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Executive Summary

The North Carolina O*NET™ Center has contracted with the Human Resources Research
Organizaion (HUMRRO) to develop and implement a methodology for analyzing occupationa
task statements. This report describes the results of an anadlysis of two sets of task data. The first
st of tasks was 87 statements from the current task lists of eight pretest occupations. The second
st of tasksincluded 1,088 write-in statements from the same eight occupations plus an
additiond eight occupations (16 totd). These were statements that incumbents included in their
survey response because they thought such tasks were not represented in the current task list for
their respective occupation.

The main findings of this sudy were asfollows. Firs, a procedure for identifying which
of the current task statements are critica to the occupation (i.e., “core’), “ supplementa”, or
“non-relevant” was developed and implemented using data from the eight pretest occupations.
Second, a standardized process designed to andyze the write-in task data from the 16
occupations yielded a high level of agreement between anaysts on severd task judgments, such
as whether awrite-in statement was actually atask. Of the 1088 write-in statements andyzed,
712 (65.4%) were judged to be tasks. The remaining statements were incomprehensible, were too
broad, or described atype of knowledge, skill, ability, or other characteristic or agenerdized
work activity. Of the statements judge to be tasks, 56% were unique from the current task lists of
these occupations, while the other tasks were either partially redundant (25%) or completely
redundant (19%) with one or more current tasks. Finaly, 17 write-in statements were identified
for an emerging ligt of tasks to be evaluated in future data collection efforts.

Based on the results of this study, several recommendations are offered for evaluating
task data from the remaining occupationsin the O*NET database. We aso provide a detailed
decison tree and analyst ingructions for judging the appropriateness of write-in task
information. Findly, we describe a database for reporting current and write-in satements that we
think will help maximize the usefulness of the task information the O*NET system provides.
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Background

The Occupationa Information Network (O*NET™) is a comprehensive system
developed by the U.S. Department of Labor that provides information about nearly 1,000
occupations within the U.S. economy. One purpose of the O*NET system isto describe the
critica tasks for each occupation in the database. Job incumbents from each occupation have
rated the relevance, importance, and frequency with which tasks are performed. Furthermore,
snce many occupations change over time (e.g., due to new technology), job incumbents are
given the opportunity to write in information about important tasks they believe are excluded
from the current task list for their occupation.

The North Carolina O*NET Center has contracted with the Human Resources Research
Organization (HUMRRO) to develop and implement a methodology to analyze the task data
collected during the O*NET data collection program. There are three main tasks in this project:

¢ Task 1: Develop therationde and criteriafor andyzing the task data

¢ Task 22 Analyze a subset of occupations from the pretest data to evauate the criteria
established in Task 1

¢ Task 3: Implement the task analysisfor O*NET data collection program

Thework associated with Task 1, described in a previous ddiverable, involved defining a
proposed methodology for analyzing both current and write-in task data. During Task 2, this
methodology was implemented on a subset of eight pretest occupations and write-in datafrom
eight additiona occupations from the current data collection effort. The purpose of this report is
to document the results of this sudy and evaluate the initid criteria. In addition, we make
recommendations for analyzing occupationd task information within the O*NET data collection
program. We aso describe a method for reporting current and write-in task data.

Analysisof Current Task Statements

One of the many functions of the O*NET database is to identify the important tasks of a
particular occupation. It is possible that some of the tasks origindly included on the survey
distributed to incumbents are, in fact, not important or have become obsolete. The methodol ogy
proposed in Task 1 provided criteriafor retaining tasks as important for an occupation. The
purpose of this portion of the study was to implement and critique this methodology for
evauating and retaining current task statements.

Description of Data

Giventhe proposed methodology, it was determined that a subset of eight pretest
occupations had sufficient quantifiable task data (i.e., relevance, importance, and frequency
ratings) for use in the current study. The eight occupations were:

Aerospace engineers
Architects
Busdrivers
Correction officers

¢ Landscape architects

L 2 2K R 4
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¢ Locksmiths and safe repairers
¢ Opticians
¢ Socid and human services assgtants.

There were 87 task statements across these occupations. Incumbents rated each task on three
dimensons

¢ Reevance to the occupation. Specificaly, incumbents were asked to indicate whether
the task is not relevant to the occupation.

+ Importance to the occupation on a 5-point scae with anchors of not important (1),
somewhat important (2), important (3), very important (4), and extremely important
(5).

¢ Frequency with which the task is performed on a 7- point scale with anchors of once a
year or less (1), more than once a year (2), more than once a month (3), more than
once a week (4), daily (5), several times a day (6), and hourly or more (7).

