRFC
conceptual nodel up to four categories. This is sort
of a nodification. Rather than throw ng out the

current system we're suggesting -- we're

recommendi ng that SSA sort of revise it, or nodify
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it; and we suggest that it be -- the revised nodel be

predi cated on -- be based on four sort of categories
or dinmensions of functioning. The first is a
neurocognitive functioning;, the second is initiative
and persistence; the third is inter-persona
functioning; and the fourth is self-nmanagenent.

And then flowing fromthat is the third
recomrendation, which is that SSA adopt a -- an -- a
set of 15 nore specific abilities that we have
outlined under each of these major headings. And
again, recognizing that -- we explicitly note in here
that the subcommttee recognizes that Social Security
m ght choose to discard or replace sone of these 15
abilities, or add others that are not |isted.

In other words we're suggesting these. W
descri be each of the 15. W explain how we arrive at
each of those. |'mnot going to go through that now.
And we al so note in the report others that were
suggested that we didn't include on the list, but we
wanted to bring to the attention of the Panel as a
whol e, and Social Security in general, because

they're inmportant. Some peopl e advocated for their
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inclusion in the list. W discuss why they didn't,

but Social Security may well want to change that.

Any comment s about recommendations two and
three?

kay. Nunber four is that we recomend
that the Panel provide ongoing consultation to the
O S s project psychonetrician as the Social Security
devel ops new itenms for data coll ection.

And then, also, we reconmmend that Soci al
Security Adm nistration consider the possibility that
MRFC abilities be assessed using different nethods.
That is, there may be nore than one nethod to assess
these things. Some might be better assessed using
rating scales, like Likert scales. Qhers mght be
better assessed by perfornmance based neasures, |ike
conput er - assi sted testing.

And just that the Social Security not be --
we recomend that the Social Security Adninistration
not be wedded to one particul ar approach while not be
consi dering others.

Finally, the fifth recomendation is

that -- that we conduct -- that we reconmend a series
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of studies to examine the reliability and predictive

validity of any instruments that are devel oped to
assess residual functional capacities and
occupati onal demands as part of the overall project.
And then we di scuss suggestions for that research in
nmore detail.

But essentially, it is to do what has
al ready been suggested by others, and that is to
begin with a relative small set of honpbgenous
occupations that are really wi dely represented
t hroughout the econony, and then to essentially
exam ne incunbents who are in those positions to
using all of the instrunents that are devel oped
through this project, both the new instrunment and
existing instruments to conpare themin terms of
their ability to distinguish between people who are
essentially working in those jobs, and people who
have been adj udi cated unable to work.

So those are the major recomendati ons.
Any ot her -- any conments?

MS. SHOR: This is Nancy Shor. | do have

a coupl e of questions.
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Looking at the very last page of the

reconmmendati ons, which is the description of the
study; | had two concerns here. One is that it is
conpl etely inappropriate for this Panel to be
involved with any reference to the physical health or
state of the disability trust fund as being a
mechani smthat opens the process to allow nore
disability clainms or deny nore disability clains.

DR SCHRETLEN:. What are you respondi ng
to?

M5. SHOR |I'mat the end of the --

DR. SCHRETLEN: Ch, | see. \Were I'm
tal ki ng about the inplications.

M5. SHOR Right. So that's -- this is
totally inappropriate for this Panel to be going
t here.

DR. SCHRETLEN:  Um hum

M5. SHOR: My second comment there is,
with the specific investigation that you're
suggesting here about interview ng job incunbents
that have m grai ne headaches. Setting aside issues

about whet her peopl e accurately know whet her or not
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they suffer from m grai ne headaches, but my main

point here is that the statute requires individua
assessnent of disability claimants. So that if a
person docunents to the satisfaction of an SSA
adj udi cator that they suffer from m graine
headaches -- to use your exanples -- to the point
that they are incapacitated; then, it doesn't matter
whet her ot her people out there report that they
suffer from m grai ne headaches, and yet, we see that
t hey' re worki ng

The statute requires an individua
assessnent not of the universe of people with
m grai ne headaches, but the statute requires an
i ndi vi dual assessnent of this particular claimnt.

So | amtroubled by the notion that
establishing that a certain percentage of people with
m grai ne headaches are able to work has rel evance to
the adjudication of M. Jones's disability claim

DR. SCHRETLEN: Well, perhaps, m graine
headaches wasn't the best choice of an exanple. But
the principle that I'"'mtrying to get at, Nancy, is

that one way of |ooking at job demands is by | ooking
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at people who do those jobs. In other words, let's

suppose you're | ooking at how heavy -- how nuch
lifting is required by a job or what is the -- what
is the mnimumability a person needs to be able to
lift in order to do a job?

One way is -- one way of assessing that is
to foll ow peopl e around who are doing the job, and
tracki ng how nuch they lift between, you know, 9:00
and 5: 00 or whatever. But another possibility is --
anot her approach is to | ook at incunmbents on those
jobs and find out how rmuch they can lift. And if -
if the job anal ysis suggest that you need to be able
to lift 50 pounds to do this job, but in fact, you
find that two-thirds of people who do the job are not
able to lift 50 pounds above their waist, that seens
to ne that that provides very inportant infornation
about the job demands.

