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PROCEEDINGS
(8:39a.m.)

MS. TIDWELL-PETERS. Good morning. My name
isDebra Tidwell-Peters, and I'm the Designated Federal Officer for the
Occupational Information Development Advisory Panel. Thisisthe panel's
first quarterly meeting of FY 2010. | will now turn the meeting over to
Dr. Mary Barros-Bailey, the panel chair. Mary?

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Thank you, Debra. Good
mor ning, everybody. Welcome back. | want to acknowledge that we have
member s of the audience besides the panel and SSA staff and that we also
have people listening to us on the phone. And if you are listening to usand
you'd liketo follow the agenda, you can go to www.ssa.gov/oidap and follow
along.

I'd liketoreiterate, the panel isan independent panel
providing advice and recommendations to the Social Security
Administration for the development of an occupational infor mation system
to replacethe Dictionary of Occupational Titlesin the disability
deter mination process.

And would like to review the agenda for thismorning or for
today. Wewill have public comment. We have one person for public
comment. Sowe will be able to movethe presentation by Shirley Roth and

Michael Dunn on the User Needs Analysisforward alittle bit and have a

CAPITAL REPORTING COMPANY
(202) 857-DEPO(3376)



little bit moretimefor that. It will also give usan opportunity to havea
little bit longer timein terms of the stakeholder panel of the organizations
that presented yesterday.

That will take usto the noon hour, and we will break for
lunch from noon to 1:30. From 1:30to 2:45 we will have the presentation of
the Integrated Project and Panel Work Plan. You'll seedistributed to you
thismor ning a copy of the roadmap and also the project plan. And there
will also bethe commentsfrom APTA, the American Physical Therapy
Association, should be among your materials.

Following the presentation of the Integrated Project and
Panel Work Plan, we'll have quite a bit of time for the panel to deliberate
from 3:00t0 4:30. And just an announcement for the work group
members, at 4:30 to 5:00 there will be a meeting for thework group, just a
reminder for that group.

So thismorning | under stand that we have Ms. Kitty Warren
from CHADD providing public comment. Okay. Welcome. Just to let you
know that you will have ten minutesto present, and then we will open it up
to the panel if there are any questions.

MS. WARREN: Thank you.
DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Thank you.
MS. WARREN: Hello. My nameisKathryn Warren.

I'd first like to begin my comments befor e this committee with an extension
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of gratitudeto the Social Security Administration'simmediate decision for
meto be entitled to disability benefitsin June of 2006. Aswell, | would like
to thank my twelve medical practitioners, four hospitals, two close friends
of mine, my parents, and especially my sister, a member of the New York
State Bar Association, and her friend, also a member, who car efully worked
with my medical professionals, friends, and family in performing the
necessary paperwork and additional tasksrequired to submit my request
for Social Security disability benefits.

| have been granted Social Security benefits since June of
2006, atimewhen | could barely read without becoming cognitively
overwhelmed and at atimewhen | suffered great pain, far greater than |
dreamed imaginable given my previous experiences. Thankfully, my pain
levels have decreased significantly since then and my effortsat cognitive
rehabilitation areimproving by the day.

Before | became disabled to the point of being unableto
work, | was denied receiving Section 504 accommodationsin the wor kplace
and at my public high school. Thankfully, however, | was granted 504
accommodationsin my private grade school and at Texas A& M Univer sity
where| succeeded in graduating with a mechanical engineering degree,
where | also was accepted into the Pinnacle Honor s Society, and | was
selected among 20 students at the university's lar ge engineering department

to enroll in the Eisenhower L eadership Development Program in the spring
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of 2001 at the George Bush College of Government and Public Service. |
worked closeto five years after graduation as a control systems engineer
and was fortunate to be among the three out of seven graduate new-hiresto
retain my job after the economy's decline following the tragic eventsin
September of 2001.

| wasfirst diagnosed with ADHD aswell aswith epilepsy at
Scottish Rite Hospital in Dallaswhen | was 8 years of age. Thankfully, it
was then determined that | had no coexisting lear ning disabilities and was
in fact determined to be highly gifted. My father, a CPA, and my mother, a
medical technologist at the time, wer e excellent in managing both the
medical and financial needsthat made my scholastic career possible. But
while engineering waswhat | pursued as an undergraduate, it wasonly a
meansto an end asfar asmy career path was concerned. | carefully
planned my career stepsto avoid a career that would ultimately be boring
to me after repeated use of the same theories and standard procedures.
Postgraduate studies wer e always a part of my educational plansso | could
obtain ajob that would provide constant challengesfor mein the
workplace. However, | was unfortunately stuck with my engineering
position until | was able to complete a medical procedure on my jaw that |
needed to completein order to have a healthy diet and to reduce thetension
in my craniosacral and maxillofacial areas, all of which were causing

frequent migraine and tension headaches.
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I'm not going to say that thereweren't sometimesin my
engineering career when | had some interesting design proposalsthat were
well accepted by my peers, but the efforts put into these proposals were
usually above and beyond what my job description entailed, encroached
upon simply because | needed some stimuli to keep me going with my
boringwork. | also had the problem of overanalyzing data that | was often
not asked to do, which | also did to keep me stimulated. Whileit often
benefited the project, my analysisled me towar dsrecognizing design flaws
by my senior engineer swho wer e not keen about listening to input from the
newbie engineer. And being ADHD, | am not known well for my
inter personal skills, so that didn't help.

Since my early childhood, 1've continually educated myself
about ADHD. While my research began in the 1980s, | became even more
fascinated with the studiesin the 1990s and ever since.

Dr. Russell A. Barkley, arenowned ADHD specialist,
understood that, quote, disorder can also influence immediate and future
life decisions. For example, knowledge of one's ADHD can influence job
choice, choice of major in school, or decisions about whether toreturn to
school and where, preferably one with an established program for assisting
ADHD students. Often poor work performanceisrelated to being, quote,
easily bored by tedious material or tasks and being lessableto initiate and

sustain efforts of uninteresting tasks. Essentially, what is concluded by
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Dr. Barkley isthat boring and uninteresting tasks are not easily tolerated
by ADHD patients, and | could not agree with him more.

CFR 20, Appendix 2 to Subpart P of Part 404,

M edical-Vocational Guidelines, Section 204.00, states, " Maximum
sustained work capability limited to heavy work or very heavy work asa
result of severe medically determinable impairments. Theresidual
functional capacity to perform heavy work or very heavy work includesthe
functional capacity for work at the lesser functional levelsaswell, and
represents substantial work capability for jobsin the national economy at
all skill and physical demand levels."

Now, granted, | am not a legal specialist nor a medical
professional, but it seemsto methat if an ADHD person wasreduced to
lesser functional levelsin the workplace, it would actually minimize hisor
her sustained work capacity based on current research and Dr. Barkley's
studies.

This next month my braces you now see will be removed after
many years of work and a surgical procedurethat hasfinally allowed meto
chew food. I'm currently taking a medical terminology cour se under the
advisement of my neuropsychologist, and | am optimistic that along with
my continued cognitive rehabilitation and physical therapy, my return to
school will be just the beginning of what will be a very successful recovery.

| am bound and determined on returning to school to
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complete a graduate degreein neuroscience so | can finally enter an
occupation that my complicated brain can handle. That, and | constantly
want to contribute all that | can to the better ment of the human person. |
consider myself fortunatein thisgreat country of oursthat we have colleges
that can bring out the best talentsin our citizens aswell asthose from
abroad. Thiscountry givesusthe freedomsthat we need to succeed and
allowsthose who are disabled to obtain accommodations that will help them
aswell to succeed and contributeto our economy.

Asavolunteer in CHADD's National Public Policy
Committee, | have sought to bring what talents| have in advocating the
needs of those with ADHD. | hopeyou will consider my testimony in the
future decisons madeto better our Social Security Administration's
disability determination process. Thank you.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Thank you. Arethereany
questions by any of the panel members? Thank you for coming to provide
public comment this morning. We appreciateit.

MS. WARREN: Thank you.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Thank you. Okay. At this
timel would liketo introduce the User Needs Analysisfinal report
presenters. We have Shirleen Roth. She'sa senior analyst with the Office
of Program Development and Resear ch, and Michael Dunn, a social

insurance specialist with Office of Program Development and Resear ch at
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Social Security Administration. Welcome.

MS. ROTH: Good morning. Can you hear me?

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Yes.

MS. ROTH: Again, I'm Shirleen Roth, a member of
the project team, and thisis Michael Dunn. We've been working on User
Needs Analysisfor Social Security, and we'd like to present theresultsto
you aswell asthe methodology. And we appr eciate the opportunity to
present theresultsto you. The UNA was developed by SSA staff in 2008
and 2009. It was conducted in 2009, and it was presented to the panel's
User Needs and Relations Subcommittee for inclusion in the
September 2009 panel report.

Now, in your binder behind Tab 2, behind thethird red
divider isthe Power Point presentation. And behind thefourth red divider
isthereport itself. And later on aswe're presenting theresults, I'm
actually going to bereferring to thereport.

In this presentation we'll be discussing the resear ch
objectives, questions, and participants. We'll be providing you information
about the development processfor the investigation and thefinal
methodology that wasused. And, lastly, we'll be presenting the resultswith
adiscussion.

In particular, we want you to be awar e of the methodology

that was used for this UNA and the way in which it was developed since we
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intend that it will be used as a platform for future UNAs. That is, we
anticipate that UNAswill be conducted throughout the development
process of the OISto be surethat users concernsarefully considered. For
future UNAs, asfor thisone, we will tailor the methodology specifically for
the topic at hand.

Now, for this UNA we wer e not ableto vet the methodology
with you before conducting the investigation, and that is because we began
the development process before your panel was even created. In thefuture
we intend that the methodology to UNAs and the other investigations we
conduct will be vetted with the Resear ch Subcommittee and with the panel
asawhole beforetheinvestigations ar e actually conducted.

Now, before we begin, | also want you to know the SSA staff
ismoving forward with development of the content model for the new OIS.
We're considering and synthesizing the results of thisUNA aswell asthe
panel recommendations. We're also including in consideration all of the
commentsreceived, either through testimony or through written comments
from individuals and or ganizations.

We note that the public comment period remains open on
your recommendations, and we want to let you know that we intend to
consider any commentsreceived through the close of the public comment
period.

Now, before we begin describing thereport in detail, | would
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liketo define a few of thetermswe're going to be using. When we usethe
term occupation, we intend to say meaning as the definition provided in the
DOT. And that becomesimportant because, for example, the DOT defines
occupation quite differently than the O*NET. The DOT says-- and thisis
the definition directly from it -- work isorganized in avariety of ways. Asa
result of technological, economic, and sociological influences, nearly every
job in the economy is performed slightly differently from every -- any other
job. Everyjobisalso similar to a number of other jobs.

In order tolook at the millions of jobsin the U.S. economy in
an organized way, the DOT groupsjobsinto occupations based on their
similarities and definesthe structure and content of all listed occupations.

Occupational definitionsaretheresult of comprehensive
studies of how similar jobs are performed in establishments acrossthe
nation and are composites of data collected from diver se sources. Theterm
"occupation” asused in the DOT refersto this collective description of a
number of individual jobs performed with minor variationsin many
establishments.

Next, sincethisisthe User Needs Analysisor UNA for the
content model, again, | would like to definetheterm " content model."
Content model refersto the data elements or attributesthat will be used to
describe each occupation in the new OIS. Now, on your -- the screen that

we have presented isthe two worlds of work, and | want to describe and
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explain alittle bit what we mean by that because, again, it playsinto the
infor mation we're going to be presenting you.

Since occupationsinvolve inter actions between workers and
work, the occupational descriptionsin the Ol Swill consist of data elements
or attributes drawn from both what we would call the person side of work
and the job side of work. Now, person side elements arethe characteristics
that individual workersbringtothejob. Theseinclude, for example, the
worker'sRFC, hisor her age, hisor her educational level, hisor her work
experience.

And there aretwo primary kinds of linkagesthat I'd like to
describe. Onetype of linkage between the person side and thejob side
elements are theinterrelationships between the work and the worker, for
example, involving a comparison of an individual'sfunctional capacity with
therequirements of work. Another type of linkage involves attributes of
work that require an interaction between the worker and the work; in other
wor ds, involve characteristics of both the worker and thework. For
example, thelength of timethat it may take a worker to learn to do an
occupation ispartially an attribute of aworker and partially an attribute of
thework. That is, thelength of time may depend on the workers
education, past work experience, aswell asthe complexity of thework or
the uniqueness of the work.

Now, in our presentation we want to let you know the
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objectives of theinvestigation. The primary objective wasto obtain
information so we could develop the content model for the OIS. Therewas
also a secondary objective, and that wasto plan for futureintegration of the
OlSinto SSA'sdisability processes and policies. Wewereinterested in
exploring ideas for improvement to the way that SSA collects vocational
information from the claimant. We believe that these improvements could
beimplemented at the sametime that the Ol Sisintegrated into disability
claim process adjudications. And specifically we wanted to find out what
ideas people might have for obtaining quality information from the
claimant about hisor her past work history aswell as quality infor mation
about the functionally limiting effects of hisor her impair ment while not
unduly burdening a claimant with lots of questions. So we're looking for
waysto improve the quality while not adding to the burden on the claimant.
Now, whilethisinformation's not immediately needed, we

think it'simportant to have the infor mation available to us now so that we
can make plansfor futureintegration. Theresearch question then iS--
Tom, did you have a question?

MR.HARDY: | think I'll wait, but | just wanted to
know if | could or not.

MS. ROTH: Absolutely. If you have questions, please
let me know. So theresearch question then was, what

occupational-vocational and medical-vocational infor mation does SSA need

CAPITAL REPORTING COMPANY
(202) 857-DEPO(3376)



15

or would SSA liketo havein order to adjudicate claimsfor adult disability
benefits?

Now, by posing the resear ch questionsin terms of
occupation-vocational and medical-vocational information, the research
guestion addresses all of thelines of inquiry we just mentioned.

In addition to that, the intent of theinquiry wasto generate
ideas or opinions of select expert users. Theintent was not to develop
consensus. Sowewereinterested in all of the ideas, whether it wasone
uniqueidea or an idea commonly represented throughout the population.
So, asaresult, theresear ch question was intentionally open-ended in order
to maximize the number of ideasthat the study could collect from its
participants.

Now, in terms of resear ch participants, again, the project is
intended to develop an occupational information system that is specifically
tailored for SSA'sdisability adjudication process. So whilethe agency
believesthat the information it develops will be useful to awide
constituency of users, we believe that SSA must focus on its own
adjudicative needsin order to ensurethat these needsaremet in a
cost-effective manner.

So, asaresult, SSA considersits own disability adjudicators
and reviewersto bethe primary users of the new OIS, and we focusthis

particular UNA by drawing participants from SSA's adjudicators and
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reviewers. We also note, as demonstrated by public comment at all of the
panel meetings and by written commentsreceived by the panel and through
Social Security's own outreach efforts, we believe that there'sawide
audience of stakeholderswho areinterested in or who will be affected by
the development and use of the OI S.

Sincethe OIS will provideinformation that will be used in the
adjudication of disability claimsfor Social Security programs, clearly the
general public and particularly individuals with impairmentsare an
important stakeholder and will be affected by thisand we're very awar e of
that.

In addition to those of you who ar e represented on the panel
and member s of the public organizations who havetestified before you or
provided written commentsto you, otherswho may beinterested in the
outcomes of thiswork include, for example, workers compensation
programs, long-term disability insurance carriersto the extent that they do
similar work. We believe that trade and professional associations and labor
unions may beinterested to the extent that the Ol Swill describe the work
that they do. We believethat other government agencies such as
Department of Labor and the Department of Education’'s Rehabilitation
Services Administration, for example, areinterested. And other groups
who currently usethe DOT asareference areimportant stakeholdersas

well.
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SSA'srespectful of the enormous contributions of these
external stakeholders and as well asthe contributionsthat they've madeto
providing -- furthering the under standing of how individuals with
impairmentsinteract with theworld of work. And to the greatest extent
possible, SSA isusing a transparent process, communicating with external
stakeholder s and requesting involvement by external stakeholdersso that
wher e possible concer ns can be addressed during the development of the
ols

And now I'd liketo turn over the next section of the
presentation to Michael Dunn. He'sgoing to provide you with information
regarding the development and methodology of the UNA.

MR. DUNN: Thank you, Shirleen. Okay. Well, the
final site design that we used for the UNA for the content model evolved out
of aseriesof prior investigations which included the Physical and Mental
Demands of Work questionnaire, the UNA pretest in Atlanta, Georgia, and
the UNA pretest in Chicago, Illinois.

Thefirst, the Physical and Mental Demands of Work
guestionnaire was sent out in February of 2009. Thiswasreally our first
attempt at trying to identify users perceptions of the demands of work and
the measur es of human function required to work. Essentially, thissurvey
identified a list of physical and mental or cognitive requirements of work,

basically the traditional itemsthat you would see on the RFC and MRFC
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with some new added items such asbilateral and unilateral lifting, carrying,
pulling, gripping, overhead reaching, sideto side, et cetera, and then asked
internal usersfor their opinionsasto how helpful or useful these wor k
demandsare or could bein disability adjudication.

Unfortunately, the responsesthat wereceived back lacked the
depth and quality of infor mation we had hoped to gather. Asaresult, we
decided to take a mor e qualitative approach to thisinvestigation. We
decided that we were going to look to investigate using both individual
interviews and focus groups for the next round. And thiswould becomethe
methodological framework for which the UNA for the OIS content model
would eventually be based.

Thefirst UNA to follow the interview focus group for mat was
referred to asthe UNA pretest in Atlanta. Again, the goal of thisUNA was
to identify users perceptions of the essential physical and mental cognitive
requirementsof work. In thiscasewetried using a mock claimant fact
sheet which included one physical impairment and one mental impair ment
and other claimant information and then asked participantstoreview a
fictitious claimant's allegations and medical evidence and then answer a
series of questions pertaining to limitationsthat could potentially manifest
themselvesin the workplace as a result of the claimant’'s impair ments.

These individualsthen took placein afocus group which had

theintent of getting them to share and develop their ideasfurther. The
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responses wereceived back were moreinformative than the Physical and
Mental Demands of Work questionnaire. However, our use of a specific
fact sheet/case study really appeared to impede the participant's ability to
think beyond the current adjudicative process. Limiting the findings,
participants became focused more on whether the case was an allowance or
adenial rather than on the work-related limitations an individual may
experience asaresult of theimpairments.

We came back and regrouped and tried another approach.
Thisbecame the UNA pretest in Chicago. We had modified the instrument
we used in Atlanta, and instead of using two impair ments, thistime we
decided to incor porate nine impairments. 1'll identify how and why we
chose these impair mentsin the methodology section later. We chose not to
include the mock claimant allegations or other case evidence. Our intention
was to encour age participantsto think about the whole spectrum of
limitations that could occur from an individual's impair ment.

Welimited the sampling frame of this UNA to SSA
headquarters components and DDS officesin the Philadelphiaregion. We
selected thisregion for several reasons. First, theteam wastasked with
presenting theresults of the UNA to the OIDAP by the end of August 2009.
That gave us approximately four weeksfor the data collection phase. The
officeslocated in the Philadelphia region are closest in proximity to SSA

headquartersand met both time and personnel constraints.
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While we acknowledge that the agency may choose to
incor por ate a national representative sample frame and methodologies for
future UNAs, in our mind thiswasthefirst of a series of UNAswhich would
occur in the development process. And for this UNA for the content model,
we felt a national representative sampling frame was not necessary. Again,
as Shirleen said earlier, the goal of UNA wasto obtain ideas and opinions,
not a consensus. We wer e not seeking to develop any statistical inferences
from information we collected during this UNA.

Particular offices were selected within the region on the basis
of two main criteria. Limitationsimposed by Public Law 10413, which is
the Paperwork Reduction Act, in attempting to obtain a professional and
geogr aphically diver se sample within the Philadelphiaregion. At thetime
of thisinvestigation under the Paperwork Reduction Act, the number of
non-feder al officesthat could be selected for participation in the UNA could
not exceed nine. And we would refer to those as -- those would bethe DDS
offices that we would want to go look at. During the middle of our study,
theinterpretation of the PRA was actually changed to acknowledge the
close relationship that the DDS offices have with SSA and our study. Had
we had time to gather data from mor e offices, we would not have been
[imited to nine DDS offices.

Obtaining a professionally and geogr aphic diver se sample

was also particularly important to us. Whilewe knew that the servicing
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area for each DDS officeis diverse demographically, the project wanted to
capture any potential differencesin opinionsor ideas from adjudicators
who service areas with different industries or occupations. For example,
adjudicatorswho work in West Virginia DDS might process disability
claimsfiled by individuals with a mining or steel background mor e often
than adjudicatorswho work in the Maryland DDS. We knew we were
going to have limited time and staff to carry out the UNA. So, in
recognition that we couldn't sample from all over the country, we wanted to
obtain a professional and geographically diver se sample, and that was
important to usand part of our consideration with the DD office selection.

Factorsconsidered in our office selection. First, again, was
thetime and resource constraints. Time and personnel constraints wer e not
just an issue we faced in collecting the data, but we also acknowledge the
resour ce constraints on all offices. For instance, the hearing backlogisa
big concern for the agency, and we didn't want to do anything that would
produce -- that would reduce productivity of an office. So, for example, in
the case of ODAR offices, we wer e able to conduct the UNA with the office
of appellate operations but not the hearing officesastheir timewasvery
critical and we didn't want to disturb their process.

We mapped out how long we would have to collect the data,
and we decided that we could include at least three DDS officesin addition

to the agency component officesthat we would also include in the UNA.
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Basically, we had a four-week period, so three offices seemed like a
reasonable expectation.

Some states have one DDS office that coversall the claims
filed. Thisiswhat werefer to asa centralized office. Whereas, other states
have more than one DDS office. Werefer to these asdecentralized. We
wanted to capture any potential variation of opinion or ideasthat might
reflect an adjudicator's employment in a specific officetype. So it became
our goal toinclude both a centralized and decentralized office structure.

Finally, we acknowledge that participation was at the
discretion of each individual office that we contacted. Thankfully, the
offices that we contacted wer e happy to participate. However, there was
alwaysthe chance that they would say no.

We'd liketo take a moment to thank the following offices for
their participation in the UNA pretest or the UNA for the OI S content
model. (List of offices displayed on screen.)

Okay. When it cameto theinterviews, our interviews lasted
approximately one hour and followed a semi-structured interview schedule.
So what does that mean? Well, while interviewer swere provided with alist
of prepared questions, they wer e allowed to change the phrasing and
ordering of the questions. We did this because a series of questionsin this
UNA asked respondentsto consider the way in which variousimpair ments

may affect an individual in the workplace. Such questions are open to a
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widerange of inter pretation by interviewees, aswe had discovered in the
initial pretest. And, asaresult, interviewers had needed to provide
additional information in order to acquirethe most accurate responses.
The semi-structured interview allowed interviewer sthat opportunity and to
develop and introduce new questionsin responseto any of the questions
received from theinterviewee. So if there was any misunder standings, we
wer e allowed to change the questionsin order to clarify for the interviewee.

I nterviewer srecorded the responses of the participants
directly on a questionnaire while also recording the inter views with a digital
recording device. Later we used thewritten responses and analyzed those
in conjunction with the digital recording devices. Astime was a constraint
for us, without fully transcribing each hour-long interview, thisallowed us
to go back and listen to theinterviewers and compar e the audio recording
to the actual notestaken by theinterviewer. The subjectiveinterpretation
of an interviewer could impact the notesthey take down, and they could
also missthingsthat were said in theinterview. Thisallowed usto go back
to check to make sure theinterview notes wer e consistent with the
interview.

Asl said earlier, | would discussthe impairments which were
selected and why they were selected. The nineimpairmentson the screen
arethose which were used in the UNA. Theteams selected these

impairments based on three main criteria. First, the most common
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allegations based on our subjectivereportsfrom experienced adjudicators
that werein our own work group. We asked various members of the work
group to identify those impair mentsthat they saw most often as
adjudicatorsor impairmentsthat they would expect to see most often.
Those staff member s who had previously been adjudicators had worked in
various DDS offices throughout the country before, and we felt like they
would be a good group to ask and served as a starting point for
investigating the impair ments we should use.

The second factor was the diversity of functional limitations.
We wanted to include impairmentsthat reflected limitationsto all body
systems. Finally, the impair ments needed to be applicable to working-age
claimants. Although thelist only representsfive of the 14 body systems on
the surface, when you look at the nineimpair ments on the screen, some of
the impairments such as cer ebrovascular accident or even multiple
sclerosis, they affect multiple body systems, so that'swhy we included them.