Criteriafor Retaining Tasks

Three criteria were established for retaining the current task statements for agiven
occupdtion. First, a criterion was established for the minimum number of raters per task
statement. Previous research on the O*NET system has shown that approximately 15 raters are
needed to estimate the mean importance of job knowledge, skills, ahilities, and other
characterigtics (KSAOs) within 1- 1.5 scale points, on a 7-point scae, with 95% confidence
(Office of Management and Budget Clearance Packaging Support Statement and Data Collection
Instruments, December 2000). Given this, the first recommended criterion for retention was that
aminimum of 15 incumbents must indicate the task is not relevant or provide an importance
rating for a given task.

The second criterion concerned the relevancy of tasks to their repective occupations.
The basic premise was that the resulting task list should reflect those tasks that are core to the
mgjority of jobswithin the target occupation. Given this, the proposed criterion was that more
than 50% of respondents should indicate that atask is relevant to the occupation for thet task to
be retained. It should be noted that identifying whether atask isrelevant is not dways that
graightforward. The task questionnaire does not directly solicit relevancy information. Instead, it
asks whether the task is not relevant. Given this, the percent relevant was caculated by dividing
the number of raters who provided importance or frequency retings for a given task by the
number of raters who provided this information, plus those who indicated that the task was not
relevant to the occupation. Thus, raters who did not provide any information about a given task
were not included in this caculation.

The third recommended criterion for task inclusion was a mean importance rating greeter
than or equal to 3.0 (i.e,, important to job).> A review of the scale anchors, aswell as common
practice, suggests that an average importance rating of at least 3.0 will ensure that the resulting
list contains only those tasks considered core to the occupation.

! Relevance should not be incorporated into the computation of mean importance. Only the actual importance
ratings should be used to calcul ate the mean.

Human Resour ces Research Organization (HUmMRRO)



As mentioned, incumbents also rated the frequency with which each task is performed.
Although frequency ratings could serve as another criterion for determining whether to retain or
eliminate current task statements, we did not recommend using it because there can be tasks that
are infrequently performed yet highly important to the job.

In summary, three criteriafor retaining current task statements were proposed, and in turn
evauated in the current sudly:

¢ Atleast 15 incumbents must rate the task’ s relevance, importance, and/or frequency

¢ Morethan 50% of incumbents, who rated the task on one or more of these
dimensions, must have indicated that the task is relevant to the occupation

¢ Rdevant tasks mugt have amean importance rating > 3.0 to be considered core to the
occupation

Results

Data from the eight pretest occupations were andyzed to evauate the three recommended
criterialisted above. All of these andyses were conducted in SPSS and Microsoft Excd. The
descriptive results across the eight occupations are summarized in Table 1 (See next page). The
selected occupationsincluded 87 task statements that were rated by an average of 67.14 job
incumbents. The number of current task statements for these occupations ranged from 4 to 20 (M
=10.88). The vast mgority of tasks were rated relevant (M = 84.03%), important (M = 4.08), and
frequently performed (M = 4.38). The distribution of frequency and importance ratings across the
occupationsis shown below. One interesting finding is that there was a negetive corrdation
between the number of tasks in an occupation and the ratings assigned (e.g., -.64 for importance
ratings). That is, the fewer the tasks included in an occupation, the higher the relevance,
importance, and frequency ratings of those tasks.

Frequen | mportance

Rating N % N %

1 185 4.10 56 1.30
2 452 10.1 245 550
3 645 144 790 178
4 626 139 1156 26.0
5 1003 22.3 2192 494
6 733 16.3

7 851 189

Table 1 dso displays the mean correlation between importance and frequency ratings for
each occupation. The corrdations between importance and frequency ratings ranged from .38 to
.76 with amean of .53. A closer look at the data revealed consderable variability in the
importance-frequency correlations across individua tasks (.12 to .82). Thus, it appears that there
are tasks in these occupations that are important but infrequently performed, and vice vers

Human Resour ces Research Organization (HUmMRRO)
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Descriptive Statistics of Current Task Analysis by Occupation

Tablel

Raters Relevance (%0) Importance Frequency Freg-lmpr
Occupation Tasks M D M D M D M D M D
Aerospace Engineers 13 50.00 0.00 78.77 10.1 3.76 097 311 133 535 127
Architects 11 59.82 0.40 87.27 131 3.99 0.88 359 114 524 114
Bus Drivers 10 5580 1.32 81.01 221 422 099 467 138 381 .168
Correction Officers 8 146.3 1.04 94.26 4.52 441 0.75 521 1.29 441 101
Landscape Architects 4 53.75 0.50 99.08 1.07 441 071 433 125 485 .046
Locksmiths/Safe Repairers 9 54.44 0.53 83.37 18.2 3.73 092 415 115 756 130
Opticians 12 69.42 0.67 9252 117 456 0.69 6.05 1.00 462 141
Socid/Human Svcs Assts 20 47.60 1.27 5599 158 354 110 396 143 543 156
Mean 10.88 67.14 0.72 84.03 121 408 0.88 438 125 .530* .123

Note. * Mean Pearson correlation using an r to z transformation.