M5. SHOR | think when we noved to the
mental cognitive arena, those points becone nuch
mrkier. | can't inmagine a job description that's
going to say, a person really doesn't need to pay

attention very much. A person really doesn't need
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to be persistent. It's okay if a person has a

m grai ne headache once a day. They can still do
this job. | understand what you are saying on the
physical side. | understand the -- what seens woul d
fit the physical. It makes sense to see if it wll
fit the mental cognitive side. [|'mvery concerned
that, in fact, it may not.

DR SCHRETLEN: Are you willing to |et
enpirical data answer that question?

M5. SHOR: As long as we nmintain the rock
bottom principle that clains are going to be
adj udi cated individually, then, yes, for collecting
that data, certainly. But it is troubling to me if
there is a sense that this is nmoving in the
direction of the average person that can do bl ah,
bl ah, blah. W' re talking what the | aw requires.
We're tal king about individual clainants.

DR SCHRETLEN: And | guess | think that
it's inmportant to assess the individual clainmant
agai nst people who are able to do work. | nean, if
the individual claimant's abilities fall below the

threshol d required of people to do a job; then, |
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totally agree with you, that they should be

adj udi cat ed di sabl ed and they shoul d be eval uated as
an individual. But | guess what I'mthinking is
that we're not suggesting -- | don't think the
subcommi ttee is suggesting nmoving away from

consi deration of applicants on an individual basis,
but rather evaluating an individual applicant's
abilities against those required to do various jobs.

MS. SHOR: And would part of that

eval uati on be adm nistration of the test or

g
other tests? Wuld that be part of your
recomendat i on?
DR. SCHRETLEN:. It certainly could be.
think that what we're recomending is that whatever
i nstrument Social Security ultimately devel ops to
assess person-side variables, that those instrunents
be used in a study that includes people who are
successfully doing jobs; and those instrunments, you
know, could be nental as well as physical capacity.
M5. KARMAN. This is Sylvia. | have a

questi on.

I"mwondering if |I'munderstandi ng that,
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perhaps, the distinction here is between a study that

has to do with -- or testing or getting information
about the demands of work vis a vie what incunmbents
are able to do on the job or are doing on the job,
sort of like job conponent validity study, versus the
adj udi cation of a claimand | ooking at sonmebody's
residual functional capacity.

M5. SHOR Right.

DR SCHRETLEN: The fornmer.

M5. KARMAN:  Ckay.

DR. SCHRETLEN: Now, it m ght have
inplications for the latter.

M5. KARMAN:. Correct. Thank you

DR. BARROCS- BAI LEY: Ckay. Are there any
ot her conments, concerns, questions to the Cognitive
Demand Subcommi ttee?

MR. HARDY: This is Tom Hardy. | guess
just wanted to echo that | have the sanme concerns
think 1 heard Nancy voi ce; and the recomendati ons
are pretty long. This is a pretty dense docunent
here. And |I'mjust wondering -- | guess two things.

"A" | want to say | have the sane concerns that
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Nancy does. And |I'ma little concerned about sone

of the language | see in here right now, especially
as an attorney who represents claimants. |t does
gi ve ne sone pause

Are these recomrendati ons going to be
distilled down any further, or is this what we're
| ooking at as the final reconmendation?

DR. SCHRETLEN: This was going to be the
final docunent.

MR HARDY: Ckay.

DR SCHRETLEN: Can you identify
particul ar things, Tom that you are al so concerned
about ?

MR. HARDY: Well, | have to echo Nancy's
comment on the phrase "alternately, the SSA coul d
| ower or raise the cut off, and thereby all ow fewer
or nore clains, depending upon national priorities
and the level of funding available to support
beneficiaries.” | find that to be a very, very
troubling statenent com ng out of our Panel

DR SCHRETLEN:. It just overreaches, you

are sayi ng?
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MR HARDY: It takes us -- | know we're

al ways di stancing around trying not to get to
policy, but I think that takes us beyond policy. It
takes us into a very, very dangerous place that |'m
very unconfortable with

DR SCHRETLEN: Ckay. | guess |'m
certainly happy to talk this over with Bob and
Sylvia, and you know, back off from sone of these if
that's a consensus. | think that -- in nmy mnd the
maj or point was to suggest doing the study. | think
the study has inmportant inplications, but we
certainly don't have to inplicate all these
i nplications.

DR. FRASER: This is Bob. | agree, David.

| think we tried to stay out of that domain in terns

of policy.

M5. KARMAN. | was just going -- this is
Sylvia. | was just going to concur with that.