Here'sa samplefrom our questionnaire. Thefull version can
be found on pages 9to 10 of our report. So one of our questions would start
off " Picture an individual with," and then we would insert the impair ment
and ask them what work-related limitations or restrictions might a person
have asaresult of thisimpairment. We had additional follow-up questions
for each impairment and probes. Probeswereused to try and gather

information using an alternative question form to try and get the same -- at
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the sameinformation. Soif wefelt like we weren't getting enough
information back from theinterviewee, therewasallist of probes, and that
gave usideasto sort of change up the question and try and really get more
information from our interviewee.

An example of a probe could be, if a person had blank, insert
impair ment, you know, what kind of physical or mental activitieswould
that person need to avoid or have difficulty performing or what kind of
things would you want to know about the wor k environment, knowing that
an individual had a specific impair ment.

Moving on to our focus groups. Whilethe individual
interviews revealed valuable information to us, they werereally presented
to the participants asa brainstorming activity. We designed the interviews
merely asa meansto get participantsto think critically about the topics
presented to them. The focus groups became our primary sour ce of
information for the UNA. One of the advantages of using the focus groups
isthat it allowed participantsto listen to othersand collectively asa group
respond to questions that would help development of a content model. It
allowed participantsto build off one another and really maximizethe
infor mation we wer e able to obtain for the UNA. Thefocusgroupswere
developed to address both tasks of the UNA, inform development of the OIS
content model, aswell as our secondary task which wasthelater integration

of the OISinto SSA's disability claims process.
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Focus groups normally consisted of seven to ten people, and
guestions wer e administered to the group by an experienced focus group
facilitator for our initial focus group sessions. Later, new focus group
leader sweretrained and required to sit in a minimum of two focus groups
prior to carrying out one on their own. During these sessions, responses
wer e recorded on aflip chart which served two purposes during the UNA.
First, it allowed group membersto see what comments had alr eady been
said and, second, it served as a sour ce of data used by the team later when
compiling our focus group responses. We also digitally recorded the focus
groups and, similar to the way we analyzed the data in the interviews by
comparing the written responsesto the audio recording, we did the same
for the focus groups to make sure we captured everything.

Again, liketheindividual interviews, the focus groups
followed a semi-structured format. Facilitatorswere given alist of specific
guestionsto ask participants but were allowed to and we did often deviate
from the sheet in order to focus on topics which the group felt were
important, or we would often tailor discussionsto topicsrelevant to thetype
of office participating in the UNA.

On the next dide | have some examples of questions posed to
participantsin the focus group. So, based on your interview, what are some
of the requirements of work, physical or mental, with regardsto various

impairmentsdiscussed? Do you have any comments or suggestions
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regarding how to obtain information about the claimant's function more
efficiently? Do you have any comments or suggestions regarding how to
obtain information about the claimant's past work more efficiently? These
areonly three of the questionsthat we had used. For a completelist, you
can seethereport. It hasall the questions.

And that concludes my section. Going to turn it back over to
Shirleen who will cover theresults of the UNA.

MS. ROTH: Thank you, Michael. Now, honestly,
the -- we found that the methodology used for the UNA was successful. If
you notice within your report, pages 12 through 45 represent all of theideas
and opinionsreceived. Quite extensive comments, not only in termsof the
content model but also some specific data about each element that the
participantswould liketo see. Becausethelist isso lengthy, I'm not going
to actually go over theentirelist, but what | am going to do whilewe're
together isl'd liketo walk you through thelist and show you what you can
find. 1'm hoping that each of you will take the opportunity to read through
thelist so that you can become familiar with what the users are asking for.

DR. SCHRETLEN: Shirleen, | just have one quick
question. How many interviews werethereall together? How many people
in the different centersactually provided data?

MS. ROTH: Thank you for asking. That'sa great

guestion. We have actually provided that in the -- one of the appendices.
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Give mejust amoment.

MS. KARMAN: It'spage 87.

MS. ROTH: Thank you, Sylvia. So on page 87
between the pretests and the actual -- the conducting the tests, we went to
eight offices. At each office the average number of interviewerswasfive.
The average participantsranged from alow of four at one of the preteststo
ahigh of 15in one of the pretests. Average again for participants, between
seven and eleven. We also have some infor mation ther e about the average
number of years of experience using both the mean and the median and the
range of experience of the participants. And again, that's on page 87 of
your report.

MS. SHOR: | just have a quick question about the
instructions given to your participants about what sort of limitationsthey
would expect from each of these nine. Did you instruct them -- wasthere
any sense of what infor mation you wanted them to draw upon when they
gaveyou an answer? In other words, if claimantswith multiple sclerosis
frequently report X, Y, Z or the POM S says claimantswith M Sroutinely
report or -- I mean, did you instruct people where you wanted them to get
their information from or newspaper articlesthey read? | mean, do you
know wher e -- on what they wer e basing their answer s?

MS. ROTH: They were basing their answerson

adjudicative experience. And actually wedidn't ask them for what was
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most frequently reported. We asked for any limitation that could be
reported because we didn't want torestrict -- restrict their responses. We
wanted them to think outside the box, to go beyond perhapswhat they
always see to what they might see because we wanted to make sure we
captured any and every kind of functional limitation that might be
manifested that the participants could think of. Even if it wasan unusual
functional limitation, we wanted to make surethat that was captured.
Again, theidea was not to create consensus, per se, it wasto capture any
idea and every idea of how someone might be limited and how that
limitation might play out in the world of work because, again, that provides
uswith the opportunity to at least consider that in the development of the
OI S content model.

DR. ANDERSSON: Can | -- and there was no effort
to determine anything about the disease entity? 1'm just surprised, you
know. 40 to 50 percent of people who are 50 years and older have herniated
disks, and there'sabout 46 million peoplein this country who have arthritis
of the upper and lower extremities. Most of them areworking. Most of
them have absolutely no symptoms. | mean, they have symptoms but not
symptomsthat prevent them from working. And | can't imagine why
anybody would be disabled because of a herniated disk. | can seethem
being disabled because of chronic back pain but not because of a herniated

disk for which we have excellent treatment.
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MS. ROTH: That's-- thank you, Dr. Ander sson.
When we conducted the UNA, people -- participants frequently discussed
thetypes of symptomsthat they would see. Now, in termsof restricting
their answers, we -- to the greatest extent that we could, wetried not to do
that. Sometimestherewas a tendency among participantsto start
describing symptoms that wer e so sever e that the person would have been
allowed at Step 3, that they would have met a medical listing. So, for
example, describing the symptoms or the functionally limiting effects of
mental retardation where, you know, an individual hasan 1Q of 59, that
person would have already met alisting and we would not be evaluating
their caseat Steps4 and 5. Sowedid -- that wasthe only way that we
ever -- and again, we didn't restrict them, but we did say at the outset we're
looking at Steps 4 and 5 and the functional limitations somebody might
experience at Steps 4 and 5.

And you mentioned the herniated disk. People have awide
range of experience with herniated disk, depending upon the treatment
they'vereceived, and people experience -- our adjudicative experience and
Social Security policy statesthat people have an individual responseto
medical impairment, so that one person with a herniated disk may not
experienceit the same as another person with a herniated disk, even if the
medical findings are exactly the same. And so we did not limit them in

terms of that sort of thing.
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So they would describe the symptoms, and then we would say
if they had that symptom, if they had that level of pain, what would that
look likeif they tried to work? What kind of functional limitationswould
they havefor -- you know, somebody might, for example, say they could
haveaLevel 7 pain. Well, what would that Level 7 pain look likeif they
tried towork? What kinds of functional limitations might they have? And
then they would go through and describe limitations per hapsto standing,
walking. They may describe, for example, a need for a sit-stand option at
work, that sort of thing.

DR. ANDERSSON: I'm just surprised becausein
other areas, for example, in workers compensation the American Medical
Association'simpair ment guide would give a person with an unsuccessfully
treated herniated disk about 15 percent impairment. Could never issuethe
impairment that you'retalking about in your definition of disability.

S0, on the other hand, you could have had a herniation that
was treated with unsuccessful fusions and developed into chronic back pain,
et cetera, et cetera, which could eventually lead to total disability, but it
wouldn't be the herniation assuch. And that'swhy I'm just surprised why
the diagnosis came up as herniation because | don't see any people where |
would put the diagnosis of herniation who ar e totally disabled.

MS. ROTH: Again, within our program, thedriving

for ce within the adjudication disability claimsisnot necessarily the
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diagnosis, per se, but it'sthe severity of the medical findings and the
severity of theindividual symptoms. And so it becomesa driving force, and
Step 4 and 5 arethe functionally limiting effects of the individual's
impairments. We usethese impairmentsasa prompt to get peopleto think
about the kinds of functionally limiting effects that might be present.

DR. ANDERSSON: Weéll, aslong asyou get the
information you want out of it, it doesn't make that much of a difference. |
wasjust surprised that you picked that as a diagnosis.

MS. ROTH: Thank you.

MS. KARMAN: Maybel would clarify something
that I'm hearing, and I'm wondering if thismight help, Gunnar. Wewere
looking at a number of different diagnoses or thingsthat people present
with and trying to get the people we wer e interviewing to think in terms of
what the limitationsin their functioning might appear likein the world of
work. And so that's not the same thing as making the decision. And we
would in making the decision take all of their functional limitationsinto
consider ation, and they may be -- some of those limitations may be coming
from a herniated disk, some of those limitations may be coming from the
additional depression that the person may be presenting with aswell. So all
of these thingstaken into -- in toto, you know, would present uswith
information to enable the agency to make a decision. But the assessment of

how that person'sfunction plays out in the world of work comesfirst, and
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that'sdifferent. Sol think that's--

DR. ANDERSSON: | understand that. | wasjust
tryingto see. See, if | would have picked these questions, | would probably
have been more generic, and | would probably have picked chronic
disabling back pain or | would have picked sever e disability of the upper or
lower extremitiesand | might have gotten a broader answer relating to the
effects of those conditionsrather than being very specific on a diagnostic
entity.

MS. ROTH: Thank you. One comment about, again,
we wer e looking for descriptions of functionally limiting effects, not
necessarily leading to a finding of disability. The point, again, as Sylvia
mentioned, the point was not to describe limiting effects at alisting level or
at a presumptive disability level but rather to find out what kinds of
limitations might present which could be from mild to severe. So we were
looking for a broad range of functioning limiting effects and, again, trying
to use adjudicators experienceto get them to think outside the box, to get
them to think outside of the current adjudicative process to some kinds of
additional information that could be helpful in the adjudication of disability
claims, infor mation that we don't currently have available to us.

So that wasthe goal of theinvestigation. But thank you for
your comments, and we'll -- again, in the future, when we conduct these

kind of investigations, we plan to discuss them with you befor e we conduct
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them, and that way we'll be ableto gather that kind of feedback before, as
we're developing the methodology. So thank you for that feedback.

MS. SHOR: Onethought | had. If thistype of
investigation will be continuing, it seemslike an excellent sour ce of
information about potential limitationsthat flow from various medical
conditions would be the physicians who treat them who would be ableto
identify. Obviously not every patient experiences everything, but would be
in aposition to provide a very extensivelist of the symptoms that some
patients experience. Seemslikethat would be a pretty concentrated focus.

MS. ROTH: Thank you. Okay. Let megoon tothe
results section. Again, we'renot -- I'm not going to be going over the
individual results, but I do want to walk through them so you're awar e of
wherethey are and what they contain.

| also do want to point out a few things. Our participants
provided information and ideas and opinions about both the person side of
work and thejob side of work. Wedid not do any filtering. Wedid not do
any adjustment of those. We simply accepted them and recorded them
alongside each other. And so you will see somethingsthat appear to be
very closaly related side by side because oneison the person side and oneis
on thework side.

Also there were some commentsthat wereceived that were

outside of the scope of thisinvestigation. For example, comments about
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current policiesor current processes. Thosewerecorded aswell, and they
arein thebooklet. I'm going to point most of those out to you. Those we
will be handing off to the componentsresponsible for those. And then
lastly, after we've gone through thislist, I'm going to be discussing some of
thethemesthat we saw play out consistently acrossthe different
components.

If you turn toin thereport page 12, that'swherethereport
on physical data begins. Now, many of theitemsareitemsthat you've seen
in the DOT or rather occupational information systems, but our
adjudicatorsand reviewer swer e very specific about some detailed
information they would like to see regarding those elementsin terms of
measur ement and in terms of some specific infor mation they would like to
have about each of those elements.

Physical, the physical results go through page 20 and again go
beyond what you might seein the DOT. Sensory data beginson page 21.
And again, quite a bit of additional infor mation was described asdesirable.
Environmental data begins on page 23, and we received quite an extensive
list of elementsthat people wereinterested in for environmental data. And
that actually goesthrough page 33. Excuse me. Mental data. Mental data
startson page 26. Again, one of the areas where we don't have a lot of
information from the DOT. The mental data goesthrough page 33, and on

page 33 we start having information regarding task data.
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Now, | dowant to explain alittle bit what we broke out here
in termsof task data. Thishad to do with, for example, the number of steps
in each task, sequencing of tasks, number of tasks, complexity of tasks. And
in general most of these elements get at issuesrelated to job complexity,
which again isthen again related to the mental demands of work.

On page 35 startsinfor mation regar ding wor kplace
tolerances, flexibilities, and standards. Now, there's been some questions
about accommodations, wor kplace accommodations and so on. | do want to
explain and again restate something that's already been stated to you, and
that isthat Social Security at Step 5 doesnot consider accommodationsin
making a deter mination regarding disability. Accommodations are one
person and one employer, and that's not something we can necessarily
collect in a nationwide sample. That's an employer-based provision of
accommodation to an individual.

What the participantsin the UNA wereinterested in
providing was or interested in having access to would be much more
generalized infor mation across workplaces. So, for example, they were
looking for tolerances, flexibilities, and standardsthat might be available
throughout the economy within one occupation or within oneindustry.

And then the general comments begin on page 37. Now, the
general commentsdidn't fit into these content model areaswell, and so we

put them separately. And I'm goingto go through and describe basically
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the different sectionsfor your information. General suggestions, awish list,
commentsregarding the OlSin general startson page 37. Information
regarding skillsin the OIS starts on page 39. A wish list for the software
application and database for the new Ol S startson page 40. Claim
development procedures having to do with the Ol Sstarts on page 42. On
page 43 we start claim development proceduresin general. Thoserelateto
the current process, and those ar e outside the scope of the OIS, and those
will bereferred to the responsible component within Social Security for
their consideration.

On page 44 we have infor mation about both consultative
examinations and Residual Functional Capacity Assessment. The
infor mation on consultative examinationsis outside the scope of the OIS
project and will bereferred to theresponsible component for their
consideration. Claim evaluation proceduresison page 45, and then policy
comments ar e also on page 45. And again, many of the policy comments
are outside the scope of this project and will bereferred to the responsible
component.

Arethereany questionsbeforel go on to the next section?

Now, in terms of the thingsthat we've seen, the UNA was
successful in generating a substantial number of ideas and opinionsfrom its
participants. Given our early experience with the other methodologies, we

found this methodology to be successful. Participants provided ideas and
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opinionswith substantial scope going far beyond the original physical and
mental demands of work that we first envisioned.

Now, the objective of the investigation was not to develop
consensus. However, we did find the responses provided were very
consistent across all of the officesthat participated. In fact, many of the
responses that we received were similar to the commentsreceived from
individuals and the organizations that provided testimony to you.

The UNA also generated some very uniqueideasregarding
later integration of the Ol Sinto disability -- Social Security's disability
claims processes. And for that reason we do recommend that further
investigation be done throughout the process, throughout the project to
continue developing those unique ideasfor integration. But we do believe
that based on the wide variety and scope of the commentsreceived and the
consistency that we have developed through our own effortsand public
comment we havereceived enough information to go forward with the
development of the content model.

Now, we also want to point out that both the project team and
the participants under stood that what they were providing was a wish list
and that ther e was no expectation that every single item would be provided
in the new OIS but rather it wasawish list. Asfollow-up with each of the
offices, we provided each of the officeswho participated with alist of their

specific responsesfor that office so that they could follow those responses
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through, throughout the development of the new OIS or throughout the
project to see which ones of the wish list itemsthat they provided to uswere
included in the new product.

Now, in terms of the themes, we do discuss these in detail
beginning on page 47 of your report. Intermsof worker traitsand work
demands, SSA usersconsistently reported a need for mor e detailed
information about worker traits, per son side information, and wor k
demands, which again isthejob side information. They commented on the
lack of information in the DOT regarding the mental demands of work and
limited infor mation about work activities. They advised usthat the
aggregation -- and thiswas consistent across all of the offices we spoke
with -- they advised that the aggr egation of occupationsinto categories of
sedentary, light, medium, heavy, and very heavy work obscuresthe actual
requirements of work, and they ask these categories be decomposed into
separ ate data about the occupational requirementsfor sitting, walking,
standing, lifting, carrying, pulling, and pushing.

They reported a need for more detailed and consistent
measur ement of worker traits and work demands, and they provided
specific suggestionsfor the types of measurementsthat they thought would
be appropriate. They consistently reported a need for mor e occupational --
better occupational information that was more appropriate for individuals

with impairments. Again, the DOT, the descriptorsare based on people
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who have no impairment. For example, they stated that it would be helpful
to know if an impairment to one hand or one eye would impede an
individual from performing an occupation. They reported it would be
helpful to know if an individual could move around on ajob at will or what
we might call the sit-stand option in order to relieve back pain.

They stated that while infor mation about an occupational
requirement for occasional handling ishelpful, it's often moreimportant to
know whether repetitive handling isrequired of the worker and occupation.
What we mean by that iswhen you describe something as occasional, you're
describing it over the cour se of the day. So occasional could be, for
example, lifting a box once an hour through the course of a day, or it could
belifting a box repetitively for an entire hour. And the physical demands
on a body are quite different when something isrepetitive, so it would be
helpful to have information about that.

So, again, if you look at the information we provided, again,
they provided some suggestions for worker trait and worker demands that
aremor e appropriate for individuals with impairments, asked for
decomposed ratings and so on.

The next theme that we saw was having to do with updated
occupational information ver sus an updated Dictionary of Occupational
Titles. And while SSA usersof the DOT consistently ask for updated

occupational information, there was no call whatsoever to ssimply update
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the DOT because all of our usersfound information within the DOT itself
lacking in terms of the kind of infor mation they knew to assess how an
individual'simpair ment would be evaluated within the world of work.

Now, again, they all recognized that the DOT's been used for
many years and very successful for many years. And if the DOT had been
updated by the Department of Labor, | think they would have been satisfied
to continue going on aswe have been. But since we have an opportunity to
take alook and we need to update the information, they all consistently
indicated that we needed -- since we had this opportunity at thispoint in
time, that rather than updating the DOT, they would liketo see, again, this
mor e detailed impair ment-specific infor mation provided.

In terms of data versusthe application, again, we did not get
into policy issues. At thispoint in time we are simply looking at what kinds
of data should be collected. We're not asking questions about how that data
might later be applied. That'sa policy decision that Social Security can
make, but the data that's provided, the data that's collected might provide
an empirical basisfor Social Security to take alook at those policies. But
we're not entertaining changesto the policy at thistime. We're simply
looking to find out what kind of dataisneeded. And, quite frankly, SSA
users of occupational information are excited about the prospect of having
new data as well asthe development of new computer softwareinformation

that they believe could provide an opportunity for streamlined and
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simplified claimsintake processes that hasto do with how we collect
information from the claimant, again, how we obtain quality data from the
claimant and complete infor mation from the claimant without burdening
them.

They also believe that the opportunities available will benefit
both claimants and the agency, and participants provided suggestions
regarding softwar e, user interfaces, usability of data, suggestionsfor
enhanced computer-supported claim intake process. Again, waysto make
the application process easier for the claimants. They provided suggestions
for enhanced computer-supported decison making. Again, therewasno
indication, ther e was no hint even that people were thinking that the
computer would ever make the decision, because ther €' s always the need for
adjudicative judgment. We provide individualized case assessments for
claimants because we recognize that impair ments affect different peoplein
different ways.

But we believe that ther e are some computer enhancements
that may support the decision-making process and may make opportunities
for the decision-making processto be more consistent. And again, they
provided comments regarding SSA adjudicative policy at Steps 4 and 5 that
will be handed off to the responsible policy components.

Regarding classification, U.S. labor market connection, SSA

users of occupational information consistently cited a need for information
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about theincidence of jobsin the national economy and other occupational
classification systems since thisinformation is needed to establish a finding
of significant numbersof jobsin the national economy. And they also
expressed a desirefor crosswalksto other federal occupational classification
systems such asthe military classification systems.

In terms of data suggestionsfor work history and
transferability assessments, SSA users of occupational infor mation
consistently reported first that the agency's existing process for obtaining
work history information from the claimant is unnecessary, complex, and
difficult for the claimant. They believethat the development of the OIS
providesthe agency with an opportunity to simplify this process and
provide greater support to the claimant ashe or sheisfiling aclaim for
benefits.

Second, SSA users consistently reported a need for more
detailed information about skills or work -- wewould call them work
activities. They reported a need for more detailed infor mation about job
complexity, and they wer e wanting mor e infor mation regarding
occupational requirementsfor education and training.

SSA usersadvised that the concept within the DOT called
SVP, or specific vocational preparation, does not provide adequate
information for either the evaluation of skillsand their transferability or

assessment of the ability to work for individuals with mental impair ments.
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Third, SSA usersreported a need for mor e specific and compr ehensive
information about work context; for example, the work setting, work
processes, technology, tools, equipment, and machines used.

And lastly, regarding work options, again, in your tables
these arereported as wor kplace tolerances, flexibilities, and standards.
SSA usersof occupational information consistently reported a need for
information about wor k optionsthat are available to workersin a given
occupation. Again, broad-based tolerances, broad-based flexibilities,
information about existing work optionsisimportant to disability
evaluation since these options potentially provide an opportunity for
wor kerswith impairments to continue wor king despite their impair ments.
Now, thisisnot intended as a meansto deny claims but, again, provide
information to people in both vocational rehabilitation and Social Security
without requiring the worker to request, again, not involving any kind of
reasonable accommodation for an impairment or a disability.

In particular, SSA userscite a need for occupational
information about wor k optionsfor taking a break when needed, a
worker's ability to change positions when needed at their own discretion,
for example, the sit-stand option, wor kplace options such asflexible
schedules, flexible work locations such as telecommuting and working from
home.

So, at thispoint in timethose are the general themesthat
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we've seen, and |'d liketo open it up for any questions or discussion.

DR. SCHRETLEN: Thank you, Shirleen and
Michael. Thisisawonderful presentation of a great deal of work. | was
looking over theinstructionsto the participants, and it looks like they were
quite general in terms of what you were -- you tried to makeit as
open-ended as possible. But I'm wondering if the categories, did you cue
them in any way on these categories? Becausetherearecertain -- in the
tablethere are certain categories where there'san element in the left-hand
column but nothing in the right-hand column. And so I'm wondering just
sort of what doesthat mean? What doesit mean that thereissome
category listed but no comments?

MS. ROTH: Thank you. Actually two questionsthat
you asked. 1'm going to answer them both in order. Intermsof cueing
them in terms of category, no, wedidn't. Well, when we did the interviews,
we did not cuethem in terms of category. When we did the focus groups,
we began and we went through the different -- the different categories. We
had multipleflip chartson thewalls. And generally we began with the
physical demands because actually we would start by saying what kinds of
limitations did you see, and almost univer sally each location would start
with the physical demands.

And so we would start then and we would go through the

physical demands. They would list, generally speaking, the onesthat they
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saw from the DOT. They would start listing walking, standing, stooping,
crouching, those kinds of things. And during the focus group part then we
would drill down and we would say, okay, what would you like to know
about walking. And we would takethat then, continuedrilling down,
continue asking probing questions about each of those elements until there
Wer e N0 Mor e answers.

And during those conver sations, if something outside of the
scope of that particular element came up, we would writeit down
somewher e else and then go back to that. That would be the next thing that
we would goto. And again, we would take each one of those elements until
there were no moreresponses. And basically we would follow the lead of
the offices. Generally that followed a pattern of first talking about physical
demands. Then, again, the offices, we would follow their lead, would
generally moveinto environmental considerations. It would then go into
mental demands and tasks and wor kplace flexibility. Workplace
flexibilities came about both from physical demands and mental demands
but more commonly from the physical side.

DR. SCHRETLEN: Okay. Sol just want to clarify
then, because, you know, I'm obvioudly gratified to discover that so many of
the characteristics on the person side that usersrequested map directly onto
the characteristicsthat the Mental/Cognitive Subcommittee suggested may

be useful for Social Security to consider that | wondered if they were cued,
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because you can actually walk -- there€'s a one-to-one correspondence
between the 15 itemsthat we listed and the specific thingsthat users said
they would find useful to know or to assess about the person or thejob.

MS. ROTH: They werenot cued whatsoever having
to do with that. | don't even think we had that list availableto us at the
time we wer e conducting.