As noted above, the first recommended criteriawas thet at least 15 incumbents must
indicate that the task is not relevant or provide an importance rating for atask to be retained. For
the eight pretest occupations included in this sudy, al 87 task statements were rated by the
requisite 15 incumbents. Infact, the lowest number of raters for a given task was 46.
Nevertheless, we still wanted to assess the adequacy of the 15-rater criterion. To do so, we
identified the number of raterstypically needed to produce a standard error of the mean (SEM)
lessthan or equd to .50 scale points from the cal culated mean importance rating of atask.
Specificdly, we randomly sdlected tasks from each occupation that were rated by various
numbers of raters (e.g., 5, 10, and 15) and computed the SEM for that sample. The mean SEM
for 15 raterswas .21 (with arange of .07 to .31). Interestingly, it was not until the number of
raters was reduced to seven that we found a SEM (from our random selections) greater than .50
on one task. However, for most tasks the SEM was till below .50.

We then cdculated the descriptive dtatistics for each occupation to evauate the
recommended relevance and importance criteria (see Tables 6-13, Appendix A). Thefollowing
information is reported for each task: (8) the percentage of incumbents who thought the task was
relevant to the occupation; (b) the mean, standard deviation, and range of importance ratings, and
(¢) the percentage of incumbents who endorsed each of the seven frequency scae points, dong
with the overall mean and standard deviation of the frequency ratings. Note that the tasks in bold
type did not meet one or more of the specified criteria(i.e,, N > 15, relevance > 50%, and/or
importance > 3.0). There were four occupations for which al the tasks met or exceeded these
three criteria. Two occupations had just one task that did not meet the criteria (Architects and
Locksmiths/Safe Repairers), one occupation had two tasks below the criteria (Bus Drivers), and
one occupation had seven tasks that did not satisfy the criteria (Socid and Human Service
Assigtants).

Table 2 provides an overal summary of the percentage of task current statements (by
occupation) in each occupation that would be retained using the three recommended criteria. The
percentage of tasks retained according to the minimum raters, mean relevance ratings, and mean
importance ratings were 100%, 92.36%, and 96.85% (respectively). Overadl, 91.23% of the task
statements would be retained across the three criteria. In fact, 7 of the 11 tasks that would be
diminated using these criteria were from one occupation (socid and human services assgants),
which aso had the most tasks to be rated. All of these tasks would be diminated because fewer
than 50% of the respondents indicated that the tasks were relevant (25% to 48.94%).

Thefind andyssinvestigated the prevalence and impact of data outliers. The andyss
reveaed that outliers (i.e., cases +/- 3 SDs from the mean) accounted for less than .05% of the
more than 5,500 importance ratings across the elght occupations. Furthermore, removing or
recoding these data points did not impact the outcome of the andysis. For example,
removing/recoding an outlier did not quaify atask that had a mean importance less than 3.0.

Analysisof Write-in Task Statements

As mertioned, job incumbents can submit task statements that they think are not
represented on the current task list for a given occupation. The second mgjor purpose of this
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Table?2

Per centage of Current Tasks Retained Based on the Specified Criteria

Raters Reevance Importance

Occupation (> 15) (> 50%) (>3.0 Ovedl
Aerospace Engineers 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Architects 100.0 100.0 90.91 90.91
Bus Drivers 100.0 80.00 100.0 80.00
Correction Officers 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Landscape Architects 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Locksmiths/Safe Repairers ~ 100.0 88.89 88.89 88.89
Opticians 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Socid/Human Svcs Assts 100.0 70.00 95.00 70.00
Mean 100.0% 92.36% 96.85% 91.23%

study was to implement and assess the proposed methodology for evauating these write-in
datements. Essentidly, this methodology involved determining whether the statement was, in
fact, atask that seems relevant to the occupation and unique from any current task.