I think when the subcommittee -- our

subcomi ttee was di scussing these things, our nain
focus was on just making sure we can actually do the

st udy.
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DR. FRASER: Yes.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: We're at the
3: 00 o' clock hour, so I'"'mgoing to ask that we kind
of nove beyond the subcommittee reports at this
point. Thank you to the Cognitive Dermands
Subcommittee. Thank you to all the subcommttees
for all your hard work

Just one question before we go into issues
and questions. Wre there any -- was there anything
that has not been covered in terns of the
subcommittee report to the O DAP that we need to
cover?

kay. It seens like the Panel
del i berati ons have brought up for the subconmttees
some issues to consider, and to put this kind of in
the context of what will be happeni ng bet ween now and
LA and al so tal k about what's happening in LA |
know that as we have been tal king we have been
referring to materials we're | ooking at that are in
draft form W' ve tal ked about Table 2, for exanple,
and the Work Taxonony and C assification

Subconmittee. These are draft reports fromthe
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subcommittees to the Panel to get us to this point

where we can deliberate as a Panel for -- with each
other in terns of the recommendati ons.

At this level we would like the
subcomm ttee chairs -- we ask the subcomittee chairs
to consider all of the coments that have been nmade
all of the suggestions, that type of thing; and to
provide us with final reports by the cl ose of
busi ness tonorrow.

What will be happening during this week is
that the overall report that will include the
subcommittee reports as appendices will be witten.

It is the draft report of the report to the

Conmi ssioner in ternms of the content nodel and
classification recomendati ons that we hope to have
out to the Panel by the 9th of Septenber, so that we
can then at -- in LA in Septenber go through each of
the recomendations again, the final recommendati ons;
and actually go to a vote on these.

The vote will be held by secret ballot. W
will go through these one by one, and take a vote on

each of these. You will be provided with nore
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informati on as we get closer in terms of the

procedure, the process for voting.

MR HARDY: Mary, can | ask a quick
question? This is Tom Hardy.

DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY:  Sure.

MR. HARDY: When you say go each by each
are we going to do individual recommendations or
i ndi vi dual subpanel, or subcommittee
recomrendat i ons?

DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: Because of the ability
for us to be able to -- as you see before you, the
Panel , you see that the structure of the
recommendations is different. So we have to add
some | evel of consistency in terns of nunbering and
that type of thing; and so there is a way in terns
of starting the voting process and the notions that
we can take them section by section, or
recomrendati on by recommendati on. So you will get
sone informati on between now and LA that will better
define how we are going to go through this process.

Does that answer it?

MR HARDY: Ckay. Thank you
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DR BARRCS- BAI LEY: Ckay. Let nme think

I want to really thank you. This |ast nonth has
been incredible. This whole |last six nonths has
been incredible, but particularly the |ast nonth.
You have all worked incredibly hard to get us to the
poi nt where we are. Just a reninder, as has been
said on the call for the last three hours, that
really these are our prelimnary recommendati ons as
we proceed, you know, to hopefully the next |eve

and start refining sone of these things.

This is not the finish line. This is the
starting point, and so very exciting. |f you need
hel p as the executive subcomittee in terns of the
Chairs, | would encourage you to get ahold of your
|l eads if you need to work with them over the next day
or so in terns of finishing your recomendati ons and
your reports due tonorrow.

I"'mgoing to ask if there are any fina
questions, thoughts, concerns before we nove to
adj our n?

DR. G BSON. Mary, this is Shanan G bson

I want to once nore try to follow up on
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what | believe Tom asked. Just correct nme if |'m

wong, or give ne a little nore direction, please.

So at this point each subconmittee will go
back, consider what was reconmended fromthe ful
Panel, and then subnmit to you our fina
recommendati ons as a subcommittee. Fromthere those
reconmendations will be compiled into a, if you will,
final format, which we will then vote upon. |Is that
correct so far?

DR. BARRCS- BAI LEY: That is correct, and
all the subcommttee reports, as of tonorrow, will
be appendices to the overall report that wll
i nclude the recommendati ons.

DR. G BSON: Once they are conpiled into
their voting standpoint, will we be voting on them
as witten, or can we, as in other commttees, for
exanple, put forth a notion to revise the wording
prior to voting as a result of deliberation, or will
there not be time for that?

DR. BARRGCS- BAI LEY: What usual |y happens
sonebody starts with a notion to accept or --

what ever wording is to be part of the motion. So
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that wording could be accept, or reject, or

whatever. As the discussion occurs, there could be
amendnents to the notion.

DR G BSON:. But we will absolutely have
the opportunity to deliberate the wording as it,
perhaps, is revised prior to actually voting. It is
not just here it is, vote on it as it is?

DR BARRCS-BAILEY: No. That is correct.
There is roomfor nodification there.

DR. G BSON: Thank you.

DR BARRCS- BAI LEY: Ckay. Any other
questions? Thoughts?

It is 3:07 eastern time. | want to thank
you all for staying way over, and for all your hard
work. | look forward to review ng everybody's report
in the next 24 hours and to seeing a lot of you in a
coupl e of weeks in LA Thank you.

DR. G BSON: Thank you very nuch.

DR BARRCS-BAILEY: Ch, wait a minute.

MR HARDY: Mary, | make a notion to
adj ourn.

DR. BARROCS- BAI LEY: Thank you.
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Do
MS. KARMAN: | second.
DR.

BARRCS- BAI LEY:  Ckay.
MR, HARDY:

(Wher eupon,

wer e adj ourned.)
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That was Tom Har dy.
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