DR. SCHRETLEN: So beginning on page 26 and
proceeding through the end of the mental/cognitive points where they
requested additional information, there'sliterally a one-to-one
cor respondence among the thingsthat end users said would be useful and
things that we recommended from our Mental/Cognitive Subcommittee.

Thevery first oneisgeneral cognitive ability, the ability to
under stand multistep complicated instructions, smple detailed complex
activitiesthat arerequired. Continueson the next page with referencesto
intelligence, need for infor mation about simple ver sus complex job tasks.
Moving down, there'sareferenceto mental processing speed. That's
number 5on our list. Concentration isnumber 4. There areanumber of
pointsunder concentration, including the need to be able to crosswalk the
mental status exam to the OIS and mental residual functional capacity,
which you've emphasized in your introductory comments. They talk about
pace and persistence, which are number 9; the ability to keep a schedule,

which isitem 7 and 8; interaction with the general public, which isa general
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category in item number 10; the degree of supervision given or required or
available and how a person dealswith criticism, numbers 10 and 11 from
our list.

| won't -- I'll just stop there, but | think that it's striking that
virtually everything that we suggested that SSA might find useful that we
recommended, that our subcommittee recommended to the panel that SSA
might find useful to evaluate on the person side for correspondence with job
demandsarelisted in the -- are listed among the points made by your 70
something users.

MS. ROTH: Your point iswell taken. The -- many of
theseitems also crosswalk over tothe current MRFC. And | think in
general theresponses that we saw and why we went the focus group route
wasthat the responsesthat people generally gave usinitially were what they
wer e familiar with. So what they saw in the current RFC, what they saw in
thecurrent MRFC. Then oncethey saw other people, maybe one person at
alocation would say something that wasn't on the current MRFC or wasn't
on the current RFC, that then encouraged othersto start thinking outside
the box and identifying other elements. And that's actually what generated
the majority of the commentsthat we received.

DR. SCHRETLEN: And it'snot surprising that many
of these itemswould crosswalk to the MRFC because we attempted to

preserve aspects of the current MRFC that we heard, that our
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subcommittee heard wer e very useful.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Gunnar?

DR. ANDERSSON: Weéll, | just wanted to ask David.
Areyou asking to what degree the questions drove the answer s?

DR. SCHRETLEN: Yes, correct.

DR. ANDERSSON: Which you'd think, because -- |
looked at the physical and | have the same exact thought.

DR. SCHRETLEN: Wédll, I think what it suggestsis
that we're sort of on track.

MS. ROTH: Again, the commentsthat we're
receiving from theinternal usersare very consistent with the commentswe
received from the public, from the practitionersin private organizations,
and in the professional organizations. So | think that thereis-- there'sa
cor respondence between the responses that we'vereceived and the
responses that they are provided with aswell.

DR. FRASER: Just onequestion. On the
telecommute or, you know, work off-site or work from home, was that
heavily endor sed as something that should be evaluated or wasthat just a
couple of stray comments?

MS. ROTH: Theelementsthat we presented as
themes, those wer e -- every one of the themes wer e presented, not

necessarily at every site but consistently throughout all the sites. So they
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weren't -- the wor kplace option was actually onethat | believe waslisted at
every site. Now, it may not -- they may not have phrased it that way. They
may have said we need to know if somebody can go to the bathroom when
they want to go to the bathroom. You know, that's not necessarily
something that can bedonein every work site, and it becomesa critical
issue in many disability cases.

So sometimes the comment camein and you'll seeit presented
that way, can the person go to the bathroom when they need to go to the
bathroom or do they have to wait for permission from their supervisor, can
the person take a break to take medication when they need to takethe
break to take medication. So we'vereceived those kinds of comments
virtually at every site.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Tom?

DR. HUNT: | want to just take you back for a
moment to the U.S. labor market connections.

MS. ROTH: Yes.

DR. HUNT: How much frustration isthere currently
about the disconnect between the DOT asatool and the labor mar ket
information that's being collected? Commentson that?

MS. ROTH: Frustration. Social Security policy in
terms of the Step 5 decisions, framework or directed decisons. And those

aretechnical terms. Let meexplain them. At Step 5 of the sequential
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evaluation process, the agency hasto make a decision about whether or not
an individual can adjust to other kinds of work that are not necessarily
representing their past work history. And to do that, the agency has
developed a set of tablesor guidelines based on sedentary, light, medium,
and heavy work and so on that provides a decision-making process. If those
tables are met exactly, then the decision in the case consider s age,
education, work experience, and theindividual'sRFC. If thetablesare met
exactly, then that providesfor a directed decision. In other words, it tells
the adjudicator what decision you make. If thetablesarenot met exactly,
which isour norm asopposed to the exception to therule, then it providesa
framework for that decision-making process.

And those guidelines are based on a number of occupationsin
the DOT, which arethen a proxy for the number of occupations
represented or the number of jobsin the national economy. So SSA hasa
process and a policy to deal with some of thelack of information in terms of
actual numbers of occupationsat the DOT level.

Having said that, our adjudicatorswould prefer, | think
almost universally, to have infor mation about the incidence of occupations
at the DOT level on a national basis.

DR. HUNT: Right. Thank you.
DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Tom?

MR.HARDY: Thank you. | really enjoyed reading
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thisreport. It wasaunique and creative way of getting information, and |
really applaud you trying to think outside the box on this.

MS. ROTH: Thank you.

MR. HARDY: Sol thought it wasvery nicely done.
And thisisgoing to sound kind of left field, but | wasreading this pretty
closely and one of thelinesin herejumped out at me. And thisisnot
something | think that you haveto answer right now, but I'm kind of asking
for information here because on page 2 you said in this paper, " Theterm
"occupation” isthe same general meaning asthat used in the DOT.
However, the Ol Swill group or class occupationsin away that's optimal
for SSA'sdisability programs.”

And | sort of stood back and thought, the Ol Sisworking, or |
mean the work group isworking on different things and you're doing a lot
of stuff that we don't know about right now. But if thereisadecision or an
assumption right now for data classification and gathering that iskind of
based on an idea of how the information will be classified, could you guys
kind of list, you know, where you're going and how that'sinfor ming the
resear ch that you're doing, if such has happened?

MS. ROTH: There's-- there'sno preconceived notion
of what the classification system isgoing to be for the new -- at thispoint in
time, at least, | don't -- | personally don't have a preconceived idea other

than to say that the data needsto drive the classification process. Right
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now there are over 12,000 occupationsin the DOT. At thispointintimeit's
difficult to say how many of those or which ones of those maybe no longer
exist in the national economy, which ones have been modified so
significantly that they may not look like how they're described in the DOT,
and how many new occupations may have emerged. And so, again, the
DOT iswhat we know, and so the data collection may well -- we're going to
belooking to you for guidance on much of that. The data collection may be
based on what we know. But once the data becomes available, then I'm --
my personal assumption isthat the data will drive the classification system.

MR. HARDY: Thanks.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: | want tofollow up Tom's
qguestion. | think what you're asking, Tom, and let me make sure, | don't
want to put wordsinto your mouth, isif it saysa level of -- what doesit say
again? Read it to me.

MR.HARDY: "In thispaper theterm " occupation”
has the same general meaning asthat used in the DOT. However, the OIS
will group or classify occupationsin away that isoptimal for SSA's
disability programs.”

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Sol think it'sthat latter
part in termsof classifying data that isappropriateto SSA's programs that
isthe question.

MS. ROTH: Okay. Thank you. Different
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occupational systems classify occupations according to what's most
important tothem. And so, for example, the O*NET is classified according
tojob families so that you might, for example, if you're doing car eer
exploration, you might be able to see the transit of somebody through
different occupationsthat lead to a higher level of skill. Sowithin O*NET,
for example, you might see a progression of somebody asthey gain
experience and asthey further their education. It's everywhere from street
lamp wirer to master electrician for a building, for a high-rise. And that
would all be within one occupation. Wide diversity in terms of skill level,
what we would consider skill level, and wide diversity in terms of the
physical demands of someone who is actually, you know, wiring street
lamps ver sus somebody who is creating blueprintsfor an electrical system
within a high-rise building.

That's not optimized for disability evaluation. For disability
evaluation, asyour other usershavetold you over the course of the past
year, we need infor mation regarding the physical and mental demands of
work and all of the criteria that we've been discussing today. So to answer
the question specifically, the new OIS, in my opinion, would need to be
classified according to the criteria that we care about, and that criteriais
the mental demands of work, the physical demands of work, the
environmental conditionsthat are presented in a workplace.

MR.HARDY: | completely understand that, but if
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you ar e starting to work on some sort of -- if you have anything regarding
thisthat you'reworking on, I'd like to be briefed to know how you're doing
it and what your thoughtsarein thework group. That'sreally what I'm
asking.

MS. ROTH: Okay.

MR.HARDY: Okay?

MS. ROTH: That work has not yet begun.

MR.HARDY: Thanks.

MS. KARMAN: | wasjust going to mention that
Social Security had provided the panel with its program, legal, and data
requirements early on which the panel then assessed and voted on. And one
of the recommendationsthat the panel made to the agency involved the
acknowledgment of those requirements and indicating that those
requirementswerereally very much on target. Amongthem were
requirementsthat weidentified with regard to how work might be grouped.

S0, in other words, wetalk frequently about aggr egational

level, and really when we do that we're concerned about both on the panel
and within our team hasto do with how homogeneous the groupings of
wor k might be along the lines of those elementsthat are most important to
us. And so thosekinds of thingswould requirefactor analysis, and that's
why we'renot really in a position at this moment to recommend the exact

number or how that might look.
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But, you know, aswe take that initial step to look at how
work might be grouped so that we can map it onto what is currently
reflected by your labor statistics and others, you know, under SOC, then
that will enable usto begin finding that work in the economy so we can
gather moreinformation. So, aswe do something along those lines, Tom,
we'll be ableto sharethat, but that's what that's about.

MR.HARDY: Okay.

DR. SCHRETLEN: Isanimplication of thisin terms
of long-range thinking that if our research, if it wereto demonstrate that
occupations as dispar ate as, say, bank teller, a bookkeeper, and cashier all
had extremely homogeneous job demands and made extremely similar
demands on worker abilities or skills, they might all be grouped together as
a cluster, that someone might be found ableto perform a cluster of jobs
rather than specific occupations?

MS. KARMAN: | think that that certainly, by that
extension of logic, that would certainly be a possibility aslong asthe
adjudicative -- Social Security adjudicator was ableto assessthen of 1.
Because wereally at the bottom line of it need to be ableto takethe
information that we would be wanting to present in that OIS classification
and be ableto walk it back to theindividual case, so -- but yeah, | mean,
that's a possibility that that could happen aslong asit was possible for the

adjudicator to recognize what the requirements of work wer e vis-a-vis what
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the individual's limitations were.

DR. SCHRETLEN: | mean, conceptually, | suppose
it'sreally no different than saying this applicant isable to do occupations A,
B, C,and D. It'sjust putting them together asa cluster and clustering them
by virtue of the occupational demands and worker characteristicsthey
require and then saying that, well, one of these jobs may not be necessarily
widely available in the national economy, one of thiscluster is. See what
I'm saying?

MS. ROTH: And again, there's many classification
decisionsthat need to be made and many decisions, design decisionsfor the
new OIS. It'sour anticipation that each one of those stepswill be informed
by the data.

DR. ANDERSSON: David, what would be the benefit
of thiscluster? I'm trying to figure out why you would want to do that.

DR. SCHRETLEN: Thevery last point that | made,
that it might be that seven specific occupations have such homogeneous
demand characteristicsthat they can be essentially viewed inter changeably,
and that while one of them or two of them may not be very widely available,
one of that cluster would be.

DR. ANDERSSON: But wouldn't you know that if
you look at the seven individually rather than asa cluster?

DR. SCHRETLEN: You might not know it if you
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hadn't aggregated them into a cluster.

DR. ANDERSSON: Oh, now you have me lost
because | would have thought that all you needed to do wasto identify the
specifics and then the computer would pop up these seven different. You
wouldn't missthem.

DR. SCHRETLEN: That'strue. | think that theidea
of clustering would just sum their availabilities throughout the economy.
That'sall. But | think thisisreally an aside. | don't want to -- | didn't
mean to --

DR. ANDERSSON: Because | waslooking at this, and
| was thinking along clustering for different reasons. You know, if you
think about the physical demand side, if you're unableto lift 50 pounds, you
don't need to know anything more about the jobsthat requireslifting of 50
pounds. You don't need to know whether you lift it frequently or whether
you haveto lift it for long periods of time. You just don't need any more
information.

On the other hand, if you can lift it, you need all that
information. So when you collect the information about the job, even
though you may not need it in the adjudication process, you still have to
have the information.

DR. SCHRETLEN: Yes, and | agreethat that would

be an advantage of clustering jobs with homogeneous demands. | mean, it
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has a number of implications, and | certainly concur with that.

MS. SHOR: I'djust liketo offer afinal, probably a
final comment about clustering. Aslong asthe statuterequiresthe
Commissioner to identify jobsthat a person can do whilethey'rein the
process of being denied, | certainly don't think we want to movein the
direction of a cluster that saysto the claimant someplacein hereisajob you
can do and the Commissioner has satisfied hisburden by presenting a
cluster of jobs.

So | under stand conceptually, thinking through, there may be
advantagesto thinking about clusters, but certainly nothing -- nothing's
going to trump the agency's requirement to identify jobsthat -- specific jobs
that it perceivesasthe claimant able to perform and therefore the basis for
the denial.

DR. GIBSON: The nicething about dataiswhen you
collect it at alevel of specificity, you can always aggregateit. Sothat'sthe
nice thing about this.

MS. KARMAN: Theother thingiswhat I'm hearing
David to be asking -- | don't want to put wordsin your mouth, soif I'm not
hearing thiscorrectly, please let me know. But what I'm hearing isthat
because we're char ged with helping the agency, advising the agency about
its development of an occupational information system tailored to its needs,

we may end up with a view of the world of work that isnot necessarily
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exactly like theworld of work that would be presented or useful to
employers, for example.

DR. SCHRETLEN: Not only might it not be similar,
it might beradically different because the needs areradically different
than -- asthe example that Shirleen gaveisa perfect example, that
structuring the job taxonomy or classification in the way you described
makes all kinds of senseif you're advising someone about a career path.
Weéll, you can -- you could enter thejob, you know, this occupation at this
level and then you work your way up. And that's-- soit'savery rational
way of structuring ajob taxonomy.

But obviously the needs of the Ol S are completely different.
And so looking for jobsthat have homogeneous char acteristicsiswhat is
going to be most valuable to the agency, and that could wind up looking like
avery different structure.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Mark?

DR. WILSON: 1 think thisisavery important
discussion, and don't want to losetrack of the fact that the point that's
being made here about therelationship between different job titlesand the
extent to which they're similar or different isvery much a function of what
thevariablesarethat they're compared on. And | think it'savery fair
statement that Social Security hasa very unique set of needsthat the

Department of Labor did not take into account when it designed Dictionary
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of Occupational Titles. It wasfrom the beginning a compromise. It was
better than nothing, but it certainly wasn't designed for their purposes, nor
did the O*NET takeinto account these kinds of very specific end user needs
that Social Security has.

So, depending upon the number and the type of metrics, | can
show relationships and can cluster work to be similar or different,
especially as has been discussed in various places. Thereisgoingtobea
certain amount of within-title variability in any sort of job analytic system.
And if you expand thisto theissue of what | would call ergometric analysis
of work versus econometric analysis of work, economists, because of what
they'retrying to do, would tolerate much greater within-title variability for
their legitimate purposes of studying the labor market asa whole and
looking at trends and things of that sort, but in what you would need to
make the kinds of decisionsthat we'retalking about at a very functional
level of, you know, what people can and can't do in specific positionsinside
organizations.

So thereason thisisimportant isthat | do think for certain
aspects of what we'retrying to do herethat we're going to have to lead back
to some of these econometric systems. And sowe're sort of walking a fine
line herein the sensethat we can't -- to speculate that any classification
system we would come up with would be wildly different in terms of how

titles might be classified or organized would createreal problemsin terms
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of any kind of crosswalk back to other systems.

But that being said, it is extremely important that we focus
like a laser beam on exactly what the user needsare. Wedon't need to
replicate a lot of uselessinformation that'sin existing occupational
information systems. We need to focus on what Social Security'sneedsare
and do it in away that is efficient and, from my standpoint, includes
econometrics so that some of theseissues are much easier to deal with than
they arein thecurrent. Sorry for editorializing, but --

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Any more questions?

DR. SCHRETLEN: Not a question but just sort of one
additional comment on this. And | don't want to belabor it, but | want to
point out that therereally is precedent for thisway of thinking in other
areas of research. And in the area of genetics epidemiology, for instance,
there'sagreat deal of interest these daysin the medical community of
looking acr oss disease categories, lumping people in different disease
categoriestogether, and then looking for homogeneous subgroups with the
thought that more homogeneous subgroups may map on better to genetic,
you know, susceptibilities or mutations or abnor malities, genetic
abnormalities. And it'savery similar sort of thinking that, you know,
we're doing resear ch in which we'relooking at people with schizophrenia
and bipolar disorder together. We set asidethediagnosisand just seeare

there groups, subgroups of individuals with significant cognitive
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impairment and, you know, flat affect or anhedonia and lack of initiative,
or aretheresubgroups of patients who have, you know, alot -- who are
very susceptible to having hallucinations or delusionsregar dless of whether
they have schizophrenia clinically or bipolar disorder, becauseit may be
that those subgroups of patients may represent more natural categoriesin
terms of genetic architecture.

And in asimilar sort of way, by looking acr oss occupational
titlesfor occupationsthat arevery closely related, it may be a very useful
per spective for organization of an OIS. It may be a more useful per spective
for organizing the Ol Sfor SSA'sneedsiswhat |'m trying to say.

MS. KARMAN: Just asa follow-up to thisdiscussion,
whatever iterative processthat we will go through to establish, for example,
theinitial classification that we will need just to get out to do our first foray
into job analysis, we will be sharing with the panel including the
methodology we use. Soto get at Tom'sinitial question and some of the
thingsthat 1've been hearing, you all will have -- all of uswill have an
opportunity to respond to that and bein a position to actually seewhat it is
we've come up with beforewe go to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, for
example, and discussthat.

S0, in other words, we'll go from this discussion theor etically
to something that you can actually look at and say, okay, initially thisis

what we're thinking our first mapping might look like, you know, what do
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you think, the elements that we've chosen so that we can get an initial
grouping, doesthiswork, why doesn't it work, you know, arethere other
elementsthat we may want to try to group on or to useto group with. So
we'll have mor e opportunity to takealook at thisasa panel.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: David, doeswhat you're
describing a little bit harken back to the transferable skills analysiswhere,
you know, the whole process of looking at not -- you know, this group of
jobs has similar characteristics and thereforeif I'm doing thisjob in one,
you know, if | can do thisparticular occupation, can | do other related
occupations?

DR. SCHRETLEN: Absolutely.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Okay. I think we areready
for abreak. And we had quite a bit of time allotted this morning for public
comment, and during that period we did have arequest for a public
comment. So we will take a break, we will come back for a public
comment, and then we'll use -- do the stakeholder panel. So, 15 minutes.
We'll be back at a quarter till. Thank you.

(Recessfrom 10:34 to 10:52)

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Okay. We'reat quorum, so
we're going to go and get started with the public comment. We have on the
lineMr. Rick Wickstrom. Heisa physical therapist, and heis presenting

on behalf of the American Physical Therapy Association, the orthopedic

CAPITAL REPORTING COMPANY
(202) 857-DEPO(3376)



65

section. Rick, areyou on?

MR. WICKSTROM: Yes, | am.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Okay. Welcome, Rick. The
way thisworksisyou'll have ten minutes, and then at the end of the ten
minutes or whenever you're done befor e the ten minutes, we'll open it up to
the panel for questions. So, welcome, and go ahead.

MR. WICKSTROM: Okay. Thank you very much.
And as| mentioned, I'm calling on behalf of the occupational health special
interest group of the American Physical Therapy Association, and we've
been following this effort with great interest and we appreciate the
commentsthat thisisreally only a starting point for developing a
replacement taxonomy.

One of our concerns about the existing SSA evaluation
processisit allows statements of functional ability that are predominantly
supported by subjectivereportsfrom claimants or more medically oriented
evaluationsthan we cited in thereport, the study by Brewer, that found
little agreement and correlation between claimant's self-report ver sus
clinical exam by a physician versus actual functional testing. In fact, that
report found that the highest limitation came from the self-report followed
by the limitations derived from the clinical exam and then from the most --
followed by the functional capacity evaluation testing respectively.

We proposethat some of thedelaysin the current review and
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the appeals process could be eliminated if mor e objective functional
capacity testing was required at appropriate times during the SSA process.
For example, if theinternal reviewersof initial or appeal applications had
thelatitude to authorize mor e objective functional testing early on in the
process, it might actually redirect some of the claimantsthat otherwise put
their liveson hold for several years pending the outcome of the SSA
disability adjudication process.

One of our biggest concerns from reviewing the September
report wasthat a complete and unbiased review of the literature wasn't
really doneto identify resear ch that supportsthe physical demand factors
and other recommendations by a committee, by the OIDAP committee, and
that we feel that a more comprehensive review of theliterature would help
identify factorsthat have more established methods for evaluating them as
well asmorereliable functional job analyses, techniques.

In terms of the person side recommendation -- and our focus
was primarily on the physical demand side of the picture -- we agree that
the physical demand worker traitswould benefit from further refinement
and expansion of thetraits. We saw wherethe panel had recommended
about 32-plusfactors compared to about 20 factorsin the existing DOT.
And we applaud the need for mor e detail, but also felt like this should be
tempered with sort of a practical need when you evaluate thison thejob. If

you get too many factors, it becomes an unmanageable situation in
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evaluating wor k demand as well as during the scope of an evaluation and
trying to bend toward shorter, more functionally oriented exams. And
expanding the number of factorsalso inspires more testing, and some of
thosefactorsarelessimportant.

The biggest -- in looking at thelist, some of our questions
related to the factorsthat were proposed iswhich of those factor s could be
better combined or delineated or better named to improve their
under standability and utility. And we recognize thisisa big semantics
challenge and everybody's got their own ideas and we could argue about the
best name for any particular factor, but in particular wefelt like that the
criticalness of each factor should be analyzed based on whether reliable and
guantifiable methods exist that are currently utilized by professionals that
are evaluating the worker's ability or job demands. And some of the
factorsjust don't even have established methods for evaluating the worker
ability or job demand on that list.

Thetypeof rating scale that's appropriate for the factor is
also important because ther€'s a big differ ence between a frequency-based
rating scale or that's based on percent of day or perhapseven tyingin
numbers of repetitionsthat relateto those -- to that factor versuswhat |
would call more of an aptitude or more skill-based rating factor. And some
of the problemsin the past on thelist of prior DOT 20 factors, you got

factorson there, for example, like near vision and far vision. Thosearereal
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clear-cut examplesthat are more appropriately evaluated in a aptitude or a
skill-based kind of assessment than with a frequency percent accordingto
the day.

And then, you know, arethere some missing factorsfrom the
proposed list? Becauseit was quite obviousthat some of the
well-established factorsthat have established tests and method for
evaluating, thingslike finger dexterity and manual dexterity, were missing
from the proposed list. And sowe had alot of debate about rating scales.
And, in fact, within the timeline of trying to beresponsiveto reviewing the
report, wedidn't really come to complete consensus on exactly how the
rating scale issue should be done or what would be appropriate levels at
each level of therating scale, but we did feel like the factor s should be
grouped based on the type of rating scale, that most of the physical demand
factorsin the DOT usethe frequency scale, but we felt that some factors
would be more appropriately rated using a more aptitude or amore
skill-based rating scale that actually specifies examples of the functional
levelsthat are appropriateto that factor.

Again, we didn't come to complete consensus, but we did
provide some r epr esentative examples how that might go. And so
beginning with material handling factors, we approached it in two ways.
One, welisted the factorsthat we felt like would be important to consider

under materials handling, and then also ar e suggesting that a revised
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strength scale be designed that haslevelsranging from zero to 4 or 5 with
zero starting at not present to a number 5 which would represent really an
exceptional level of ability requirements.

And some of theimportant factorsthat we felt should be
included on there would belike low lifting, and we included a oper ational
definition for there; knee-level lifting, which isimportant for people who
have flexibility limitationsthat prevent them from reaching down to a lower
level; midrange versus high. And thisis consistent with some of the tools
that have emerged, like for the American Conference of Governmental and
Industrial Hygiene, so to kind of separate therisk assessment by zones of
work, carrying, pushing, and pulling, which wereferenced in. And we
provided an example of wherethat strength scale, when the postural
demands arekind of stripped out of that, would perhapslook like.