Description of Data

The write-in statements from the eight pretest occupations served as one source of data
for this portion of the study. To obtain a more accurate understanding of the nature of the write-
in tasks, the pretest data were supplemented with (@) write-in satements gathered during the
current data collection effort for the eight occupations, and (b) write-in Satements gathered
during the current data collection for eight additiona occupations. Importance and frequency
ratings were provided in the eight pretest occupations, however such information was not
avallable for the additiona eight occupations. These occupations included:

Accountants

Biologigs

Correction officers
Employment interviewers
& Insurance sales agents

L R 2R R 4
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Police detectives
Retall sdespersons
Word processors
Typists

L 2R 2R 2R 4

The data set included 1,088 write-in statements from 411 incumbents (2.65 statements
per incumbent) across the 16 occupations. Write-in statements from five of the eight pretest
occupations were based solely on information from the predecessor of the O*NET system, the
Dictionary of Occupeationa Titles (DOT; U.S. Department of Labor, 1991). However, datafrom
the other three pretest occupations (i.e., architects, landscape architects, and socid and human
services assstants) and the eight additional occupations were updated to be more reflective of the
work currently performed in these occupations, and therefore should necessitate less write-in
tasks from incumbents. The data support the effectiveness of the update, as there were about two
times more write-in statements among the five pretest occupations (M = 101.6) than the 11
occupations that were updated (M = 52.7).

Procedure

During the development of the proposed methodology in Task 1, a decison tree was
devel oped to describe the process that could be used to anayze the write-in tasks (see Figure 1).
One potentid avenue for facilitating this process was the use of automated content analys's
programs. To explore this option, 11 content analys's software programs were evauated to help
sort, andyze, and integrate the write-in statements with the current task list of each occupation.
The following programs were examined:

ATLASi ¢ Text Quest
CATPAC ¢ TextSmart
Concordance ¢ Stat Pac
Diction ¢ Viaud Text
NVivo ¢ WordStat
TextAndyst

The above programs fal into two genera categories of andyss software. The first
category istraditional quditative data andyss software. Programs like NVivo and ATLASHi, for
example, are designed to identify underlying themes in open-ended interview and survey data.
Such software packages allow researchers to develop complex coding schemes to identify
patterns in large-scale databases of textual information. In contrast, programs like Concordance,
TextSmart, and WordStat are more basic in that they only alow researchers to organize text into
categories according to common words and aiases. The output of such programsistypicaly
limited to Smple frequency reports and category plots.

Most of these programs had ot line demos that were carefully examined with the current
project in mind. Some programs even alowed usto test the cagpatiilities of the software using a
sample st of task Statements. Nevertheless, none of the programs we investigated expedited the

Human Resour ces Research Organization (HUmMRRO)



Figurel

Initial Procedure Developed for Evaluating Write-in Statements

statement describe g

No i .
Revise or disregard

4.
Is the statement similar
enough to other write-

partially redundant
with a current

5.
Have 10 or more
ipcumbents rated these

Disregard or
collect more data

Disregard or
collect more data

criterion?

7.

Is the statement
consistent with the definition
and GWAS of occupatiop

Revise or
disregard

8.

Is the statement at
appropriate level of
specificity/generality?

Revise or
disregard

9.
Is this statement in the
proper format (action verb-
object)?

Revise

10. Write a new/revised statement to add tg
the emerging/current task list.
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andyds of the write-in data. There were varied reasons for this. For example, in most cases the
task data would have to be reformatted prior to andysis. Other programs could only group
gmilar tasks within the system and did not allow us to export the categorized tasks back to the
origina application (i.e., Excd). Furthermore, athough some programs had preset diases for
grouping Smilar words/phrases, andysts themselves would have to develop numerous diases to
accommodeate the unique tasks of each occupation. Taken together, we found it much easier and
less time-consuming to manualy code the statements within each occupation than to use any of
these software gpplications. Thus, dl the andyses described below were conducted in MS Excdl.

Two researchers experienced in job andysis and with advanced degreesin industrid and
organizationa psychology eva uated the write-in statements. Based on an examination of the
first two occupations, several modifications were made to the decison-making process outlined
in Figure 1 (see Figure 2). Firg, the researchers eval uated whether a statement was consistent
with the available information about the occupeation (e.g., the GWAS) earlier in the process (Step
4 vs. Step 7). Second, we increased the minimum number of write-in statements required to
update a current task from 10 to 15 statements to be consstent with the 15-rater criterion used to
evauate current task statements. Finally, we moved steps 8 and 9 (from Figure 1) to the
statement writing phase of the process.