And one thing that we wanted to kind of note isthe existing
strength scale doesn't really show the per centages of frequency at a high
enough per centage of what the person could do on a maximum or
occasional basis. | mean, it'sreally not based on unestablished exercise
physiology methodology. It just takes 50 percent, and people can -- our
experience has been and materials handling literature such asthe NIOSH
Revised Lifting Guideindicatesit's actually a higher percentage of the
occasional and maximumsthan what is currently being portrayed in the

DOT strength scale.
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Under work tolerances, we see the benefit of maybe adding a
level such as"rare" at thelower end and alevel of " exceptional” which
represents maybe mor e than an eight-hour day type of exposure. And we
included under that sit-stand work, because that's come up again and again,
and it ispossibleto classify the availability of that work activity by a
per centage of time or percentage of theday. | mean, it may be completely
availablelikein a counter job wherethe person is selling auto parts, you
know, an auto partswar ehouse type of situation, wher eas there might be
situations wher e the person hasto literally choose only to sit like such as
when they'redriving a vehicle over theroad.

And weincluded -- there were a number of factorssuch as
kneeling and crouching and squatting and even sitting that really the
individual can choose to operatein any of those posturesto do a given task,
and we felt that those might be actually combined into a broader term such
as postures.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Rick, | apologize. Theten
minutes has come up, so I'm going to ask you to maybe spend the next 30
seconds or so summarizing, and then I'm going to open it up to the panel
for questions.

MR. WICKSTROM: Okay. Well, under physical
aptitude, we list ambulation, agility, stamina, and climbing. Keyboarding

would befinger and manual dexterity asimportant factors. And then we
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included kind of a chart at the end of thereport wher e we went through
each factor and provided some clarifying comments asto what type of scale
those could be administered with and why it should be kept or deleted or
renamed in some -- in some fashion. And I'm happy to respond to specific
qguestions from the panel. And we listed references at the end that perhaps
relate to some of the comments by the -- on the Physical Demands
Subcommitteereport about frequency recommendations such asthe
American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygiene.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Thank you, Rick. 1'm going
to now open it up to the panel for any questions. | don't hear any questions.

| want to thank you. Thisisavery comprehensivelist. I've

had a chanceto look through it thismorning. | seethat you are addressing
data elements within the recommendations and also addressing some
measur ement kinds of issues. And asyou -- | know you under stand,
because you were at our | ARP presentations, that at this stage we were
looking at data elements and not looking at measurement issues besides just
some very general recommendationsin terms of, you know, how things
might cluster in thelong run due to not having data collected yet. Sol
really appreciatethe efforts of APT in providing thisinput into this process.
Sylvia does have a question.

MS. KARMAN: Yes. Thank you, Rick, for providing

usyour commentsfrom APTA. | havetwo questions, and you may not
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have the answersready at this point, so you could always e-mail them to our
e-mail site. But one of them is, you mentioned that theliterature search
could have been more extensive and unbiased. So I'm wondering if you-all
had some thingsin mind as examples of that. We'd bereally interested to
know what that might be.

For example, we did look at literature having to do with
repetition and how isthat defined and found that, frankly, alot of these
things wer e defined in a way that wer e conflicting. So we do have a number
of issuesthat we know we need to go back and take a further look at. So,
sounded like you had something in mind. If you could provide uswith some
direction around that, that would be great.

The other question that | had, | thought | heard you say that
among the aptitudes some of them ar e skill-based factors, and | think you
mentioned acute, near acute, and said that it wouldn't be appropriateto
link frequency with that? 1'm -- if you could just clarify that. | wasn't -- |
think | misheard that.

MR. WICKSTROM: Sure. | mean, theclarity of
vision iswhat istypically evaluated like using like a Snellen chart in a
practical sensein akind of clinical situation. And the clarity of vision for
working on thejob, for example, you know, to drive atruck over theroad
you've got to have 20/40 in both eyes. And so wefelt like that type of scale

would be more appropriate than rating it too because it describesthe level
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of ability that'srequired and it directly tiesin with an objectivetesting
method so that that would be a more appropriate type of grouping for that
type of scale, wher eas something like -- so | hope that kind of clarifiesit a
little bit.

Tomeit'smore appropriately evaluated with something
that's mor e geared towardsthe level of ability than the frequency that it
actually occursduring that, because like -- and climbing is another
example. | mean, a person with alow level of climbing ability may only be
ableto climb aramp, whereas a person with a higher level, an exceptional
level of climbing may be ableto go to Rock Quest and climb acrossthe
ceiling. You know, so that type of evaluation capturesthe essence of the
person's ability better than just the frequency because climbing occursin so
many different ways, and vision isalong the samelines.

MS. KARMAN: Okay. Thank you very much.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Thank you. Thank you,
Rick.

MR. WICKSTROM: Thank you for the opportunity
to speak to you.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Okay. We'renow going to
have the stakeholder panel. The stakeholder panel isthe group of
individualswho presented for the user needsyesterday. Thereisan

individual who could not -- that presented yesterday who could not be here.
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That was Mr. Tom Sutton with NOSSCR. We have Mr. Mike Glancy. And
on -- let's seg, it'sthelast -- second to last tab beforethered tab, and page 2
ishisbio. I'm going to give him a few minutesto address us, five minutesto
address us generally since hedidn't present yesterday. And then thiswill
be an opportunity to interact between the Ol DAP and the user panel.

| do want to make some comments before we get started.
Part of our goal for thisJanuary meeting wasto hear alot of voices, as
much aswe could, in terms of feedback from usersfrom the public,
anybody who wanted to provide infor mation to us. When we started off the
meeting yesterday, | went through kind of a description of what we've been
doing for thelast year, what the purpose waswith our report, our
methodology, so people had kind of an inkling of what we've done and how
we've done it.

From some of the commentsthat we've heard from theusers
of the public comment, I'm always very awar e asa counselor of how I'm
communicating individually, and so that kind of spreads out to how we
communicate asa panel. And sowe'revery, very aware of that. And there
wer e a couple of flags that went up for me that gave me some concer n about
maybe how information isbeing received and communicated out there
about what our recommendations might be. Sol just want toreiterate and
then show an example of what |'m talking about.

Part of our processin termsof thereport, and | don't
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remember who the user was, but theindividual said they had read the
report cover to cover, 750 pagesasawholereport. And so the concept
thereisthereport in terms of the recommendations by the panel arethe
first 60 pages. Those arethe recommendationsthat were voted upon by the
panel from the recommendationsthat came from the subcommitteesthat
went to the Commissioner. All other material, the other 690 pages, are
methodology in terms of how we came up with what was said, what was
deliberated in September. Some of those subcommittee reportsthemselves
have appendices, so there arelayers of information.

Nancy, I'm going to use you again because | lovethis
comment you made in September, and it wasright before we started the
deliberation process, and Nancy said she had never belonged to a group
that by the time she got thereport on Friday and we met on Monday had
changed again. And that showsthe nature of how iterative this process has
been. And when you put a processlikethat on aflat piece of paper, it
doesn't always come across. But it'sreally important to understand the
methodology that we employed so people don't take little bitsand pieces
and go off onto tangents and believe those are our recommendations. |
want to give an example of that.

Several of theindividuals yesterday talked about a
proprietary instrument, that there's an under standing out there somehow

that a part of our recommendation isto develop a proprietary instrument
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for measuring cognition iswhat I'm hearing out there. So last night | went,
pulled up my 750 pages, did a sear ch to see where do we use the word
"proprietary instrument.” It'snowherein the 60 pages. Therearetwo
instances of theword " proprietary.” It isin the subcommitteereport for
mental/cog as an appendix to that report, not arecommendation from that
subcommittee. So somehow those two instancesin 750 pages have been
inter preted asthework that we are doing as a panel and somehow also
interpreted asour recommendations. And so | would really encourage
individualsto read thereport, particularly thefirst 60 pages, to under stand
what the panel'srecommendations wereto SSA.

On the other hand, our task with thisreport was to suggest
and recommend data elements, those basic elementsthat a lot of uswho
have been using the DOT for many year swill recognize as the basic things
to look for when we'relooking at ajob and linking it with the impair ments
for an individual.

When | go back to that samereport and | search for " data
elements,” it is46 timesused in that first 60 pages with our
recommendations and 58 times used in the appendices. So we have 104
instances of the use of " data elements," those basic thingsthat we need to
consider on thework side and the person side to match.

And soit'sreally important that people understand what the

mission of the OIDAP is, what we were doing with that first report. Asl
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indicated yesterday, it isthe start of a process and to under stand that the
750 pages are an attempt to be astransparent aswe can in terms of our
methodology and that people should not beinter preting two statements or
two comments as being a recommendation by the panel when that isnot the
case.

So | wanted to set that because that was some -- when |
receive feedback, | look at what isbeing said as areflection of perhaps my
inability to communicate fully. And so | understand that sometimesin
terms of a paper product, especially something technical, people might not
be understanding it the way it was meant. And so what this-- what weare
hoping to do over the next hour isto have that communication back and
forth. Therewere some questionsimplied by the usersyesterday, Lynne
had one, for example, kind of a confusion about what we meant by General
Recommendation No. 3. Thisisan opportunity to be ableto clarify that.
There were some probably thoughtsor ideasor questionsthat the OIDAP
had of theusersin general. Sothisgivesusan opportunity to clarify those
aswell.

So at thispoint | want to turn it over for the next five minutes
to Mr. Glancy whoisherein terms of the stakeholder organization, or
NOSSCR, to be part of thisprocess. Thank you.

MR. GLANCY: Thank you very much, and I'm

honored to be here, to be invited to speak.
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Just a little bit about my background. |1've been representing
disability claimantsfor 34 years. | came up -- to say that | came up the
hard way isan under statement sincel don't have a law degree and |
didn't -- when | was hired by legal aid to represent disabled people, | didn't
know ther e was a disability component of Social Security. | looked at the
guy and said, what areyou talking about? Y ou get Social Security what
you retire, right? Hesays, you'll berepresenting disabled people. Fine.
But in the books there was nothing, so | learned from the ground up.

Now | edit the Social Security Practice Guidewhich isa
five-volume set. Thelast two volumes were done by doctors. So most of my
work now dealswith doctorsand in either theresearch component for the
book or talking to them about their patients and the functional limitations.
And thedoctorsarethefirst totell you they don't know beans about
functional limitations. But |'velearned alot from doctors, from doctors
like Dr. Andersson, whose book | have on my desk on disability, and they've
guided meto many grounds, so to speak, on pain. So | probably spend most
of my time now with pain management specialties. Take meintovery
strange ar eas, accor ding to my wife, like reading the Jour nal of Pain.

And one of the comments of Dr. Andersson earlier caught my
attention becauseit's onethat frustrates me a great deal isthat peoplethat |
represent, you mentioned that therearealot of good treatmentsfor folks,

and there are, no doubt. But the problem, thefrustration | haveisby the
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time | see people they have no money, they have no health insurance, they
have no Medicaid, they can't get Medicare until they're found disabled, so
thetreatment that'svital to their mayberecovery isdenied them and they
become chronic after time. And what you learn from reading ar cane
things, likethe Journal of Pain isthe latest data, isthelonger you wait, the
longer you'redenied treatment, the more chronic the pain, the morelikely
you areto never work, because chronic pain is a disease entity in and of
itself. They'renow finding that people who take -- endure pain for six
months and longer become chronic, become hyper sensitive to pain.

And then you get to the -- whereyou -- | hear alot from
doctorsthat symptoms are out of proportion with the findings. And what
they find now isthat findings have nothing to do with pain at some point
because they become a disease entity itself isthe chronic pain. Sothat'sa
frustration. And they've guided meto many paths, including the work of
Dr. Alf Nachemson, hisstudy " Pressures on the Spine Among Healthy
People,” and showsthe various pressuresthat causeincreased pain. And
thisposition I'm in right now istheworst. It'slike 150 percent of pressure.
And why people -- the sit-stand option, for instance, isnot really applicable
because these people -- | hear thisover and over -- are not comfortable just
standing. They haveto walk around, lie down, because the pain becomes --
they can sit for 20 minutes maybe. They can stand for 20 minutes, and then

they haveto liedown or, as my clients often say, walk down the pain.
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Because even if you're on -- most of my clients are on morphine or some
very potent narcotic, are getting injections from the pain management
gpecialist. They still have pain. They'rein -- as Dr. Andersson was pointing
to, | don't think disk herniation isthe primary cause. What we see most
commonly isdisk disease, facet arthropathy, disk itself.

And what Dr. Schretlen wastalking about earlier, how many
people are disabled by virtue of mental disorders? Well, everybody | seeis
depressed. They'redepressed. And | had a wonderful conver sation with
the famous Dr. Waddell, Gordon Waddell, who says, you know, we talk all
thetime about secondary gain. We never talk about secondary losses. And
thelossesfor these people create the depression. They losetheir dignity.
They losetheir income. They lose their social statusthat comes from work.
They losetheir homes. That'swherel find people. They have no health
insurance. That'sastart. They alsodon't havea house. They don't have
an income. They don't have self-respect. They'retotally demoralized
people and they'revery depressed. They don't -- they don't even know who
they are by thetime | see them because people -- peopl€ sidentity is
attached to their work.

And when you don't -- you aren't ableto do it, you're --
Freud said that too, basic elementsthat people need, work and love. So
you're denying them thework. And 99 percent of the people | see would die

to go back towork. And that'swhat Dr. Gordon Waddell says. He says
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these people want to work. But we assumethey don't. Wecall it secondary
gain. 99 percent of the people| seewant towork. Sotherearealot of
reasonswhy they don't work. Depression and pain and the fatigue that's
associated with that that won't let people get out of bed or won't let them
stay out of bed very long.

These arethe elementsthat I'm sureyou folks have looked at
because you've got good members, good folks doing good work on this panel
and analyzing this stuff. And I'm really happy to -- and having done this
forever and ever, I'm aware of lotsand I'm very happy you'rekind of
continuing along the same path asyour prior commission, which was
paneled by the National Institute of Medicine back in '99. And they said
many of the same things you'retalking about. Yes, we need to look at
cognitive demand to work. The core competencies of work are
concentration, communication, ability to get along with others. And, you
know, that's -- they made many of the recommendations you're making.
O*NET hasgood things. O*NET doesn't meet Social Security's needs, but
perhapsit could be modified to meet those needs.

A lot of good folks, you know, Johns Hopkins, Dr. Berkowitz
| think ishisname? No, he'sfrom Rutgers. But the biostatistician from
Johns Hopkins, Dr. Brookmeyer, was on the panel. A member of UNC was
on the panel. And they looked at the same things|'m happy that you're

doing now, because what they decided and | think what Dr. Schretlen and
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people decideisit's more at the cognitive elementsthat are deter minative of
ability towork rather than perhapsjust physical, because the ability to get
along with other people and interact appropriately when you're chronically
in pain, depressed, and ability to concentration and attend to tasks and then
be able to sustain that attention and then shift that attention, these are
elementsthat are hard to quantify but they'revery, very key. And that's
what they found. And that'swhat | seealot of, because what | seein my
research and what | see on thejob, so to speak, from everybody from the
schizophrenic to the person with chronic back pain and everythingin
between. Soit'sa daunting task.

| might have onelast thing. The gentleman that this doctor
was talking about, a literature search, the AMA'sdonethat | think in their
newest publication on the Guideto the Evaluation of Functional
Assessment. And if you werelooking for guidance, and | know how
important it isfor you folksto come up with the scientifically reliable and
valid data, they give you a nicelittle chart for hand function particularly
and tell you what'sreliable, retest, test-retest reliability, and then they say
what'svalid. And thisisfrom -- and the coauthor of thisisa physical
therapist who's on the American Physical Therapy Board. It'saMs. Gil --
what'sher name? Ms. Galper. Soit'sanew publication. It'snot in any
way -- it'sjust published in March of 2009, and that's a very nice handy

little chart on hand function right therefor you. So that literature-- well,
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there'salot of literature, and they've compiled it for you. Sothat's-- that's
mein anutshell --

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Thank you, Michadl.

MR. GLANCY: -- and my viewpoint.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: At thispoint I'm going to
open it up tothe OIDAP in terms of general questionsif somebody wantsto
kind of open it up.

DR. ANDERSSON: Wédll, fortunately, thispanel is
looking at ways of evaluating jobs, not individuals. So whilel perfectly well
understand your frustration regarding pain and other disease entities which
limit our ability to work, wefortunately don't have to deal with that in this
context.

It isimportant to recognize pain, but at the sametimeit is
also important to recognizethat pain isalso treatable, like many other
disease entities, and that work is probably the most well documented
treatment method for chronic pain.

MR. GLANCY: If | could make another comment,
carrying over from the prior work, | wasfascinated to read about the work
of -- in termsof jobs-- of a Dr. Fleishman from George Mason Univer sity
who was part of this panel and who had developed apparently this
Fleishman Job Analysis Survey. | don't know -- and also apparently he was

the chief writer of the Handbook of Human Abilities and hasdone-- | can
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tell by the smirk down there people don't agree with Dr. Fleishman maybe.
But that wastheir focustoo, the prior group, and lots of

discussion about O*NET and the cognitive and requirements of work. And
so -- and the various other factorsincluding strength, flexibility, balance,
gross body coordination and stamina, which is -- you know, | don't know
how you distinguish between just coming up with a bunch of jobs and not
looking at how people might do them, because these ar e the people that
you're going to say, well, you can do thisand you can do that, when their
function and what they're ableto do hasa very definite direct impact on
whether they might be ableto do the -- whatever job it isyou say they might
do, which isafrustration for me with dealing with peoplethat are being
treated by doctors. And the doctorsand everybody and the physical
therapists are saying this guy wasn't able to finish the functional capacity
because, you know, we had to let him go to the bathroom about ten times
because he wasin agony, and then how do you factor that in? It'shard to
analyzethat, so to speak, but they did this-- they discussed thisaswell, and
| just refer to that because | hopethisresearch isa continuum that leads us
to some usable data that appliesto real people.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Thank you. Mark?

DR. WILSON: Just wanted to make clear that
important point about the previous panel and Ed'staxonomy. Even though

it'scalled job analysis, Ed's taxonomic work | think is some of the most
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important significant work, not just in industrial psychology but in
psychology in general. | mean, hereally did define the major dimensions of
how humansvary. | mean, heisagiant in individual differences
psychology. But the questionnaire focuses on human attributes. It ismeant
to befilled out in the context of would you haveto exhibit thisfor a
particular job. But | don't even think Ed would imply that the F-JAS
would be useful for theissuesthat we'retalking about, certainly not by
itself.

S0, yes, it'sjob analysisbut it'smorejob analysisasit relates
to what on our panel we've been referring to as person-side attributes.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Thank you. | wanted to go
ahead and address Lynne's question from yesterday in terms of directly,
General Recommendation No. 3. And I'm going to ask Lynnetoreiterate
the question so we can try to clarify what the confusion may be.

MS. TRACY: Yes. In Recommendation No. 3, it says,
" Once alarge database r epresentative of all work in the national economy
isavailable, SSA should examine various job classification methods based
on a common metric." In Shirleen's presentation today, | heard something
similar to that, and | guessour question, | guess, and thisidea that things
areiterative, it seemsin away that that is backwards, that there should be
a common metric, some framework already established to then go off and

do your data collection.
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So maybeit'sa-- maybethere'sa, asisin these proposals,
there'sa basic framework for the elements, do the data collection, come
back and reviseit. Sol just want -- we thought it was a bit backwards. We
didn't understand it, and that's what we want to clarify.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Okay. I'm goingto ask one
of the members of the Work Taxonomy and Classification Subcommittee to
addressthat recommendation.

DR. WILSON: Could you tell mealittle more about
what's backwards? I'm not --

MS. TRACY: Inorder to collect the database, aswe
seeit, you have to know what to ask and what to look for. So it seemsthat
you need a framework before you collect the database, not the database and
then develop the framework. | can seethat you would refinethe
framework, and so that's where my question iscoming from. Maybel'm
just not under standing what the intended -- how the process will take place.

DR. WILSON: Sure. And we talked about thisalittle
yesterday. Theframework istheinitial work taxonomy that was proposed.
And theideais, that would be the sour ce, those dimensionsthat were sorted
therefor ingpiration, stimulusfor item writing within each one of those
areas.

One of the problemsin work analysis and certainly a problem

that you inherited -- because at thetimethat the DOT was adopted it was
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meant for other purposesand in avery different timeframe-- therewerea
few pieces of information that wer e collected at the holistic level and rated
at the holistic level that are essentially a common metric. And | think that's
one of thereasonsthat it's been useful and been around thislong is because
of that albeit relatively small common metric characteristic that allows

acr oss-job comparisons.

One of the advantagesthat | seein terms of what the panel is
proposing is essentially to take that very useful idea and expand it to work
asawhole and, hence, looking at previous attemptsin generalized work
activity analysis, all of which isdocumented in thereport. And previous
people who had studied number s of jobs used a common metric for all those
jobs, generated underlying factor structureswhich werereported in the
literaturewhich we then looked at asthe inspiration for writing our own
items.

| think one of the other advantages of this particular
approach isif you have essentially exactly the same metric, the same set of
work functions, some of which arerelevant for a particular job, others
aren't, sotherewill belotsof " doesnot applies’ in thisprofile. But we may
be able, and | think thisis some of what David was getting at, there may be
relationships between work when you use a common metric we're not
currently awar e of because no one's ever looked, no one's ever

systematically compared thework for the entire national economy. The
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closest we could cometo wer e the papersthat werecited in the
subcommitteereport that weturned in.

So I'm still struggling with what's backwar ds, and it may be
simply that normal people are not that conversant in factor analysis and
don't understand, nor should they, alot of these instrument development
issues of starting out with underlying taxonomic structures and looking at
factor analysisand using that astheinspiration towriteitems. | think, if
nothing else, it'svery clear to methat we need to makewhat it iswe're
talking about very concrete as quickly as possible to people.

So, anything | think we can do along those linesto generate
prototype instrumentsthat would give people something concrete would do
two things. One, | think it would clear up alot of these miscommunications
and, you know, what exactly is going on here and, two, | think it would
likely reassure people. | think that while it might be at this point a bit
abstract, once you look at some of these generic work analysisinstruments
and see what kind of information would be availablerelative to what's
available now, most practitioners seem to respond to thisvery favorably.
And onesthat |'vetalked to when I've described this, well, what if you had
this, you know, their eyesusually light up, because | think we'reall very
much sympathetic to the people who are involved in this process and want
to do thingsin such away that you increase the fair ness and the accur acy

and speed up the process. And we certainly wouldn't have recommended
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and wouldn't be continuing to encour age to move in thisdirection if we
didn't think that'swhat the proposals that we wer e making are going to do.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: | havekind of afollow-up
guestion. It seemsto methat maybe the confusion iscomingin that maybe
theword " common metric" isbeing held almost synonymouswith
"methodology” and " framework," and so thereforethat'sthe -- it seems
likeit should befirst instead of what common metricisin terms of the kind
of data that gets collected, and so it might be a definitional issuein terms of
semantics.

MS. TRACY: | think that's exactly it.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Yes.

MS. TRACY: And | think Mark hascleared alot of it
up for at least me and hopefully therest of my committee. And I think this
idea of seeing proto -- | think you're absolutely right, becauseit'shard for
usto get our -- wrap our hands around to comment in thisvery gen -- and
it'sa general recommendation, but | think that that's exactly wherethe
confusion was, and just wanted a clarification. So | figureif | havethe
question, somebody out there hasn't asked it and isthinkingit.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: | can tell you that " holistic
rating" and " common metric" were not part of my vocabulary a year ago
and they are now frequently. And so, | mean, that was part of the reason

that we were very intentional in putting glossariesto the general report and

CAPITAL REPORTING COMPANY
(202) 857-DEPO(3376)



90

also to the subcommittee reports so that we could all under stand how the
terms wer e being used, becauseit istechnical.

MS. TRACY: Thank you.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Okay. Shanan?

DR. GIBSON: Twothings. One, | let Mark gofirst
because | knew he'd give a much mor e comprehensive answer and my guess
wasthat thiswastruly a sesmanticsissue. Because, you'reright, thereisan
under lying framework from which we are building, and theidea isonce we
have data we will probably have a new framework that is doing something
entirely different.

But to speak to the concept of the technical language of the
entirereport, the panel isvery much cognizant of the fact that that is
actually impeding others effortstoread thereport. And so -- headsnod --
so you should know that the User Needs and Relations Subcommitteeis
working on at least a brief fact sheet which attemptsto put it in normal
language which might facilitate othersreading it or at least having an
overarching idea of what we'retrying to say in those recommendations, and
then maybe that will encourage peopleto dig in alittle deeper if they see
that.

MR. SMOLARSKI: If | could just interject
something. One of the things, | didn't really have much timetoread

everything we wer e supposed toread here. They just laid thison melast
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minute. But even theword taxi --

DR. WILSON: Taxonomy.

MS. SMOLARSKI: Taxonomy. Why don't you just
use " competency levels'? | mean, that'sreally what it'sall about. | mean,
it'slike-- 1 know attorneysaretold to use simplelanguage to explain things.
| mean, my god, in fact, | don't think when | get a computer now, they don't
even -- | don't even look at the textbook becauseif you read it, it'sjust likel
read it over and over and | havenoidea. | would be better off just playing
around with it and figuring it out on my own.

It'slike-- and | know just working with -- I work with alot of
auto workers, and engineersdeal with theory. That'swhat alot of you guys
are, theory people. And the mechanics, they said, you know, these guys
don't know what they're talking about. Look at thisproblem here. They
mean it'syou're bumping into the window clamp. Well, | guessthat's
old-fashioned type of car, but | just -- there'sthingsthat the mechanics
know from just day-to-day operationsthat the engineersdon't. And so they
don't really seeeyeto eye.

And | know with even doing a job analysisyou weretalking
about, you go to the personnel man, he'll say thisiswhat thejob is, and you
go to the supervisor and say thisiswhat thejob is, and you go to the actual
worker, wedon't do that, we do this, because we can't keep up with the

production if wedid all that. So you have this conflict, and it'susually an
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argument between those three people. And | know personally asdoing a
job analysis, I'm refereeing it just so | can get the accurate information.

But you started talking about definitions. That wasthething
that hit me. Isit just me? But I'm glad to hear other people mentioning it,
because I'm reading thisand going, " gah."

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: And about half of uson the
panel are practitioners and the other half areresear chersand academics, so
we're a compilation of both worlds. And we'revery awar e of those issues
and trying to also under stand that we've had a lot of learning as a group
over thelast year in trying to bridge that back to the usersas much aswe
can. So User Needsand Relationsisvery awar e of that and trying to bridge
that back. Soinformation like what you're giving usis helpful to the
process. Art?

MR. KAUFMAN: |'vegot a question about theend
result ultimately, and obvioudly that'swhat I try tofocuson. And asa
stakeholder | just want you to know, the only stakeholder that I'm not is
I've not been a member of NADE. But | am a NOSSCR member. I'min
ABVE and | amin IARP. Sol'vegot it pretty well wrapped up. | kind of
understand it.

Theissuein theend is Step 5 of the sequential evaluation
process, do jobs exist in significant numbersin thelocal, regional or

national economy. And I'm not surel -- maybe | missed it, but wherein the
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end will we be accessing that information, or will Step 5 just be changed so
that we don't haveto worry about that any longer? And | guess|'m looking
to the panel to say where do you see those numbers coming from, because
ultimately that's what we need to know.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: If you look | think at
General Recommendation No. 1, that looks at -- recommends a new OIS for
thereplacement of the DOT, and it also talks about the various data
elements. | believe one of the data elementsisthe number of jobs. Wetalk
about it in theoverall report. | don't think we aretherein that process yet.
Wearejust starting or the project isjust starting. Wearejust being asked
to start asa panel, advice and recommendations, further aspects of the
proj ect.

MR. KAUFMAN: Thank you. | understood that that
was the ultimate goal, but if we don't keep our eyeson the prize, the end
result, and we begin getting mired in the middle components, | would hope
that there's-- | guessultimately | would hopethat there'sa way that we can
break out the numbersfrom SOC or censusor current population surveys
or somethingto that effect so that there could be a positive and a negative --
not a positive -- that we can break those specifics down so that whatever the
taxonomy ultimately becomes, that it really isusable, it can be validified --
validated, thank you -- and that in the end we can usethosethingsasa

representative sitting in a hearing, as a vocational expert sittingin a
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hearing. And | understand that the metrics may not be appropriate for all
levels of thethingsthat the current DOT and GOE and all of the other
thingsthat we use are, but | would also hopethat it's kept in mind that
probably because Social Security isthe elephant in theroom that it'll be
used in other venuesin the future.

So if ther€'sa way that those things can be broken out and
clarified for rehab and for all of the other hatsthat we all wear, that would
bevery good. Asa stakeholder in NADR, we would appreciate that.

MS. SHOR: | would just liketo follow up. 1 think,
Art, important point stemming from your commentsisthat anything that
Social Security doesfor an OISisn't going to happen in a vacuum. And
specifically even just for Social Security deter minations, aslong aswe've
got the statutory mandate that the jobsidentified as alter nate jobs and
thereforethe basis of denial for that claimant, those jobs haveto exist in
significant numbersin the national economy. So there'salways goingto be
aneed for any occupational information system, even one developed
exclusively by Social Security, isgoingto haveto be ableto crosswalk, to
talk back to datathat's collected by other agencies. So | appreciate your
comment.

MR. SMOLARSKI: | haveaquestion. Will thisbe
the only time that we'll be -- there will be other timesthat we'll be involved?

Because | wasjust wondering if there'saway of having uslike ared phone
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so that we're part of this decision-making stuff so that you do constantly
have input so aswe'renot just out of the picture completely, so that we're
part of thisinner circle. Becausethere'salot of peoplel know at ABVE.
There'salot of Ph.D. people that would like to be involved in someway, in
resear ch, because that'swhat their forteis, in research, but they also
represent peoplein Social Security.

And | did, just by talking to people, | got thefeel that, you
know, there areno data, we don't really have that much database. But
there are some databases. 1'm willing to share some | brought today of
information that -- and the thing is, we don't know what your needsare
specifically, although | was reading in the stuff that got handed out to me
yesterday, | said, well, geez, a lot of that stuff isavailable right now, it'sjust
a matter of knowing who to contact and whoto talk to.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: | think Mark had a
comment.

DR. WILSON: Yeah, excellent point. And | think the
panel isvery much awar e of wanting to find various ways, meetings like
this, but also computer-mediated networ king systems of varioustypes. And
we have a website. | wouldn't be surprised if in the near futuretherewere
other sort of scientific and practitioner computer-mediated exchange
mechanisms that wer e put up to allow peopleto comment on all these

things.
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| think -- thinking about it, ironically, in an attempt to be
very open, share all of our processes, we gave you a 700-plus-page r eport
which, depending upon people'sinterest, they've looked into various parts
of that and, you know, seen thethingsthey like or perhapstheir greatest
fearslooking at it, perhapsout of context, but | think it'sa very important
point that we provide mechanisms. We want to talk about data that shows
these networ ks of individuals who have interest in particular areascan in
very short order generate very interesting and useful solutionsto problems.
And soit'srelatively new for the government, but | think it'san area where
it providesa great deal of promisefor getting peopleinvolved, allowing
them to sharefrom a practitioner's standpoint, from a scientific standpoint,
having multiple people looking at the same data so that you have more
consistent and mor e systematic examination of variousissues. | can't
emphasize enough the desire to give people access to what we're doing.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Andin an effort to beableto
engage everybody on the user panel, | do have a question that is specific to
Susan Smith from NADE. Thequestion is, in terms of the 3369, the work
history report that -- the comment that it should berevised or that you
agreed with revisions suggested by the panel. And so the question was, do
you have any specific recommendationsor concernsregarding therevisions
that could improve the vocational medical determinationswith the new

Oo1S?
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MS. SMITH: Specifics? If we could put every, you
know, how much do you bend, twist, rotate to your trunk, to your neck, that
would be wonderful, but we know that's not possible. Actual specificswe
haven't gotten into yet, but I'm sure our committee could come up with
many. | guessit would depend on how that list islimited with the next
round of recommendations. We haveto keep thingsin layman'sterms
definitely for the claimant. | know alot of timeswe have the repsthat help
them out, but alot of timesthey don't have thereps, so they haveto keep
them in smplified terms. It'shard just to get them to fill out what'sthere
now. | know it'sgoing to bedifficult to find something universal that is
going towork. So, not specific comments.

| did want to make a comment about coming from the person
who isthe practicing adjudicator, I'm the one -- you guysareall at this
higher level coming up with all these occupational functionsand things. It's
going to play such an important role when it comes down to my level
becauseit's still a person that we're dealing with. It'sstill a person. It'sa
claimant. That'swhat they areto me. It'sa person. And so coming down
tojust getting these jobs described as accurately as possibleis going to
make such a difference. Theaccuracy, the fairnessthat you mentioned, if
we can get that done correctly at thefirst level, it's going to help so much.

And so I'm hoping that I'll still -- 1 won't beretired beforel

get toseeit, so-- | retirein fiveyears, so y'all better get going. But it really
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does mean alot, especially with therate of attrition with adjudicators. The
disability claims adjudicator | believe hasan SVP of seven, so it takesfiveto
seven yearstolearn. A lot of the adjudicatorsaren't staying around that
long. Soit'sextremely important whatever isdeveloped isvery user
friendly and can be followed by examinerswith only two or threeyears
experience. And sofar we likewhat we see. And | especially want to thank
Shirleen and Michael for getting adjudicators input on that. | think that is
extremely vital because we ar e the ones on the front linesthat haveto use
these products, and we appr eciate anytime we can offer input.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Go ahead, Michadl.

MR. GLANCY:: | wasgoing to congratulate Mr. Dunn
and Ms. Roth for their research but also suggest in termsof the user that
there areother userslike me and thejudges with ODAR who might be
included in theresearch and get feedback. We have one distinct advantage
as having actually talked to the claimant and interacted with the claimant,
you know. | know that the people, the DDS do afinejob, but they don't
have that element that does have -- can have quite an impact on you.

So, you know, | would suggest that, that the resear ch pool
maybe enlargeto include the wider community, if you will, of users. | will
be using this, | suppose, at some point trying to apply it in terms of my
clientsand aswill ODAR judges, and we could, | think, provide some

valuableinput along those lines.
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DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Mark?

DR. WILSON: Excellent point and onethat | couldn't
agreewith morestrongly. If you look at the work of the work taxonomy
committee, we went, made a special effort to talk with all the users,
including claimant representatives, attorneys, and DDSs and things of that
sort. Again, our role asbeing scientific practitionersistotry and bridge
that gap. And | know that sometimesthe language we useisfrustrating for
end users, but part of thereason we use some of that language isthat our
documentsaren't just evaluated by end users. Thereare national panels
that arelooking at other work analysisissues, and so we're having to,
perhaps not efficiently, communicate with lots of different communities.
But | think that sessionslikethis, computer-mediated waysto exchange
information with each other, all that isvery important.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: | agree. | havea question
for Lynne, kind of a general question in terms of |ARP'srecommendations.
One of the recommendations was to maintain the aptitudesthat are
presently in the DOT by way of what we know asthe GATB. Therewas
also a recommendation of an overemphasisof g. And so currently the DOT
hasg. That'sthe GATB, general learning ability. It'sa composite of the
verbal, numerical, and spatial. Soit currently existsthere. So do you have
any thoughtsin terms of that recommendation of the aptitudes and has

|ARP looked at the aptitudes and looked at the neur ocognitive
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recommendation and data elements of the M ental/Cognitive Subcommittee
and also the Physical Demands Subcommitteein terms of the physical
aspects of the aptitudes?

MS. TRACY: We'velooked at therecommendations,
not in termsof linkage to the aptitudes. Wewould agreethat g asit isin the
GATB isvaluable. | think the primary comment was that we wanted to see
all of the aptitudes still included, that we really needed to have spatial
relations, form per ception, et cetera. And that wasthe primary thrust of
that comment. We were having a sense, and now you've clarified things, in
terms of how we wer e reading the subcommittee recommendations and the
entire appendices, et cetera, that we werejust concerned the g was
somehow being put forward as a standalone, and we wanted to make sure
that the full multidimensional aspects of aptitudes wer e retained.

And | think also along the lines of the conver sation, thislast
question -- | lost my train of thought. What comesto mind isthat there's so
much of the DOT in terms of data, themes, materials, products, processes,
et cetera, that do provide still a good framework and are still very, very
valid. Sol think from | ARP's per spective, | think even theroundtable that
you had that had Gale Gibson and Jeff Truthan and some others, they also
encour aged theretention of those parts, that those are still very, very valid
tolook at and retain. But we have not looked at the physical and the

cognitive to link them to those aptitudesin particular, no.
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DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Soyou werejust looking at
it in terms of conceptually those aspects.

MS. TRACY: Yes.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Okay. Thank you.

MR. GLANCY: Can | add one? |'vebeen doing this,
asl said, for 34 yearsand I've maybe seen the GATB twice. It wasusually
done at the employment security office. | think my thought was still it'sthe
only placeit'sever used. And so| went tothe American Psychological
Association and | said, well, what about thisg? And they said, well, what
areyou talking about? Areyou talking about the Wonderlic? | said, well,
that'sthe test that comes up most often. They said it'snot on thelist of 500
testsmost used by psychologists. It'snot recognized asavalid
measur ement of intelligence or it's not a recognized psychometric
instrument. | said, oops, what are you talking about? It's a personnel
device basically, a 12-minute test that kind of givesyou a rough outline of
what this person might beableto do. They useit for NFL quarterbacks
too. Hasn't been too good for that either.

So that was my concern, that if we're going to be following a
science that we havereliable and valid data at the end that whatever we call
it, you know, different measur ement of intelligence, that it'sreliable and
valid. And | think what you've heard repeatedly hereisthat | can give you

a schizophrenic one day will get one score on the g and the next day another
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scor e because that day they're borderly psychotic and not thinking so well.
It could bethe samething asa bipolar. Soyou're not shooting at a
stationary target here when you try to measure and rely exclusively on
intelligence. It'smorethan intelligence. It'sflexibility, concentration, all
these elementsyou talked about. So you might well get a g factor for every
job in America, but the g for any given individual, particularly those with
mental disorders, isamoving target and could fluctuate any given day. So
it'show reliable that isismy concern.

Asl said, | have -- ther€'sno question that many of my clients
with bipolar and schizophrenia arevery intelligent. They could get a
decent, very good scor e on any given day, but it's not day-to-day
sustainability we've heard alot of. Every day, comingin towork and doing
it right every day with a certain degree of intelligence. That'sour problem.
We can't count on that. So you haveto be careful when you try to assessa
intelligence score to a person like that whose intelligence, usable intelligence
should be theterm, becauseit varies from moment to moment even, day to
day.

MR. SMOLARSKI: I'd liketo also add that | have
statistical data that 1'd be willing to share with this panel you can keep. But
for general intellectual functioning at the onelevel, ther €' sabsolutely zero
jobsindicated, under verbal reasoning only 17, numerical functioning 332.

Whereasin reasoning you have 823, in math you have 4,919, and language
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3,974. What that meansisthat using reasoning, math, and languageisa
mor e robust way of deter mining transferable skillsin terms of what a
person can or cannot do.

The general intelligent functioning, verbal functioning,
numerical functioning really throw off an actual analysis becausethey are
not as robust because you haveto realizethat there'salot of peoplethat are
retarded that areworking at McDonald'sor  Taco Bell. What doesthat
mean? They don't exist. They'reworking. They're doing something.
They'refilling, | don't know, salt shakers, whatever, cleaning. They're
doing something. So that meansthey are under that general intelligence
function which doesn't -- it's not indicated, but under reasoning it would be.
So to keep thosethreein thereisreally throwing thingsoff. And I havethis
broken down by count, by per centage, and by standard error of estimate.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: | havethreecommentslined
up here, so| have David, Sylvia, and then Mark. So go ahead, David.

DR. SCHRETLEN: Thank you. Sincethe
M ental/Cognitive Subcommittee's recommendationsto the panel | think
came under particular scrutiny and criticism yesterday, 1'd liketo respond
to a couple of thesethings. 1'd just liketo make a couple of general
comments and then get into thingsin alittle bit mor e detail.

And, first of all, | just want to under scor e something that

Dr. Barros-Bailey pointed out early at the beginning of this session, and
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that isthat the Mental/Cognitive Committee was constituted to make
recommendationsto the panel asawhole and that our -- and | felt aschair
of that committee that it wasincumbent upon meto be asindependent as
possible and to assert, you know, strongly what the committee -- the
conclusions that the committee cameto, recognizing that the panel asa
whole may cometo a different conclusion and recognizing that Social
Security may again cometo a different conclusion than what the panel
recommends on a number of areas.

However, | just want to emphasize a couple of thingsto begin
with, and that was that our subcommittee, the M ental/Cognitive
Subcommittee, was assembled to advise the panel about what psychological
abilities of disability applicants should beincluded in the content model. At
no point did we recommend any test at all. If you look at our
recommendations, read them, both our recommendationsto the panel and
the panel'srecommendationsto Social Security did not include particular
tests. And sol just want to -- because it repeatedly came up yester day that
therewasthis emphasis on the Wonderlic and other psychological tests.
And I'm wondering, Mr. Glancy, if you have had a chanceto read the
NOSSCR letter. | don't know that you -- I'm not surewho wroteit, but it
was the document that Mr. Sutton presented yesterday. Haveyou had a
chancetolook at that?

MR. GLANCY: | read it, uh-huh.
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DR. SCHRETLEN: Okay. And so| want to point out
that on page 3 under Mental Cognitive, Mental and Cognitive Impair ments,
NOSSCR documents assertsthat the panel, but | think they meant the
committee, the subcommittee, quote, wantsto develop new psychological
testswhich SSA can useto deter mine whether claimants meet those
demands. That isthe demandsof work. And | want to point out that in
fact we did not recommend developing testsfor that. Wedid not
recommend using tests.

| think that it could be very useful, but | also recognize
realistically that it'snot very feasible for DDS offices to be doing any kind
of regular testing, so -- but there are a number of other points, and oneis
that in thisdocument NOSSCR criticizesthe panel. And again | think they
arecriticizing the subcommittee on page 3 as, quote, elevating
neur ocognitive testing asthe most important of the new categories,
parentheses, with 6 out of 15 specific abilitiesfalling under itsrubric. Well,
of course, that means nine of the 15 do not fall under that rubric, so | would
say that other abilities are actually given a bit more emphasis.

But the point isthat NOSSCR iscriticizing the
Mental/Cognitive Subcommittee for including and for an overemphasison
cognitive abilities and saysthat the problem isthat weare-- we're
including -- we're recommending that Social Security consider six different

aspects of cognitive functioning, which clearly is-- it'simplied, but that's
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too many. But on the next pagein the second paragraph it says, " Second,
while the panel discusses other possibilities, the fact that it repeatedly
returnstotheidea of testing for g suggeststhat itsagendaisto create a,
guote, one sizefitsall, unquote, test instrument that can be used to
categorize all mental cognitive demands of jobs."

And my question is, iISNOSSCR more concerned that we're
assessing too many abilities or only one? And what isthe number that
NOSSCR thinksis-- if oneistoo few and six istoo many, isit that NOSSCR
thinksthat there should bethreeor four or two or five? I'mjust not surel
know how to reconcile these two criticismsthat appear to be mutually
contradictory.

MR. GLANCY: Asthe person that was addressed to,
| suppose |'m supposed to respond to that.

DR. BARROSBAILEY: Yes

MR. GLANCY: | think, first of all, | would not -- I'm
sorry that you took it asa criticism of your work. | think NOSSCR's
position isnot one of criticism of your work. We applaud the amount of
time you took and the amount of scientific know-how, shall we say, and
expertise you applied to that. | think specifically, maybe thisgot clouded in
the comments, isthat -- one that stands out in the subcommittee'sreport is
that g predicts performance. And the concern thereisnot, no, that you

have all these categories. We agree that you should have those categories
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because work isand the performance of work isa complex task involving
multiple factors. And our concern isnot that you'veincluded all these,
many of these multiple factors, but that there aretimeslike that that seem
to suggest areliance on thisg asa -- asthe, shall we say, predictor of
performance. And that wasour concern.

Now, you have all these other factorsconsidered. Well, and
as|'ve been trying to point out, as| hopethat NOSSCR has, whether or not
you get a good g scor e, not meaning to pick on g here, poor little g, but to
usethat asaexample, it'smorethan g. That'sour ultimate point, | guess,
that a schizophrenic, as| said, may have a good g but a bad performance
becausethey can't doit. And we can't forget that substantial gainful
activity, which isthe base foundation of whether a person'sdisabled,
whether they can do substantial gainful activity, encompassesin that
definition the ability to do it competently and productively every day, eight
hoursa day, 40 hours a week.

And so to say -- our concern, | think, isto say that g equals
per formance misses all the other elements you correctly pointed out that
play avery vital rolein determining whether this person really can perform
every day. And that'sour concern.

DR. SCHRETLEN: That'swhy in the background of
our report wetalked about g and re ected that asthemodel. That's

precisely why. And if you look at thetext, what you just said is precisely
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why wer e ected that as a conceptual model. And so it soundslikewe'rein
agreement that it would be -- at least the subcommittee'sfinal
recommendations arein agreement that it would be an overssimplification to
try and squeeze all of the variability, both of job demands and of person
side characteristics, into a single dimension of general cognitive ability,
while we recognize that thereisa great deal of research on the value of
individual differencesin g for predicting many different kinds of vocational
outcome, both in diseased populations and in healthy people.

MS. TRACY: If I might just quickly jump in, because
we at |ARP in reading this also somehow got focused on thisg, and | think
there'sjust been a massive misunderstanding. And | think what Mary
pointed out thismorning clearsit up for me. But in answer to this, on page
C-20, it says, " For these reasons the subcommittee recommendsthat SSA
adopt a multidimensional model of cognitive functioning for arevised
MRFC Assessment.” And so for whatever reason somehow we caught -- a
lot of us caught that g. And in going back and reading that over, it'slike,
it'ssotherein front of my face. And, you know, so | apologize.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: And, | mean, that'swhat |
meant and that'swhy | started this session, communication isvery
important. We've experienced it just herein thelast hour, hour and a half
in terms of semantics. And we experienced it point-blank in April and it

raised among uson thepanel. And sowe'revery, very aware of it among
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each other, and so we'retrying to be aware of it, you know, with the users
and everybody that isbumping up in terms of this process.

We arekind of bumping up against sometimelimitshere.
Sylvia had something to say and also Mark, so I'm going to ask them, did
you have anything else?

MS. KARMAN: I'll pass.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Okay. Mark, did you have
anything else?

DR. WILSON: Just something quick, since our
psychometrician isn't here. | wanted to clear up a coupleissues, since we've
been talking about the g. The concept of g, g standsfor general ability. So
gisactually present in almost any test, any kind of assessment. Any one of
theteststhat Dr. Fleishman has defined, developed, likely will haveag
component, a g loading. And there'sclear datathat showsthat it's
moder ate, but there'sarelationship between a person's g score and job
performance.

So it'snot outside the realm of possibility to think that
measur es of general ability, which could be extracted from all kinds of
different tests, not just onesthat have been discussed here, which are
generally referred to asintelligencetests. The problem, | think, with
looking at thisistwofold. One, as a psychologist who has done a lot of

practicein the workplace, there's extensive litigation around the use of
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general ability in hiring. Therearel think legitimate concer ns about
adverse impact for certain groups. Sothat'soneissue.

And | think the second oneisthat you could also think of
different functional aspects of work as having g loadings. And so if you
know which aspects of work someone's doing, you don't really need to try
and directly measureg. What you really need to know is can they or can
they not perform these various g-loaded activitieson thejob itself. And,in
fact, | think that'sfar morereasonable and requiresless of an inference and
isfairer tothe claimant tolook directly to g-related activitiesin the wor k
itself.

So | very much hear the -- and in some cases sharethe
concern for my own reasons. But | just wanted to make clear that g's not
just a particular test that might have a high loading such asthe onesthat
we've mentioned, but it's-- whether welikeit or not, it's present in almost
every test. And anytimeyou test someone, you're going to recover ag
factor if you have enough people and you do factor analysisand thingslike
that.

DR. SCHRETLEN: AndI'd liketo add that on the
second par agraph of page 3 under Mental and Cognitive Impair ments, the
NOSSCR document indicatesthat we, quote, defined, unquote, g asa single
summary measur e of residual cognitive capacity, and that'sjust factually

incorrect. Wedid not defineit that way. In fact, theglossary, | think it's
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page |-4, g isdefined as general cognitive ability.

And asMark correctly pointsout, there's nothing magical
about g. It'sjust if you givetestsof all these other abilities, not one of which
includes atest of intelligence, and then you do a factor analysis, thefirst
factor isg. Itis-- gistheunderlying ability that saturatesall cognitive
measuresto somedegree. And, | mean, there's-- it'ssimply, you know, it's
just a statistical truism that any cognitive measure, and physical measures
to some degree but to a much less degree, have some g component. Just
simple measures of finger dexterity have some degree of g.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Thisisgoingto bethelast
comment because we're over time.

MR. GLANCY: | want to thank you for this
exchange. It'sbeen very helpful, and we under stand -- | understand more
and | think NOSSCR will understand moreasaresult. And we're not
denying that g or intelligence underlies everything. | mean, you haveto
have a degree of intelligence to do anything. And our only concern is, one,
that there are more elementsto it, concentration, attention, and all these
other thingsthat may be hard to measure but they all play arolein whether
you can use theintelligence. And usableintelligencel guessisthe concept
we have here, that being ableto apply it in the workplace and to
comprehend instructions, for instance, carry out instructions on a sustained

basisevery day in a productive manner.
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DR. SCHRETLEN: And | agreewith you fully on
that.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: | really want to thank the
user panel, all the memberswho presented yesterday, incredibly valuable
information. Thisexchangel think wasvery, very valuableaswell. I'm
going to invite you to continue to provide input along this process alwaysto
us. And not just input in termsof the data elements. | mean, that'svery
critical to the process, but if you haveideasfor User Needs and Relations of
things we can do to help with the communication process as well, we would
appreciate someideasthere. Sol'm going to go ahead and adjourn for
lunch. Itis12:15. And wewill beback at 1:30. Thank you.

(Recessfrom 12:15t0 1:35)

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Good afternoon. We're
going to go ahead and resume our meeting. Earlier today | had mentioned
that before you you had the project plan and the panel roadmap. And
we're going to go ahead and have Sylvia present on that, and she will also
do her project director'sreport as part of this presentation. Thank you,
Sylvia.

MS. KARMAN: Thank you, Mary. So we have an
hour and 15 minutes scheduled for this, but may not take that long. That
depends on how many questions you guys have. One of thethings-- the

three main thingswe're going to try to accomplish in this presentation is
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basically givethe panel membersaswell asthose who arein theroom and
otherswho are on the phone a sense of what SSA project activity has been
sincethedelivery of the panel'sreport to the Commissioner in

September 2009. So exactly what have we been doing since then and how
might that inform where we go from here, and then also how is Social
Security incorporating the panel's recommendations.

The Commissioner noted in hisletter to the panel chair that
Social Security will be -- that our response to the panel'srecommendations
isreally going to bein theform of our plans, actually, and how we plan to
incor por ate what the panel hasrecommended rather than responding to
each item individually.

And then I'm also going to cover some of the next stepsthat
we seefor our project work and how that dovetails with what the panel will
be asked to do over the next year. So, and thissort of isthe part wherel'm
going to cover some of what we typically ask meto do in terms of covering
the project director'sreport. | figured that would go well with just giving
you guys a sense of where we've been over the last few months.

First off, we have been asked a number of timesto provide an
update on our short-term project, and we now have an agency decision on
that. Just for background, the short-term project was one that we began at
the end of fiscal year 2008 where we let two contracts, oneto an

organization, to a contractor to evaluate, be the evaluator, and another
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contract with a company so that we could evaluate their dataset. And their
dataset was onethat isan update of the DOT. So we conducted an
evaluation in effect over thelast year, and we had determined that whilethe
information in this dataset wer e certainly ample and usable for regional
purposes, we had determined that this was not something that we could use
nationally and we felt that introducing it into SSA's process at this point in
timewould not be advisable for the agency.

S0, also a point that | want to make along thisline, because |
think it's going to come up from time to timein terms of what we're hearing
from stakeholderswith regard to updating the DOT versusreplacing it and
some of what went into our decision making around whether or not to move
forward with a short-term project or to set that aside and put our energies
into developing the Ol Sisthat, frankly, alot of the work and resour ce
expenditure that would be necessary to pull off a short-term project,
meaning that which is something that SSA could usein theinterim while
we're developing something in the long run, the resour ces and energy and
the type of work that we would need to do in terms of sampling, in terms of
data collection, even if it doeslook exactly likethe DOT, isnot smple. And
that type of work, frankly, isnot a whole lot different when we talk about
amount of time needed, you know, expenditur e of funds, the type of effort
that would berequired, certainly the amount of focusthat would bein

terms of our agency having to takethisintoitscurrent policy and then
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per haps produce something in terms of administrative notice. Any of this
wor k would be -- would constitute a fair amount of effort on the part of the
agency to do somethingjust for an interim.

And so wefelt that in light of the results of the evaluation,
which, again, as| pointed out, led usto conclude that this may not be
suitable for national use, in addition to our concern with regard to how
much work thiswould take, we felt that it would not really be useful in the
long run for us, so that our energy will be expended on moving forward in
thetermsthat I'm goingto try to expresstoday. They dotakeinto
consider ation, you know, all the panel'srecommendations and, of course, a
number of therecommendationswe're hearing from our stakeholders. So
that'swhere we are with regard to the short term.

And some of the other things, we've also developed initial
plansfor the project. We had to do that so that we could, frankly, brief our
executives and also a number of other monitoring authorities that Social
Security frequently needsto check with and brief when the agency has
plansor certainly long-term plansin mind.

So that getsusto our third bullet. Wedid brief the
Commissioner -- Mary Barros-Bailey waswith us-- November 30th. We
briefed the Commissioner again right before Christmas on some follow-up
guestionsthat he had asked during that particular meeting. We've also had

meetings with the Office of Management and Budget, both from Social
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Security's standpoint of, you know, our larger research -- larger plans, all

of the agency plansin terms of research, of which oursisonefacet of that,

and we offered to provide a second briefing for the Office of Management

and Budget, which we did. They are-- you know, had an opportunity then
to ask us more focused questions about what we're engaged in.

When we speak about monitoring authorities, | think it's
important for people to be awar e of the fact that when Social Security,
frankly, when any agency, but we'll speak from SSA's point of view since
that'swhat | know about, when an agency has, you know, strategic plans
that, you know, are going to be of some major effect to its programs,
certainly when they will require funding, the agency makes decisionswithin
the agency about, okay, which things should riseto the top, which need to
comefirst, how are we going to determine what our strategy is, what arethe
thingsthat areimportant to theagency. And then from therethe agency
really needsto brief othersin the process, both in the executive branch and
in thelegidative branch. In the executive branch that frequently
constitutes the Office of Management and Budget who takes a look at what
we propose and, you know, has an opportunity then to ask us some critical
guestions about how what we're proposing fitswith other thingsthat the
agency isproposing. And aswe move along they will beinterested in
finding out how we did in fact spend the money that we have been given and

what did we learn from it, what are we planning on doing next. Sothisisa
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way for the executive branch to just be awar e of what the agency hasin
mind.

Also other stakeholderswho we have briefed and as much as
ayear ago and then went back again last week, in fact, involved the Ways
and M eans Subcommittee staff. We've also briefed the Senate Finance
Committee staff. Both of those staffs were briefed befor e the panel was
constituted. Last week we went back and briefed the Ways and Means
Subcommittee staff. We have not yet had something scheduled with the
Senate Finance Committee, and if they would like usto brief them, we will
in fact do that.

So we have had an opportunity then to also let other
monitoring authorities know what we're engaged in, what our plansare,
what have we accomplished over thelast year. Sothat'skind of where that
stands.

We have also completed a study designed for the Occupation
Medical Vocational Study. That, some of you might recall, isthe study
wher e we intend to examine our own claims, our own disability claims,
adult disability claims, both Title 2 and Title 16, and try to gather certain
kinds of information about those claims. So, for example, we're going to
find out whether or not -- what kinds of jobs most frequently occur among
our disability claimant population, what tends to come up most frequently

asther past relevant work. Alsowhat kinds of jobs doesthe agency tend to
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citein the cases where we must cite work, particularly what we call
framework denials, and what kind of vocational profile do we tend to see
associated with certain kinds of these denials and certain kinds of
allowances so that we can determine, for example, you know, what RFC
l[imitations tend to be associated with certain kinds of decision outcomes
wher e we have cited certain kinds of jobs.

So that information may be very helpful to the panel asit
deliberates, you know, about our sampling methods, for example, you
know, what kinds of things we may want to focuson first. It isour intent to
use some of thisinformation to help us deter mine wher e should we tar get
our initial data collection efforts, where should we look for, you know,
occupationsthat might garner us some information early on that might be
very helpful to us, if for no other reason than because once we begin to get
that information, we want to conduct more claims, reviews of obviously
claimsthat have already been decided -- so we call them folder studies --
and open up thefoldersand just take a look at what would the results be if
we weretolook at certain kind -- you know, if we gather certain kinds of
data.

We also have completed the working paper for the User
Needs Analysisfor content model, which both Shirleen Roth and Michael
Dunn presented on this mor ning, and we will be posting that paper soon to

the website for otherswho arelisteningin.
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We have completed a synthesis of panel recommendations
and all of theuser input. So that should be -- that issort of our initial step
at work that we'll need to do to develop our functional requirements, which
I'm going to get to momentarily.

Also we wer e ableto identify two individualsto join our
panel. And sothe Commissioner, asyou well know, they were with us, both
of them werewith usyesterday and they are now still with ustoday, haven't
left, and so we'rereally happy about that. We've identified some of the key
issues and options that we want to consider as we develop the functional
requirementsfor the OIS. And, of course, the panel will beinvolved in that
work aswe get underway. Assoon aswe're back from this meeting, that's
going to be one of thefirst thingswe're going to attend to.

We've also begun a study design for the OIS, Design Study 1.
We'velabeled that as number 1 because we're anticipating there'sgoing to
be morethan one. And these studiesarereally an opportunity for usto
take alook at some preliminary questionsthat will really help us, | think,
gauge some of the concer ns we may have just conducting a job analysis,
what ar e going to be some of the concernsin identifying the occupations,
using theinformation that we can get, you know, that's SOC based. Since
we're going to want to look at occupations on amore granular level, we're
going to haveto figure out how we're going to get to those things.

So thereare anumber of study design questionsthat we have
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in mind for this, and that'swhy we're calling it a design study so that we
can kind of gauge what we're going to be up against as we move forward
and tacklethe pilot that the panel had recommended.

We've also begun what we're calling an n=1 investigation --
that was certainly what the panel wasreferring toit as-- of both qualitative
and quantitative resear ch methods, how might that inform our work
developing the Ol S and also how might that inform the agency's use of
occupational information. So | think that there's somework therethat
would bereally helpful to us. So we've begun, you know, doing some of the
literatur e searchesfor thosethings.

We also have underway the OIS, international OIS study, and
basically to deter mine what kinds of occupational classifications are being
used in other countries because we are hearing that, you know, Australia,
other placesdo alsorely on the DOT, oddly enough, to do the kind of work
that we do, you know. So when people areinterested in data at that level,
what | heard Mark earlier refer to asergometric level data, that isbasically
the kind of information they're using. But that'swhat we're hearing, so
we're going out to check on what it isthe people are using and how might
that inform our work aswe move forward.

And then also we arein themidst of drafting what we're
calling aLessons L earned Working Paper. Thispaper is-- expandsa bit on

the paper that we gave the panel when you-all first convened last February.
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| think it was called SSA's Concer ns Regarding the Use of O*NET in
Disability Determinations or SSA's Disability Deter minations and basically
laid out alot of thework that we've done or analysisthat we've done on
why the concer ns we have about the O*NET really preventsusfrom using
it. We have also decided that we're going to take some of the concer nsthat
we have about the DOT from an adjudicator's point of view and apply that
aswell.

Sowe will beinterested then in producing a paper that lays
out what kinds of things would be valuable for the agency to keep. And |
think we've talked about that to some degreein our panel report and what
kinds of things are not worthwhile for the agency to build on from DOT or
from O*NET and why. Sothat'swhat that paper isintended to get at.

I'vejust provided alist here of the general recommendation
areasthat the panel presented, especially for peoplewho arein the
audience. You know, the need for the new OIS, technical and legal data
requirements. The panel confirmed that thoserequirementsarein fact
onesthat we should be focused on. Obvioudly the panel gave us
recommendations on both physical, mental/cognitive data elements and
other data elementsaswell that might be of valueto SSA's adjudicative
process aswell as SSA resear ch, and then gave usrecommendations for
classification, creation of expertise or theinclusion of expertise, you know,

in order to develop and maintain the OIS, some recommendations
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regarding basic and applied resear ch, measurement consider ations and
communication issues.

So on all of these different areas|'m going to just move
through the next couple screens, just show you-all where we have already
begun to do some work that takesinto consideration the type of
recommendationsthat the panel presented.

So with regard to recommendationsfor a new Ol Sand the
content model, we have identified key issues and we ar e about to embark on
developing the functional requirementsfor the OIS. We're hoping that the
result of thisfunctional -- the functional requirements might actually give
uswhat we're calling ato-be model so that whileit's still going to bein
written form, we'll get alittle bit closer and closer to something that's more
real and moretangible so that we're not just having these theor etical
discussions or thingsthat people, especially users and stakeholders, may
find to be moretheoretical.

So we would like to be able to define a little bit better,
certainly for our purposes, what it iswe need the Ol S exactly to do for
adjudicators and, based on the recommendations of the panel, how can we
articulate that so that we can discuss that within the agency in a way that
everybody really does understand what we're all talking about so we have
somehow articulated a model that people can get and that they can really

see how it iswe're embodying what the panel'srecommended, what other
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things we may have taken into consideration. And that would also help the
panel to engage with the agency about what our plansarefor that. Sol
think that'll -- that'sthe intent of that.

DR. SCHRETLEN: And "to-be" isT-O hyphen B-E.

MS. KARMAN: Yeah.

DR. SCHRETLEN: Not 2B.

MS. KARMAN: No, correct, yeah. Likewhat it might
look like, yes, what we hope for it to be, to become, right. Thanks.

Then the other thing isobviously the next step for us
will be creating content model and instruments, so we will -- our staff will
take a stab at just developing, you know, an initial content model and then
taking that to our SSA stakeholders. We have, asyou know, a work group
and spending some time with them to deter mine, you know, if we pull
together a content model, a list, in essence that really isa good starting
point for us so we can begin to develop person sideinstruments and of
coursework side ones.

And then, as| mentioned, we're also developing the OIS
design study which will be one way in which we can help movethe new OIS
along. Asregarding the panel recommendationsfor classification, weare
also intending to develop an initial classification. We had some discussion
about that thismorning or there was some, you know, | mentioned that we

wereintending to do that. And when we pull together the methodology for
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that aswell astheresult, we'll sharethat with you.

I'm trying to remember if thiswasin May or not. 1t may
have been in May. We, | think, produced a staff working paper where we
looked at theinitial classification methods, and we had identified at the time
the notion of basically taking some of the elementsthat we're familiar with
now in the DOT, both, you know, some that may be proxiesfor the mental
cognitive factorsthat are of interest to Social Security aswell as some that
arethephysical factorsthat we're very familiar with, and deter mining how
it isthat thejobsthat arereflected in the DOT might actually group if we
wereto try to see what the measureswereor theratingswerefor those
particular elements we've deter mined to be critical, see how homogeneous
we can get on those and see how they group. And that might be our first
attempt at looking at what an initial classification might constitute for us.
But since we have not done that yet, can't tell you what that might look like.
So you'll have an opportunity to seethat. And then we will, of course, bein
aposition to talk about the different elementsthat we've selected so that we
can come up with that list and that kind of grouping. Sothat'skind of
wherewe're headed there.

We're also considering the recommendationsin our sampling
plan development. | think that's going to be -- from developing that initial
classification, | think that's conver sation we'r e going to need to have with

contactsin Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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The panel recommendation for internal and external
expertise, we areworking to increase our staff just a bit and also to bringin
anumber of specialists who might be ableto help uswith instrument
development, just on developing the job analysis, protocols, for example,
just obtaining or identifying the job analysts themselves and training them.
| know that we're also going to be working with the panel to some extent to
get some guidancethere. Several of you already have some background in
this. Sowearein fact doing that. Wedid post two jobsright before
Christmas, so both internally within the agency and externally, so that work
isunderway.

DR. SCHRETLEN: Sylvia, does SSA know or does
anybody know how many job analystswererequired for theoriginal DOT?

MS. KARMAN: You know, | don't off the top of my
head, no.

DR. FRASER: | think it wasthreeto five.

MS. KARMAN: Oh, you mean per job? Isthat what
you're saying?

DR. FRASER: Per job, yeah. Talkingtothe-- there
was an occupational analysis center in North Carolina, which was thelast
remaining one. | think it went under. But in the discussion with the
director, | think it wasthreeto five per job.

MS. KARMAN: Now, thisisjust my memory, so |
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don't know -- | don't haveit written down, but | thought | talked to
somebody at the Department of Labor yearsago who told me that they had
a hundred acrossthe nation, but isthat correct?

DR. FRASER: Therewereten centers, but, you know,
so | don't have whether they have five analysts or whatever it was. Well, a
hundred. Okay. Sothey would have had ten analysts per center, perhaps.
But they'd send threeto five out to analyze a job at that time.

DR. SCHRETLEN: Yeah. Somy question wasjust to
get a ballpark because | know that | saw in the Commissioner'sletter tothe
panel that one of the bullet point itemswasto develop the cadre of job
analysts.

MS. KARMAN: Right. And, you know, I'm glad that
you're bringing thisup because that isnot one of the thingsthat we're
looking to bring into Social Security so much so. So, in other words, we're
not going to look at hiring 2- to 400 people and bring them into SSA as SSA
staff and then have them on board all thetimeto do job analyses. So what
we're thinking might be more -- more easily oper ationalized, initially
anyway, isto havetheinternal expertisein terms of study design, in terms
of methodology, managing all of this, how isit to get carried out, and then
contracting | think with one entity or several entitiesor individualsto
actually conduct thejob analyses. So, in other words, the boots on the

ground would beindividuals who are working for Social Security under
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contract and not necessarily part of Social Security staff. So, which |
under stood, you know, that that was what the recommendation was from
the pandl, so --

DR. FRASER: Doesanybody know whether that
was -- that wasthe last occupational center in North Carolina? | don't
know if it still exists. Doesit still?

DR. WILSON: 1 think it'smor phed into what's now
called O*NET. | think theremnant -- you'reright. Thelast onewas
North Carolina. But I think what remained of it became what's now
O*NET.

MS. KARMAN: Okay. And so panel
recommendationsfor basing and applying research. Again, we have
several studies, either being designed or already underway. We'retaking
up the very thingsthat the panel'srecommended, and we certainly have an
intention to conduct a number of the studiesthat were recommended by the
panel that just we aren't there yet, one of those being claim studieswhere
we'relooking at the effects of theresults data that are gathered, claim
studieswherewe look at the effects of using the new person side, for
example. So all of those are things that we would beinterested in doing, but
I've listed thingsthat we're working on right now. So thisisactivity that
SSA'sengaged in either right now or plansto begin work on in 2010, so --

Panel recommendations for measur ement will need to be
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considered as we develop content model, an initial content model, and also
to the extent that we need to include them in the instruments. To some
extent, some of the measurement issues will need to be scaling and sorts of
things may need to be tackled as we'r e collecting the occupational

infor mation because then we'll have a better sense of, you know, what --
how much -- what intervals we might need, for example, for weightslifted
and that kind of thing. So, you know, what might -- what infor mation
might be worth going after every singletimefor all occupations. So, you
know, | think that'sjust an acknowledgment that thiswould be an iterative
process. So, again, once you begin -- once we have an instrument to show
you-all, you'll get a better sense of what we mean by that.

Panel recommendation for communication. We've also taken
stepsto work within our agency to establish a web-based platform so we
can oper ationalize the recommendations to, you know, enable online
communitiesto be ableto post the infor mation or the commentsthat we
receive from members of the public and in what form, you know, under
what circumstances. So we have met already with our chief information
officer's staff and him to talk about a number of theseissues, so they're
investigating this or getting back to us probably within the next two weeks
or so.

| think 1'm going backwards. All right. So our next steps, as

I've said, isto invest theinitial content model and functional requirements
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and also the person side and job analysisinstruments. So we'll haveto have
some item writing going on, which you are going to hear mor e about.

And we'realso -- | wanted to take sometimetotalk alittle bit
about our OlSdesign study. Our design study, we'vejust given avery early
draft of thisto the Resear ch Subcommittee, and we've asked them to just
takealook at that so we can discussthat at our next meeting. Weintend to
meet once every two weeks. In fact, both committeesintend to meet every
two weeks. And some of the things we want to get at with that particular
design study isthe within -- what we're calling within-title variability of
occupations. That can certainly help usin thelong run with our sampling
issues. And also we want to just have an opportunity to test some of the
data collection problemsthat may come up, just, you know, how can we
operationalize these kinds of things. So we know that that'sgoing to be a
factor. And we also have some other technical design issuesthat we want to
be ableto get at such asto what extent when we are measuring -- when we
ask ajob analyst to ratethingsin a holistic manner versusrating aspects of
work in a deconstructed manner, we want to be able to show what the
results of that might be, what the implications of that, of those things are so
that we know to what extent can we break down some of the components
that wererecommended by the panel and which oneswereally can't.

Since every data element costs money, we want to bein a

position to know what'sreally the most effective way to do these things, but
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we also know we need to have data that wecan rely on. Sotherearea
number of issuesthat we were hoping to get at with thisdesign study.

We also arethinking that it may be possible for usto gather
information, you know, on the two to three occupations that we may select
to do the study with that could possibly inform the agency about, you know,
whether or not a particular occupation we've examined in this particular
study really has over head reaching requirements or not, you know, and to
what extent isthat the case, because we as an agency might be citing a given
occupation indicating that, yes, this occupation, we don't have any
expectation that it has certain kinds of requirements when in fact maybe it
doesor maybe it doesn't. And so now we know, because we have data, that
it doesn't.

So to the extent that our resulting information arereliable
and the thingsthat we feel that we can recommend to our policy component
they may want to take forward to examinein termsof policy implications,
we will be, hopefully bein a position to do that. But we have not selected
the occupationsyet. One of the things we talked about in Resear ch
Subcommittee yester day wer e we have a spot in the study design where we
need to select the occupations that we want to look at, and we need to come
up with criteria. So we have some criteria, you know, want to select things
possibly that are of most interest wher e claimants have most of the --

claimantstend to do most of thework or arethereother criteriawe'd want
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touse. Sowe'll belooking for the subcommitteeto help us out with that.

Also we have mentioned earlier that we'relooking to develop
away of recruiting job analysts, and that also meanswe'll have to discuss
how we -- and develop a way to train them, you know, ar e there wayswe
can certify or have associations certify them. And so we'll belooking to
work with you-all on that, and that's where we're headed here at fiscal year
2010.

So some of thethingsthat we see ahead for the panel in the
next year, and I'm guessing that thisis going to be the case throughout the
tenure of the panel, isthat to some extent the panel will have onefoot in the
current and onefoot in the year to comeor at least in the next 18 months.

So to some extent the panel will be out in front of the agency a
little bit because we'll be looking to your guidance when we ar e developing
our plansfor theyear to come. Soit would be helpful if the panel has
already taken some -- taken on some investigation of someissuesthat we
will need to tackle next year. So, for example, data collection options,
sampling plans, thiskind of thing | think is something where we can, you
know, look to the panel to help us out, even though we may not necessarily
be putting that in effect thisfiscal year.

On the other hand, thereis someinformation that we're going
to need the panel’'s assistance with thisfiscal year, and so that may comein

the form of asking the panel to review some of our study designs. And, you
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know, we may givethisto either an ad hoc group within the pandl,
depending on what thetopicisor the subject matter is, or we may actually
go to one of the existing subcommittees and then have the subcommittee
report to the panel on itsfindings, on its suggestions and recommendations,
then the panel will report, you know, to the agency about that.

So there'sthat sort of dual role of you're helping us now and
you're helping usinto the future. And alongthoselineswe can seevaluein
our planning on doing several roundtables, and on thisscreen | havea
couple that we've identified already. You know, we know we want to do
something in the area of labor market information, | think, just to get at
some of the sampling issues we've been discussing amongst our selves. And,
you know, also data collection. We may decide that we might want to do,
you know, a roundtable with the panel to look at ways of recruiting job
analysts or how might we want to get at certification issues or things of
those natures. So I'vejust mentioned a couple.

DR. SCHRETLEN: Sylvia, what would a labor
mar ket infor mation roundtable be for? What'sthe -- what would that tell
us?

MS. KARMAN: | think to some extent we have some
moreto do yet. We might want to identify some of our questions. And
again, the Resear ch Subcommittee, you know, that may be something that

we may want to take up to help our staff with, you know, what kinds of
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guestions are we looking at. And they may actually come from thisinitial
OISdesign study. You know, just taking -- trying to tackle how would we
samplefor that might give us a sense of sampling questionsthat we may
need to go ask Bureau of Labor Statistics.

And so might we want to then pull a panel together involving
per haps, you know, expertsfrom Bureau of Labor Statistics, perhapsthose
who areworking in either the private sector or in academia, you know, to
meet with us and to addr ess some of these questions about, you know,
different sampling methods and things that people have tried already, what
have they found to be valuable. Even theindividualswho areworking on
O*NET may be ableto, you know, give us a sense of their experiencein
these areas, so -- | thought -- you looked like you wer e going to say
something, so --

Okay. Thenext thing -- oh, | did mention providing -- that
we will be asking the panel to help uswith some of our study designsand as
we begin developing writing items, reviewing our instruments. And also
we'r e expecting that asthere arerelevant reports published that we would
want the panel to review them if they arein fact something that might be
valuable for Social Security to receive our guidance about.

Onethat comesto mind isit would bethefinal report
produced by the National Academies of Science on thefinal -- their final

report on thereview of O*NET. We've already seen the prepublication
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report and have had a chance to meet with the National Academies of
Science last week. Myself and Mr. Balkus did meet with them, and we did
mention that we will be interested to seether final report because we are
taking their report actually asinstructional to us asthey cover a number of
methodological issuesthat, frankly, we think we'll have to be confronting as
well. Sowe're-- wewill be asking the panel to take that on too.

And then, finally, in line with the Commissioner'sletter to the
panel chair, the panel will be producing afinal report at the end of the year
outlining or documenting its activities. And, you know, we are not
anticipating that it's going to be 750 pageslong, so we don't need to scare
anybody off, but --

DR. SCHRETLEN: Mary will bewriting this one.

MS. KARMAN: Yeah. Sojust asarecap, wedid
brief a number of people, and that includes everybody from our
Commissioner all theway to, you know, member s of other monitoring
authorities. We did meet with the National Academies of Science. We've
also begun the groundwork for alot of the OIS development activities.

And the next stepsfor theproject in FY10 areto begin -- to
plan thefinal plansand conducting relevant preparatory studiesfor usand
doing -- developing the content model, functional requirementsand the
instruments, at least theinitial instruments, and really pulling together our

communications strategy, you know, so that the agency and the panel can
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be communicating as effectively as possible with peoplein the research field
and the stakeholders, internal and external users, and also that we're going
to need to begin developing our sampling and data collection methods at a
minimum to help us conduct the Ol S Design 1 study.

And the next stepsfor the panel in FY 10 will be guidance
both for the work that we're doing currently and for the work that we, you
know, will be needing to tacklein fiscal year 2011. So that'sabout all |
have, if anybody has any questions.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: And likel mentioned
earlier, you have the project plan and the panel roadmap in front of you.
Those are meant to kind of go hand in hand in terms of what SSA is doing
for the project plan and what our anticipated activitiesfor the panel aswell.

Wearerunning alittleearly. We can -- and we have therest
of the afternoon to deliber ate.

DR. SCHRETLEN: Just a quick question.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Go ahead.

DR. SCHRETLEN: With all the discussion of the
National Academies of Sciencereport and issues around the wholeinterface
with O*NET, as| look through these slides, you know, sort of conspicuously
absent arereferencesto working with folks from the Department of Labor.
And I'm just wondering if it would be useful in some way to bring peoplein

mor e explicitly from labor.

CAPITAL REPORTING COMPANY
(202) 857-DEPO(3376)



136

MS. KARMAN: Yes.

DR. SCHRETLEN: And through alot of these things,
almost like | wondered if we could actually like borrow someone who
could -- who could be, you know, sort of walk thisjourney with usand
would that be a useful thing.

MS. KARMAN: Actually it would be very useful, and
it is-- what you're not seeing are my notes, which | neglected to mention,
that we did meet with the Department of Labor. Actually we met with them
twice last year, the staff that isresponsible for developing the O*NET and
maintaining it, and we have it in mind to and planned actually to invite
them to theroundtablesto present or both and aswell to continue to meet
and mor e specifically to get together to exchange information about the
types of studiesthat we're embarking on likethe OIS Design 1 study or any
of the other thingsthat we're-- we'll be working on and then having to test.
May very well be that we may be developing things and testing things that
may be of interest to them and vice versa. So we've already exchanged that
kind of -- you know, we had that kind of collabor ative agreement already.
And | think that we will continue to do that.

Now, when we last met with them, | did ask mor e specific
guestions about, you know, some of the concer ns we may havein terms of
getting the employersor the entities, rather, so that we can actually conduct

thejob analyses. And they provided uswith contacts or names of
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individuals we should talk with in the Bureau of Labor Statisticsindicating
that, you know, we may want to speak with their contractor, the O*NET
center folks, RTI, or -- and also talk with Bureau of Labor Statistics.

So there wasthat discussion, and | just unfortunately
neglected to mention it in my presentation. | wasvery focused on panel
versus project, and | wasn't thinking outside of that, but thank you for
mentioning that.

DR. SCHRETLEN: I'm glad to hear it because it
seemslikein a perfect world these could be very complementary kinds of
systems and each could be useful to the other in avariety of ways.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: | guess| need to say
something as well in terms of full disclosure about the National Academy of
Sciencereport. | -- Mark had mentioned yesterday that therewas a
meeting with him as a professional outside of the OIDAP, and heand | met
with them separ ately.

When | saw thereport, as many of you know, |'ve been
involved in this processinitially with the Interorganizational O*NET Task
Force. About ten yearsago therewere somereferencestothe | OTF that
wer einaccurate, and in terms of also just some general aspects of that
chapter that were problematic in termsof inclusion of all disability benefit
systemsthat we work in in the private sector.

And so | had contacted them and met with them on the 8th,
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provided them with some information of some of the resear ch that we had
been involved with with the DOL back when, including a paper that Deb
spearheaded in terms of someresearch with field job analystsand also a
concept paper that Joe Cannologo had written and | had coauthored with
Marilyn Silver and Gary Carter in termsof a conceptual model. And so |
just want to make surethat people know that that happened. Mark made a
referencetoit, and it was something outside of the OIDAP. It wasasa
private practitioner that I met with them. Tom?

MR.HARDY: I'm looking at the panel roadmap
document, and |'vejust got a couple quick questions on that one. It looksto
me, if I'm reading it right -- I'm confused -- you planned to haveinitial
draft of the Ol Sdesign study ready by February?

MS. KARMAN: Yes.

MR.HARDY: Okay.

MS. KARMAN: We'vealready given actually an
initial draft to the Research Subcommittee.

MR.HARDY: Okay. Great. Sowe'll be seeing that
probably next month and then we'll be talking about that in the April
meeting, March meeting? 1'm not surewhen we're meeting again. When
are we meeting?

MS. KARMAN: March.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: March.

CAPITAL REPORTING COMPANY
(202) 857-DEPO(3376)



139

MR.HARDY: We¢ell betalking about that in March?

MS. KARMAN: Right. Sol'd liketo have sometime
to work with the Research Subcommittee and they will take alook at this,
we'll go back, revise along thelines of what they'relooking at, and then
present it to the full panel to takealook at it.

MR.HARDY: Andthen | had a question about the
roundtable on resear ch-based approach to individualized case assessment,
linkage to the world of work.

MS. KARMAN: Wait aminute. I'm sorry. Which
page areyou on?

MR. HARDY: Page 306.

MS. KARMAN: Okay. Got it.

MR.HARDY: Can you flesh that one out a little bit
for me?

MS. KARMAN: Wédll, | -- what we have -- | can't
really flesh it out, but what | could tell you iswhat we had in mind. And,
again, thisis-- asaplaceholder on thislist, you know, it may very well be
that asthe Research Subcommittee has an opportunity to talk about thisas
well asthe other individuals who on the panel might havearolein this,
what 1'd like to see happen would be a roundtable in which we discussthe
types of linkagesthat we need to make.

So, first of all, | know that we on the Resear ch Subcommittee,
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we'retaking alook at theinferencesthat exist currently within the
disability program, within the adjudicative process. And then to the extent
that thereisaneed to beableto link certain work activitieswith certain or
associate them with certain kinds of human function, aretherewaysin
which we can get at that information. Either isthereinformation that
already existsthat we might want to look at that might establish some or
help us establish those linkages? Arethere other waysthat we can get at
that? | know when we werein the roundtable for the mental cognitive, a
number of theindividuals who cameto that roundtable had mentioned, you
know, doing a study in which you ar e looking at people conducting the
actual work -- work simulations.

So, for example, RSA doeswork simulations and, you know,
isthereinformation that they're capturing now, you know, having done
those work simulations that might help us associate certain kinds of human
function with certain kinds of tasks. Not necessarily thelevels at which
those things are done but, you know, that we know, for example, certain
kinds of tasksrequire concentration, you know, you know that those things
map onto them and you don't have to guess at it.

So it sounds like that would be something we'd want to bring
in someindividualsto talk about, how we might go about exploring these
thingsin away that's useful for the agency and, you know, would offer the

panel an opportunity to think about that and give us some
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recommendations.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Go ahead, Tom.

MR.HARDY: Sorry. |I'vegot onemoreas|'m
reading through here. There'salso an August datefor afinal prototype of
the JA instrument. Will we be seeing anything prior to August on that
document? | didn't see anything in hereto look at that earlier. | might
have missed it. | don't know.

MS. KARMAN: Yeah, | just wasn't going to give
the -- the specific, you know, when you get the first one, when you get the
second one, when you get, you know. Theideawasto give a sense of where
the agency needsto be at a certain point and where we're going to have
preparatory work going on. So, for example, when the Resear ch
Subcommittee may betaking alook at doing a roundtable on a particular
topic, this might be helpful to givethem a sense of, okay, we want to do that
roundtable befor e this happens or you may want to wait until you receive
something from the agency before you do something else, so -- but, yes, you
would be seeing something sooner than that.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Would it be helpful to the
panel for usto take a break and then come back if you have additional
guestions? We're going to have quite a bit of timeto deliberate this
afternoon, and | know some of you ar e flipping through those, so would it

be helpful to take a break for about 15? Let'sgo 20 minutes and take a
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break and come back and then spend therest of the afternoon deliberating.
Okay. We'll take a break now.

(Recessfrom 2:29to 2:52)

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Weareback. Thelast
portion of our meeting today gives us an opportunity to deliberateasa
panel. We've been meeting now for almost a whole day and a half. We've
had the opportunity to talk about some things aswe go through some of the
sessions, but this gives usan opportunity to deliberate even further.

| do want to point out that when you look at the roadmap and
when you look at the project plan or the roadmap, which isrelevant to us,
you seethat there are no subcommittees associated. See, there'skind of a
blank right herein terms of the second to thelast column, and that's
becausethisisadraft. Some of these are going to be very obvious. | mean,
communications, it's pretty obvious what subcommittee that goesinto. But
becausethisis adraft and because we have an opportunity to talk about it
now, what we will have coming out of thisisgoing to bethisanchored to
subcommittees so the subcommittees will have the opportunity to takethis
and run with it and will have kind of areversetimeline. You guyswill
recognizethat from our first year together in terms of we have some end
dates here and we have some start dates here, but there was a question to
Sylvia about, you know, thisisan end date, are we going to see anything in

between. And so we will have some other dates associated with this dr aft
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that I'll initially put together and get out to the subcommitteesto flesh out
and give me some feedback if it seemsrealistic.

So let me open it up to the panel roadmap, to, you know, even
anything that we've been doing for the last day and a half. If thereareany
guestions anybody has. And | do want to say that although Abigail cannot
bewith usherein person, sheisavailable to ustelephonically. So, Abigail,
if you have any questions or you have any comments as we go through, just
feel freeto pipein.

DR. PANTER: Okay. Thank you.
DR. BARROS-BAILEY: A voicefrom above.

Now that people have had a chanceto look at it further, are
there questions about the roadmap? I'll start there. Look pretty good? It
could beashort day. Okay.

How about anything that we've been doing for the last day
and ahalf? | know | heard alot of commentsduring the breaks and lunch
that people found that the user -- the user panel to bevery, very good in
terms of the interchange with the users, and I'm seeing people nod that they
arefinding that to be helpful.

Soin terms of what has been happening for thelast day and a
half, the user input into the process, any thoughts on that? Anything that
anybody wantsto bring in and talk about? Allan?

DR. HUNT: It'ssomewhat risky to do thisfrom where
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| sit, but I'm somewhat dismayed at the hesitancy to accept the judgment
that has started this effort that we haveto start all over and we can't use
either O*NET or DOT updates. And of course you've spent a lot of time
certainly convincing your selvesthat thisistheway togo. And | didn't hear
that much agreement from the users, so that seemslike a huge challengeto
me. So that's a substantive question.

And of coursel also notethat -- and I've never seen a -- sorry,
thisisacriticism. I'venever seen a project plan with lookslike only start
datestome, so | can't quitefigure out wherethat goes. But that'sa
different -- maybe takesmoretime, but -- and to develop a plan to
disseminate infor mation to therelevant professional organizations and
publicationsisn't until December 2010. So it seemsto me--

MS. KARMAN: I'm sorry. Say that again.

DR. HUNT: Waell, the second to the last item on the
first page of the project plan saysthat we will develop -- start to develop a
plan to disseminate infor mation on OIDAP activities and contact info --

MS. KARMAN: No, that'satypo. That's
December 2009.

DR. HUNT: Okay. Okay. Well, | wasgoingto
suggest that if it had been started a little earlier maybe things would have
gone alittle smoother yesterday. But | felt therewasalot of criticism

yester day of the approach.
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DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Sol heard threethings. One
of them seemslikeit wasresolved in termsof adate. | heard about the
DOT in terms of some of the comments, public comments we got yester day,
and | think you're specifically addressing theusers. | don't think we heard
that from the public comment.

The second was only start dates. There area couple of end
dates. And then thethird wasthetypo. Sylvia, do you want to addressthe
end dates, start date?

MS. KARMAN: Yeah. We had met with -- when |
had briefed our executive folksin the agency, we had just actually discussed
the extent to which we wer eready to indicate when we might be finished
with certain things, because | know that there will be a number of areas
that we within the agency need to discuss certain topics. So, for example, as
we begin development of the instruments, that's -- we'll have to tackle some
of theissuesthat, for example, that IARP raised with regard to -- and
APTA raised with regard to the, you know, at what point do we want to
introduce the scales and measur es befor e you even go out and collect the
data, that kind of thing. So we know we're going to have to deal with some
of those issues within our agency.

S0, because we didn't want to just, you know, show some
thingswith start and stop dates, you know, completion dates and not others,

wejust said, all right, we'll show everything when we're planning to get
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started on something so that we have a sense on the panel of what the
agency -- when the agency might need to begin todowork in an area, so --
and that's another reason why it's called a draft because| just -- we weren't
in aposition yet to give final datesto some of thesethings. So, you raise a
good point.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Gunnar?

DR. ANDERSSON: Wéll, I agreewith Allan. | think
it'snecessary for usto explain to the world why we feel it's necessary to
reinvent thewheel. Obvioudly there are stakeholder s out there who think
that what we have now is good enough, and there are other swho think that
O*NET isgood enough. And so somehow we have to explain why we don't
think that either of those ar e the best solution for the Social Security
Administration.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: And because -- as somebody
who wrotethat section of our report to the Commissioner, why not the
DOT, or one of thereasonswe put that section in thereport wasthisvery
guestion. Because people, as we wer e getting feedback from the
organizations, thiswas an ongoing themein terms of people not truly
under standing what it isthat we wer e doing, what we mean by replacing
the DOT. It'snot throwing the baby out with the bathwater. | think that
Sylvia talked about the -- what's it called, the lear ning -- best lessons

learned?
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MS. KARMAN: LessonsL earned, yeah.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: LessonsL earned paper
that's being developed that iskind of a compilation of different thingsthat
we've seen that what ar e the best things about the DOT, what are the best
things about the O*NET. So when people hear replacing the DOT, they
think it'sgoing to look totally different than the DOT. But what we said in
that section of thereport is some people might look at some of our
recommendations and say, hey, thiskind of looks like the update of the
DOT. And if that'show peoplewant to haveit referred to, that's okay. But
we know that psychometrically it'sdifferent. Thevariables are specific to
the disability process. 1t'sgoing to bereflective of the labor market. There
aregoing to bethingsthat are materially different about this. If you
under stand the sampling that was done for the DOT, it'snot representative
of thelabor market if you under stand the psychometric under pinnings, if
you under stand the variablesthat are confounded and compounded. If
peoplewant to say it isareplacement, that's okay. Wejust know that it
isn't, that it is something new.

| equateit to this, okay, because I'm applied. We've been
wor king with a hammer so hard that the handle's broken. We have duct
tape around it, and the alloys on the head don't work really well, but we
work with it so hard that when we think about replacing it, we could think

about putting in an ergonomic handle, getting a better head so that when
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we use it we get better power. Or we could go back to the question, say how
do | get thisnail into this piece of wood and come up with a nail gun or
something that doesthe better job.

And so | think that'sthe difference conceptually of what
we'retalking about, just going back to what isthe research question and
what needsto be doneto answer the question of occupational information
within a disability context. And sol think it'sagain something we've been
dealing with for about ayear. It'ssemantical. Some peoplewill look at the
data elements. We heard alot about that, these look okay and these look
like better than the DOT in terms of some of the physical. Some aspects of
it aregoing to look like an update, and that's okay if people want to think
about it that way. Wejust know that it isn't the DOT. | don't know if
anybody else wantsto pipein.

DR. WILSON: Yeah, and | like-- we need to get a
written copy of the hammer example. | like that.

| think part of it, especially given that there are now National
Academy of Sciencesreportson both O*NET and an older one on the DOT,
to some extent thisis professional courtesy in termsof not beating a dead
horse. Thereare, you know, significant and scientifically troubling
problemswith these systemsthat -- of which they are aware and in many
cases haven't addressed or in the case of the DOT they abandoned lar gely

asaresult of that original study.
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That being said though, | think your point isan important
one, and in terms of professional development activities, one way that
Shanan and | aregoing to try and addressthisasa panel is-- at least we're
going to recommend to the -- | guessthe Research Committee? Isthat who
we're--

DR. ANDERSSON: Yes.

DR. WILSON: -- working through on this? A sort of
day-long wor kshop wher e we would show you these differ ent kinds of
analytical systems, provide you with some concr ete examples. And then |
think it will be easier for you to go out and say here'swhy we can't use
O*NET, here'swhat some of the issues are and how what we're
recommending addr esses those issues.

DR. HUNT: Let mejust respond. | think well said in
both cases, but the fact remains, those people out theredidn't get it. And
I'm not -- | mean, we're not taking notes her e and taking names of who did
their homework and who didn't, but somehow the message didn't get
through the way that you intended it.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: And | think, yes, and we
recognizethat. | mean, we were very cognizant of that in termsof that the
way the subcommittees got restructured in termsof our ability to
communicate out and also receive information in, and | think I mentioned it

during the stakeholder panel that I'm very awar e asinformation is coming
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in that it's saying to me something about what they arereceiving in terms of
communication from us. And so if there'sa disconnect, how do we bridge
that.

And so that section that was put in thereport that | wrote up
was specifically because of information coming in to us from the July
feedback that people were misunder standing that. So, you know, we
continueto try to communicatethat out. And | think it wasTom back in
April, our April meeting when we werejust starting and he said, you know,
it'sgoing to bereally hard to think outside of DOT constructs. | mean, it's
been around my whole career. Aspractitioners, that'swhat we know.
That'sthe only thing we've ever known. And then we saw something
different, we thought, well, we know we can't use that for disability. And so
now that alot of usaround thistable can conceptualize maybe something
differently, it's how do we take that infor mation from the epicenter where
we are and disseminate it further.

DR. GIBSON: | can addresswhat might be the white
elephant in theroom and perhapsbethe cynicin thegroup. Therearealso
those user groupsor stakeholders-- | won't necessarily call them user
groups, | think these are coming primarily from some of the other
stakeholders-- who just don't want change. And it doesn't matter how
strong the arguments ar e that we offer regarding the unusability for our

purposes of the O*NET and DOT. That isnot the model they have chosen
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to support. Ontheonehand I find that quite frustrating, but on the other
hand | seethat isthe nature of what we face here.

What strikes me asmost important isthat we continue our
effortsthrough what we do and what we communicate to document the
scientific necessity of what we are doing and what it does giveto SSA, and
those stakeholderswill haveto learn to deal with it, quitefrankly. Thisis
what SSA needs probably.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: And I dothink it wassaid
earlier today once there's something that is beyond theory and that ismore
palatable, then | think thingswill change. | think therewasa lot of
excitement earlier in terms of when we wer e talking about different
concepts, and so | think thingswill change. And we've not been at thisfor a
year, so --

DR. SCHRETLEN: You know, I'd just say on a
personal note, | really don't have a pony in theracein terms of what system
gets adopted coming into this panel because I'm a neuropsychologist. |
don't have that vocational background. Sol camein totally open to the
idea of either modifying O*NET or updating DOT. | camein in some
respects almost tabularasa. And we had anumber of presentations during
thefirst few meetingsthat madeit -- that wer e extremely persuasiveto me
in termsof theintellectual basisfor the decision to pretty radically change

things and come up with a new system.
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Now, the new system, my hunch, will actually bear
strikingly -- striking resemblance to the DOT in many respects as thiswhole
process has gone along, but it will be a brand-new system. It'sjust that
probably, you know, some lar ge per centage of it, maybe 80 per cent of it,
will look identical to the DOT in terms of aspects of job characteristics,
even though the jobs themselves have changed dramatically in the past 50
years.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: WE€'l keep trying to
communicate that.

DR. FRASER: You gave mealittleinformation
before on kind of a review of the occupational analysis systemsthat are
used in rehabilitation that werereferenced quiteabit. 1'm not sure
everybody's privy to what was done there, you know, likethe M cCroskey
system and Field system, et cetera, and | appreciate some feedback on that.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Do you want to talk about
any of -- | mean, other systems?

DR. FRASER: Kind of theinadequacies of what
was --

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: You know, thoseare
proprietary systems. | don't know if | really want to be talking about those.

DR. FRASER: | understand.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Yeah.
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MS. KARMAN: | mean, not that thisisa negative
about those systems, but my understanding is, isthat they don't actually --
some of them to some extent don't necessarily introduce new data. In other
wor ds, to some extent some of them present current dataor -- current -- the
datathat arecurrently used likein the DOT. More like softwar e systems.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: They'relikemega DOTs.
Not all of them.

MS. KARMAN: Some of them do have other qualities
tothem, so --

DR. ANDERSSON: But arethosereally systemsfor
work analysisand job description? Becausel don't think so.

MS. KARMAN: | don't usethem that way, but --

DR. FRASER: | think they are used that way.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: It dependson how you are
using work analysis, because | think the I/Oswould useit differently than
we would useit in voc rehab.

You know, | have a couple of the systemsthat allow meto
take DOTs, and as|'m putting together ajob analysisthat I'm doing on an
n=1 level, that'swhat we do in voc rehab, give me different infor mation that
| can then share with a treating physician and then infor mation about
function and whether somebody is ableto do this occupation as defined by

the DOT or defined by ajob analysisthat | do on theground. Sothey are
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information systemsthat are useful to the clinician.

DR. ANDERSSON: No, I understand that, but what
they do isthey tie the functional abilities of the potential worker to thejaob.
They'renot -- they don't analyze thejob in isolation.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: No. | mean, they'reDOTs.
They're -- it'san automated DOT. | mean, you could do alot of thingswith
it, but at itsbaseit's an automated DOT.

We dealt with all three of your questions? Okay. Did you
have any follow-up on that? Okay.

DR.HUNT: You can seewhy | was so upset by that
December 2010.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Arethereany other
guestions? Abigail, did you have any thoughts?

DR. PANTER: I'm just thinking about thisfrom a
psychometric per spective, and when there's change, when there's changeto
an instrument, we usually call it a different instrument. And so| think
some of the language of calling this a brand-new approach is consistent with
that kind of approach, that thereis something brand-new about the fact
that that will beless outdated. And that isethically a better approach, so --
but | think it'sstill important to keep everyone clear on why we're making
changes ver sus not making changes. | think that hasto bevery

transparent. And | think everyoneinvolved should know why the changes.
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DR. BARROS-BAILEY: And you bring up a good
point. We've been calling it the OIS, occupational information system. It's
generic. | don't know if SSA hasaname they were developing for it, but it's
not called thenew DOT. There'snot a confusion therein termsof the
paperwork. It'scalled the OIS, occupational information system, just a
very generic description.

MS. KARMAN: | think to some extent that was one of
the reasons why when we were writing thefinal report that we made an
effort to describe the fact that even though for some people once they
begin -- once we get to a point where we're able to show people what we're
developing that it might look very similar to the DOT, especially if you look
at the physical domains. | mean, you know, it may not be -- it may not be
appar ent to othersthat that'swhat is underneath all of that, what isthe
basisor the framework iswill be different, that'll be different
psychometrically.

But that'swhy we didn't -- that iswhy we made the point to
say we werereplacing it, becauseit isanew instrument in that respect, a
new classification system, although for many peopleit may function very
similarly and they may not ever really perceive that extent of difference.
So, | don't know.
DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Andjust someof theusers

in the audience, | had asked earlier if there was anything that you could
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give usfeedback on that might makeit more helpful in termsof the
communication. And so anybody listeningin or in the audience, if you have
ideasthat help that process, if you could get them to Nancy, User Needs and
Relations, that would be helpful, or through our general e-mail address,
oidap@ssa.gov. Mark?

DR. WILSON: Sylviaand | talked about this before,
and |'ve often thought that, you know, maybe we ought to call it something
like Disability Functional Work Analysis or something to make clear that
it'snot a competitor with these other kinds of systemsand that it's focused
on identifying a common metric of work functionsthat can be directly
observed and that are useful for the purposethat we've been asked to
provide theinformation for.

| think that no matter how much wetry, there are always
going to be these comparisonsto other -- everyone'sgoing to try and
under stand thisin terms of whatever they'refamiliar with or whatever
database they happen to like. And whilel think it'struethat, you know,
what a psychometrician would call the stem might look similar to what'sin
some of these other systems. The scales, which arethereal important part,
will be very different and will probably have more information about each
one of the stems, and it'll be mor e defensible if we can follow along with
some of these.

And then | think the other thing, in some waysit will be less.
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To behonest, there'salot in the DOT that'sjust simply of no value to what
we're doing, and therewould be no reason to replicate that, so --

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: | think that one of the
biggest comparisonsfor me and what | was -- part of my meeting with the
NASwas becauseit'sin the civilian sector and we've only had the DOT and
now the O*NET, you know, some people seeit asan eclipse, but it'snot an
eclipse. And if you'rein the military, you don't think that, you know, the
Marines and the Army have their own, the Navy hasitsown, and the Air
Forcehasitsown and they all coexist in a population of 2.6 million people,
1.4 of those being active duty.

And so becauseit'scivilian and we've only had one system
and we haven't had a system specific to disability, people seeit as
competitiveinstead of seeing it asa complement and seeing that they exist
for different reasons. It'slikethat question that | asked about getting that
nail into the piece of wood and what'sthe best tool to doit, and it's back to
the research question of why we're here and having the best occupational
information system to deal with disability kinds of issuesin aforensic
setting.

MS. LECHNER: | had aquestion for Mark. You
made the comment a moment ago about thethingsin the DOT that ar e of
no use and that we wouldn't be incor porating in the new system. Can you

provide an example of something that comesto mind?
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DR. WILSON: Just about any of the holistic ratings,
whereyou look at a description of ajob and then you rateit on some sort
of -- directly rateit on some sort of abstract construct, anything like that.

MS. LECHNER: Which would be what, when you say
holistic?

DR. WILSON: Help meout, Shanan. What would be
an example of that?

DR. GIBSON: The SVP rating.

DR. WILSON: Yeah, likethe SVP rating, for
example. That'swhere people sit around aroom and we'relooking at a job
description and say where doesthisfall in terms of vocational preparation.

MS. LECHNER: Sowhat you're saying isyou
wouldn't eliminate the construct of vocational preparation, but you would
eliminate how --

DR. WILSON: Would measureit better in amore
defensible way and -- exactly, exactly. But there are other kinds of
information that we might not need, which | think was getting to your
qguestion. And to be honest, I'm sort of -- it's been awhile since |'ve looked
at aDOL schedule, but | think if we --

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Interests, DBT as
conceptualized in the DOT. | don't know anybody that uses DBT as

conceptualized in the DOT, which istotally different than the way we use it
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in thispanel. But interests, that'simportant if I'm a voc rehab counselor.
It'snot important if I'm doing residual capacity in a forensic setting.

DR. SCHRETLEN: Thisis-- and just becausel think
we have enough time, this might be a pretty beside-the-point kind of
question, but I'm just curious. And partly it's because | was a per son who
used theword " proprietary.” And maybeit'sbecause|'m not a lawyer and
| used theword incorrectly.

But when we develop this system, it will be a system that's
uniqueto SSA, and in that sense | think of it asproprietary in the sense that
you're not going to take the taxonomy from an existing system off the shelf
and we're not going to use instrumentsthat have, you know, already been
developed for other systems because we're developing a system, an OIS,
And | guess| wonder, so oncethat isall done, will it become a publicly
available kind of system that would be freely available to anyone who wants
touseit?

MS. KARMAN: Yeah, we've already discussed that in
Social Security, and it isour intent to -- when we have the data available to
make that public use data and to, you know, discuss whatever legal issues
that we need to clear in order to makethat data available to folks so they
can download it, so softwar e developer s can download it, so members of the
public will know what kind of infor mation we're using to assess claims. So,

yeah, we would -- it would -- it seemsto usthat that would be incumbent
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upon Social Security to makeit available.

DR. ANDERSSON: David, I think it would have been
unethical to use usto develop a system that then would be proprietary for
somebody else. | don't think they can do that.

DR. SCHRETLEN: Yes, | just used theword
incorrectly, but | just didn't know whether it would be just specific to SSA
or whether SSA would make thissort of system available to other, you
know, private disability insurance carrierswho might want to implement it
in their systems.

MS. LECHNER: | had a question | guess more for
Mary and Sylvia. On page 3 of the panel roadmap under Instrument
Development and Testing, you've got per son-side attributes/instrument,
job-side attributes/instrument. Areyou talking about instrumentsto
actually measurethe person or the person-side attributes of the job or
occupation?

MS. KARMAN: What we'rethinking of under the
person-side attributesinstrument istheinstrument that Social Security's
going to need to basically assess what the limitations of the claimant are
that arerelevant on thework side. So that would bevery similar to what
the RFC might look like.

So that would -- it'snot atest. It'snot we're developing an

instrument wher e you test people with regard to their abilities, but it usesa
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synthesis of all the medical and vocational and functional evidence.

And then on thejob side, theinstrument that we're wanting
to develop thereistheonethat we'll need to giveto the job analysts.
Hopefully it will probably be web based or whatever so they can just login
and begin using it when they've been sent out to the site. You know, all that
needsto get worked out. But in essencethejob sideoneisthe onethat
we'relooking to develop so you can actually assess the demands of work.
Person side oneisthe onein which we're, you know, making the synthesis
of all of theinformation about the person in one place.

MS. LECHNER: Mental and physical RFC.

MS. KARMAN: Exactly, yeah. Soit'sthat linkage.
But it'snot atest.

MS. LECHNER: Sothe approach isto continuethe --
continue mining the medical recordsfor the information for the physical
and the mental RFCs.

MS. KARMAN: Wéll, | mean, | don't know -- to me
theword " mining" hasa certain meaning, so| don't know if you mean it
likein a computer-based way or if --

MS. LECHNER: No, | mean just looking through the
person. In other words, your approach to assessment of the claimant is still
going to be --

MS. KARMAN: Thesame.

CAPITAL REPORTING COMPANY
(202) 857-DEPO(3376)



162

MS. LECHNER: --tolook through the medical
record and try to deter mine mental and physical capacity based on your
peruse of the information you have.

MS. KARMAN: Right. Now, | mean, granted, that's
one portion of what the agency needsto do to get, you know, a good
assessment of what theindividual is capable of doing. Thereareother --
thereareother thingsthat the agency, you know, islooking at now or may
look at in the futurein termsof how can we get better infor mation, you
know, from the claimant or from the claimant's doctorsor whatever. But
that's not our project. However, we do know that we'll have to be -- our
team will need to be working with the folkswho are busy with that in Social
Security. Sothereareother effortsafoot within SSA to tacklethat.

DR. ANDERSSON: But let'sseeif | understand. It's
not our job. Thisisnot what our panel issupposed to do.

MS. KARMAN: By "this," you mean obtain better
information?

DR. ANDERSSON: The person side.

MS. KARMAN: Weareonly going to be developing
theinstrumentsthat would enable an adjudicator to have a sense of what
that person is capable of doing given their -- their impairment, the effects of
their impairment, and then so that they can do a comparison with the

infor mation from the world of work.
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S0, in other words, we're not actually going to advise Social
Security about waysto test, you know, getting at these different things. |
know people have talked about FCES, you know, over the year s people have
talked about different kinds of medical evidence. Some of that might come
from thiswork. In other words, aswe'relooking at the different elements
on physical side or the mental cognitive side, some of these elements might
suggest, you know, that they would be very useful to have but they may be
difficult for usto get evidence about. So they'll be -- you know, I'm sure
that discussion will come up, but that's not really -- that's not our task is not
to advise the agency about assessment of the claimant, soto speak. That's
not -- we're not developing policy. We're not developing new ways to assess
the claimant. But there might be thingsthat come up in context of what
we'reworking on that might inform Social Security, and we would pass that
information along.

DR. ANDERSSON: You still havemelost. | don't see
how you can do that in isolation. And I just don't see how it fitswith our
task.

MS. KARMAN: Okay.

DR. ANDERSSON: Maybel'll understand it later.

MS. KARMAN: We'reonly interested in developing
an occupational information system and making surethat the agency isable

to identify the elements on the per son side that would be relevant to collect
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information about on thework side. But there'sawholelot of process and
policy that goesinto getting infor mation from the claimant when the
claimant appliesfor disability. For example, NADE gave us commentswith
regard to the SSA 3369, which isaform that Social Security usesto gather
information about the person'swork history.

So there are some thingsthat will come up as a function of
thisproject for our team that the panel may or may not end up having
any -- any information, but it just so happened that NADE gave the panel
some recommendations along those lines which will get passed on to SSA.

But we'renot -- we'renot really involved in providing SSA
with recommendations about what they should do with the 3369 or whether
or not they need to change our, you know, some aspect of our process by
which we contact medical sour ces, for example. | mean, likewe'rejust not
involved in that, although what we do might lead to some infor mation that
SSA might find valuable. | don't know whether 1'm helping you with this
or not, but --

DR. ANDERSSON: Wédll, I think itis. | thinkit's
fairly intuitive, though, that if you develop a system to analyze work by
certain parameters, psychological, physical, and mental, those are the
parameter sthat you need to look for in theindividual. Sol don't see how
that isa separate project.

DR. FRASER: We'renot specifying how you do it.
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Doesthat make sense?

MS. KARMAN: Right.

DR. FRASER: It'satemplate of the elementsfor
consider ation, but we're not telling you how you do that.

DR. ANDERSSON: And you're not even telling and
shouldn't tell anybody that they haveto do all that.

DR. SCHRETLEN: And --

DR. ANDERSSON: See, inreality what happensis
that | have a patient who is evaluated, say, with a functional capacity
evaluation which isdefining certain parametersthat that individual can do.
And then what | want to be able to do, of course, isto connect that with jobs
that fit those functional parameters. Sothat'sall theinformation | need.
Soif | havethejob side information, then | don't need to invent some new
system or scaleto evaluatetheindividual. | just haveto make surethat the
evaluation of theindividual allows meto use the occupational system.

MS. KARMAN: Wéll, you know, there'sbeen a
guestion for a while, at least, you know, aslong as|'ve been working in this
particular area of medical vocational policy and then, you know, what can
the agency do about better occupational information with regard to what
comesfirst, the chicken or theegg. You know, do you go out and determine
what the requirements of work are and then back into better RFC process

or better RFC, or do you start with what are elementsmost critical to
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disability evaluation and then go out and see if, you know, to what extent
can you evaluate work in terms of that.

And so to some extent it'sa little of both. There'sjust some
thingsthat, frankly, you need to do. One has-- therearecertain job
demandsthat exist, and that's what makesthat job that occupation as
opposed to some other occupation.

On the other hand, there's somerequirements-- | mean, you
can evaluate work from alot of different standpoints, and there arejust
some thingswe don't care about. So we haveto sort of bridge those two
things, which I thought the panel did in recommending the content model.
So | feel like we have a pretty good platform from which to begin doing our
work.

DR. ANDERSSON: | don't disagreewith that. 1'm
just getting back to this person side, because what | don't think we should
doisdevelop a new impair ment deter mination system.

MS. KARMAN: WEe'renot.

DR. ANDERSSON: But that to meiswhat person side
means.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Soit'ssemanticsagain. We
keep on bumping into thisamong us. So it'sokay. We alwayslearn that if
there'sa disconnect, it's got to be semantical. So for you person side means

the impairment.
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DR. ANDERSSON: Yes.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Okay. Okay. Sol think
what person side meansin the context that we areusingit in isthe
collection instruments, the physical RFC, the MRFC of the information that
needsto be collected in terms of residual function that isthen matched to
the demands of work. And soit'sa collection instrument, not an
impairment rating, not likea AMA 6th edition impairment rating kind of
clinical model.

DR. SCHRETLEN: Now, ultimately, it will be used to
assessimpairment, or rather whether someoneisimpaired will be
compar ed against those dimensions. But thisisnot an instrument to assess
impair ment.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: It'sacollection of
information, yes.

MS. LECHNER: And | think that we've got to kind of
get clear on theterms" impairment” versus" function." You know, an
impairment isa measure of, just to use a clinical example, how much range
of motion someone hasin their jointsand if you do a muscle test how much
strength you measure. Whereasthe function, you know, a residual function
ismor e measuring whether someone can, you know, write or do thelifting
that'srequired. And you may have impairments but able to have the

function to do the job demands.
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So if you look at the World Health Organization's
classification of impair ment versusfunction, an impairment isarestriction
and limitation, say, in range of motion or strength, but that may or may not
trandlate into a limitation of function. At least that'show | interpret it.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: | seeit askind of a growing
glossary, and we actually have -- no, I'm serious. We had a conversation
about thisa couple weeks ago that just theword " job analysis’ meansthree
different things among thisgroup. And so that aswe are going forward, we
already havethe glossary in termsof thereport to the Commissioner. We
have some of the subcommittees put together glossaries because of thisvery
issue and the need to have a collective glossary. And | think what we just
experienced arethingsthat we need to add to it so that aswe say person
side, we are all under standing exactly what that means; as we say
impairment or function, we're all under standing what that means.

MS. LECHNER: Kind of to go back to where my
original question started, Sylvia, it sounds like what you'r e talking about
for the mental and physical RFCsthat will emerge from this processisthat
you'rethinking of, okay, we'll develop a format of presenting the
information. We'renot exactly -- we're not going to develop thetesting
protocols. We'regoing to develop a format through which the information
iscompared side by side? Isthat what you're saying?

MS. KARMAN: I'm afraid to say yesbecause|'m
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hearing so much discord or confusion about something that | thought we
understood, so | thought we all under stood what per son side was about.
These are the thingsin which we would be evaluating a per son's function.
And when we look at that in Social Security, we're not going to be testing all
these claimants who come through the door in all these variety of areas. So
| thought we all understood that.

What we're looking for there would be making surethat
whatever elementswe're going to measurein theworld of work are
reflected in the way in which SSA assessesresidual functional capacity. So
maybe the confusion istheword " assessment." 1'm not really sure. But,
you know, | don't mean to imply that we're -- we as a panel havein any way
recommended to Social Security something along the lines of, you know,
testing in certain areas, because we didn't get into that at all.

And then we also would want to have a way for the
adjudicator to be ableto pull theinformation and document -- | think that's
probably a good way of putting it -- of documenting what theresidual
functional capacity is of that person given the information that they're
presented with. And so to some extent there's an assessment of the
evidence. Maybethat'sa better way of putting it.

MS. LECHNER: Yeah, | think --
MS. KARMAN: You probably understood this all

along, and so | don't know if now there'sall thisdiscussion that it seems
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different to some of you, but --

DR. ANDERSSON: | think thedifficulty liesin -- and
it is, of course, semanticsto some degree. But theinformation that you get,
you get from a physician. That'swhere you get the person infor mation.
You get them all from the physician side.

MS. KARMAN: Sometimes.

DR. ANDERSSON: Weéll, you get it from medical
sources. You don't get it from anywhere else.

MS. KARMAN: Sometimes. Sometimes we get
third-party sources. Sometimesthe claimant themselves completes
information --

DR. ANDERSSON: About the individual's capacity
and health?

MS. KARMAN: -- about their activities of daily
living, yeah. Whatever. Anyway.

DR. ANDERSSON: Right. Sol don't see how you can
realistically determine levels of function based on the information that you
get without having some kind of test protocol in place, which | think you
shouldn't have, which | think would be impractical and which would be
very expensive and time-consuming for the system. Sol just don't see how
you can get that, because as a physician | cannot determine that.

MS. KARMAN: Okay.
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DR. ANDERSSON: Sothat'swhereit becomesvery
difficult. And when you start talking about person-related instruments, |
see, and | think most physicians would see this as coming from them.

DR. SCHRETLEN: You know, Gunnar, | think
ultimately Social Security isgoing to need not only the job side work
product that this panel recommends and Social Security undertakes, but it
ultimately isgoing to need tools on the person side to make the assessment
of a person'simpair ments, their impair ment-specific functions.

But | think the point isthat we're not going to be
recommending -- we're not going to be devising those tools for this project,
although probably some fashion of those tools will be necessary for doing
some resear ch to validate the person side functionsthat wethink are
important. Sol think sooner or later therewill be-- SSA will need to
undertake some resear ch to validate whether or not the person side
characteristics, physical characteristics, mental cognitive characteristics
that we'renominating arein fact the onesthat areimportant to measure
and whether theratings, whatever rating system isused, isvalid.

DR. ANDERSSON: Weéll, I mean, I'm not saying,
disagreeing with that. | think that'squite possible. | don't seethat as
something that is happening. Asl've been saying repeatedly, analyzing jobs
isfairly ssimple. Analyzingthe patient'sresidual work capacity isvery

difficult, very difficult. And that'sgoingto be a struggle that the SSA will
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always have. And every other disability system in theworld hasthat
difficulty.

MS. LECHNER: Theother question | haverelatesa
little bit to process, just overall processin general. Asl look through the
panel roadmap and the project plan, | guessit's not exactly clear to me, and
maybe you-all haven't gone down that path either yet, but of the
communications and how we will be educated about each of these stepsin
terms of the subcommittees and the whole panel and then out to the user,
you know, theinterest groupsor the stakeholders.

And | think that's -- you know, | sort of think that'san
important piece. And maybe everybody else understandsit and I'vejust
missed it. But, you know, particularly for those of uswho are participating
in the user needs group and not participating in the research group, you
know, how do we become educated about what's going on and at what
points will we be educated?

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Okay. | could addressa
little bit of that. | think there's been some discussion about getting
everybody'sinformation on core.gov so everybody has accessto it within
the panel, regardless of which of the two functional subcommitteeswe'rein.
That'soneof thereasons we -- when | looked at therestructuring, |
mean, we have resear ch and we have communication and everybody -- and

there'skind of the groupsin terms of the subject matter experts spread
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within those. But also having a better way to have accessto what other
people aredoing. And so the intracommunication is something I'm aware
of, and we're working on that.

MS. LECHNER: And | guess my question isnot so
much how, because | can see how core.gov will be a great way to get
information. It'sreally sort of when. When do we get infor mation and
what isthe expectation? |sthe expectation that the Research Subcommittee
will be advising SSA on theresearch, the decision will be made, and then
therest of the panel isinformed asto what the decision is? You know, kind
of that'skind of not clear to me.

MS. KARMAN: One of the things we had discussed
was since we haven't had an opportunity to do this because when the panel
was -- began itswork last year, we weren't in the process of the staff having
work that was getting reviewed at the same time the panel was doing some
of itsroundtables and thingslikethat. Sowe'regoingtotry, becausel'm
thinking we may need to be doing this, is each of the subcommittees that
may betaking up a particular issueor reviewing a study design or if there's
an ad hoc committee that getstogether to do something else, that they
prepar e the comments on whatever subject matter it is. And then when
they'reready to producethat final -- these are our final commentson it, it
comesto the panel, the panel discussesit, and then it comes back to Social

Security.
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And if it issomething that is, you know, highly -- it's
technical, for example, the Ol S Design Study 1, that to me seemslike
something we would probably have the Resear ch Subcommittee take a look
at to start with and then, when they're finished, submit their commentsto
the panel, panel gets a chanceto deliberate about that and then givesthe
commentsto usdirectly, Social Security directly, so --

MS. LECHNER: Sotherewill be opportunity for the
panel tolook at it.

MS. KARMAN: Absolutely, yeah.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: And assomebody who
doesn't serve on any of the subcommittees, the communication becomes
really important to me because | have to know what's going on with all of
you. So that information flow becomesincredibly important to me because
I'm not in your meetingson aregular basis.

DR. GIBSON: | wasgoingto say I'm actually under
theimpression that the original subcommittees haven't been disbanded and,
therefore, there's still that informational flow back and forth and should be.
So you should get infor mation because ther e is someone from the physical
sidewhoisnow on theresearch. Sol think it'salso part of our own
responsibility to continueto interact with our peers, get it quickly, and can
comment and work within it.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: And then there'sthe
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Executive Subcommittee that composes all of the standing subcommittees,
the person sides, thework sides, the needs and relations, experts, theseare
all represented on the Executive Subcommittee. Sothere'salot of linkages
through this processto try to make surewe all know what's going on and
that we superimpose on top of it some sort of timeline. And sothat's
hopefully what we'll have for Mar ch.

MS. KARMAN: So, | mean, | think Shanan's point is
really a good onetoo, that, you know, to the extent that every member on
both -- on both of the Resear ch Subcommittee and the User Needs and
Relations Subcommittee are also members on other committees, they
probably will need to betalking with the other members of their
committees, you know, at some point. And we're going to try thisout and
seeif thisistoo cumber some, you know, for the way we'retrying to handle
thesethings. But it would seem to methat the whole panel would want to
see comments on things befor e it goes back to the agency becauseit isthe --
it isin fact the panel that makesrecommendationsto the agency, so -- so
that'swhat we're -- that'swhat we're anticipating will be happening.

So, for example, you're assisting with some of the work on the
job, preparing for job analysts and, you know, identifying them, maybe
providing guidance with regard to certification, all that. At some point that
information will cometo the panel. And then oncethe panel'shad a chance

to deliberate on it, discussit, then it'll come to usformally.
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DR. BARROS-BAILEY: And that'san example of
when you look through the modelsthat | talked about yesterday. That's not
a standing subcommittee. That would be something that needsto be done
probably at an ad hoc basisthat then comes, you know, back through the
panel in terms of recommendations. Isthat clear?

MS. LECHNER: Yeah. | just-- 1 just think it's
something that we have to give some thought to becauseit'sreally easy, |
think, when multiple groups are working on things simultaneously to link
all the piecestogether in atimely fashion.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Absolutely.

MS. LECHNER: I'vejust seen too many projects go
awry when either people are duplicating work or people are thinking that
one group is handling something and they're not really and, oh, but | didn't
really realize that's what we wererecommending. So aslong aswe havea
very clear processfor information getting across subcommittees and from
information -- for information getting from ad hoc to the panel beforeit
goesto SSA, then | think that we'll be all right.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: And | appreciatethat. And
| think Sylvia said we've never done thisbefore, so any feedback asto how
the processisworking or not working and anything we can do to improve
it, | totally appreciate that.

MS. KARMAN: Do you have a suggestion at this
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point? Did you have somethingin mind right now that is of concern that
you think we may want to take up since all of usare here, or isit just that
you wer e just wondering if we had a protocol already set up?

MS. LECHNER: Just wondering if you had a
protocol, or the protocol wasn't really clear to me, but | think | under stand
it now.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Shanan?

DR. GIBSON: Thiscould be excessively detail
oriented and it might not be helpful at all, but | do know that in terms of
how | handle communication with an asynchronously distributed classis
that | tape every conversation | have with a group and then | just put it out
there. And if someonewantsto listen to the session they missed, it's
availableto them.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: | know we'vetalked about,
you know, the use of technology within this process and, you know, | think
our first cut at it istrying to get core.gov functional to the level that we can
and, you know, bringing thingsin aswe go through thisthat will work for
usinstead of encumber our process. Allan?

DR. HUNT: Can | ask another newbie question? Will
cor e.gov include any of the past documents?

MS. KARMAN: Yes.

DR. HUNT: Then | would beinterested in reviewing

CAPITAL REPORTING COMPANY
(202) 857-DEPO(3376)



178

for sure. 1'vegot alot of catching up to do.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: |'vesubmitted a couple of
things over the past 24 hoursto Debrato put up therein termsof articles.
Onel had -- couple of them. What did | send you? | don't remember.
We've been talking about common metric and holistic rating, and that was
totally new to me. And one of the articlesthat really helped me under stand
that quite a bit was something that Mark and R.J. wrote, so | recommended
that be something put up there.

So anything coming in from any of you that you think would
be helpful to the whole panel, you know, so kind of a document library up
there. And Debra could probably talk moreto what'salready up there
than | can, but past documents, library, communication, that kind of thing.

MS. KARMAN: And | don't know to what extent
there may beinformation on our current -- the website that we have now on
OIDAP, if you've seen those papers. I'm trying to think if therewere
anything else, but anyway. | wastrying to think if there was something else
that we just haven't posted to OIDAP yet that we may want to get to you,

SO --

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Okay. Anything else?
Communication we've talked about, all sorts of different things. Okay.
Abigail, do you have anything that you wanted to comment on or --

DR. PANTER: Thishasbeen very helpful, so thank
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you very much.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Okay. Thank you. Sol
don't hear any more coming up. We have a half day tomorrow. And not
hearing anything else coming from the panel, | would entertain a motion to
adjourn the meeting.

DR. GIBSON: Maotion.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: | haveamotion from
Shanan. Do | have a second?

DR. FRASER: Second.

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Bob seconded. All thosein
favor?

(All say aye.)

DR. BARROS-BAILEY: Weareadjourned.

(Proceedings adjourned at 3:55 p.m.)
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