There were four main stepsin this process. Firdt, the ortline definition, snapshot, and task
list of the occupeation were reviewed. Second, severa judgments for each write-in Satement were
made: () whether the statement was interpretable and (b) whether the statement was ajob task
or a satement that described something else, such as a generaized work activity (GWA) or
KSAOQ. If agtatement was atask, the next decision was to determine whether it was completely
or partidly redundant with one or more current tasks and documented the relevant task(s). If the
task was partialy redundant or unique from the current list of tasks, it was necessary to
determine whether it was directly, intuitively (i.e., gppears relevant but the task cannot be
directly linked to the available information about the occupation), or not at dl related to the
occupation based on the available on-line information. Then, short task statements for these tasks
were developed so that smilar statements could be sorted and combined. Once dl of the write-in
satements were rated and categorized, the third step was to sort the partialy redundant and
unique tasks based on the abbreviated task statements created in Step 2. Findly, for unique and
partidly redundant tasks (both individual and groups of tasks), new statements were written to
add to the emerging list of tasks.

Results
Interrater Agreement

One way to evauate the efficacy of the process described above was to estimate the
interrater agreement of the various judgments. Thus, both researchers evauated the write-in
gatements from the first three occupations examined. Again, the two researchers made four

primary judgments in the second step of the process.

¢ |sthe stlatement atask (or could it be modified to represent a task)?
¢ Isthe statement completely redundant with one or more current task statements?

Human Resour ces Research Organization (HUmMRRO)



Figure 2

M odified Procedure Used to Evaluate Write-in Statementsin the Present Study

1
Does the
statement describe
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modified to describe

No

Disregard
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Is the statement
consistent with the available
information about the
occupation (e.g., the

2.
Is the statement
identical to a current
task?

Is the statemen
partially redundant
with a current
task?

Disregard

Disregard Document the relevant

current task(s)

Is the statement
identical (or highly similar)
to at least 9 other
write-in statements?

6.
Is the mean
importance
rating across these
statements >3.0?

7.

Write a new statement to add to
current task list (>15 statements)
or the emerging task list (10-14
statements).

¢ Isthe statement partidly redundant with one or more current tasks?
¢ Towhat extent is the statement related to the available information about the
occupdtion of interest (i.e, directly related, intuitively related, or not at al related).

Table 3 digplays the results of the interrater agreement analysis. The two researchers
agreed 96% of the time across the four judgments. The mean Kappa (Cohen, 1960) for these
ratings was .88 (p < .001). Thus, the two researchers were making the same judgmentsin the vast
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Table3

Interrater Agreement for the Write-in Task Judgments

Judgment Agreement Kappa
1. Isit atask? 93% .83
2. Isit completely redundant with a current task? 96% .86
3. Isit partidly redundant with a current task? 96% .95
4. Isit congstent with the occupation? 97% .87
Mean 96% .88

Note. All Kgppas are sgnificant (p < .001).

majority of cases. The few disagreements between the two analysts were about whether the
statement described atask or whether it was really aKSAO or GWA. In generd, such
disagreements were easily resolved after abrief discussion. Only a couple of statements were not
logicaly related to the occupation. Mogt statements were intuitively related to the occupation,
while others were directly related to the definition and/or current task list.

Descriptive Satistics

Of the 1088 write-in statements, 675 were rated on importance and/or frequency (recall
that only statements from the eight pretest occupations included such ratings). Mean importance

ratings ranged from 4.17 to 4.67 with amean of 4.47 (SD = .72). Mean frequency ratings ranged

from 3.65 to 5.51 with amean of 4.93 (SD = 1.47). Only eight of the 675 importance ratings
(1.2%) were below the cutoff of 3.0, while 121 frequency ratings were below the scade mean of
4.0 (17.9%). Approximately 2% of incumbents did not rate the importance and/or frequency of
their suggested task statements.

Table 4 displays the descriptives for the 16 target occupations. On average, 25.69
incumbents provided write-in statements (7 to 73 incumbents per occupation). The number of
statements per occupation varied between 14 and 211 (M = 68.0). Of the 1088 statements
analyzed 376 (35%) were judged to be nontasks, of which 39% of statements were
incomprehensible, 27% were too broad, 18% were KSAOs, 14% were GWAS, and 2% were
miscellaneous others (e.g., education and training requirements). Of the 712 statements judge to
be tasks, 56% were unique from the current task lists of these occupations, while theremaining

Human Resour ces Research Organization (HUmMRRO)
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Table4

Descriptive Statistics of Write-in Task Analysis by Occupation

Totd Completly  Patidly Unique  Ratersper Unique Tasks
Occupation N Statements  Non-Tasks  Redundant Redundant  Tasks Unique Task per Category
Pretest Occupations
1. Aerospace Engineers 16 27 7 8 6 6 1.00 1.00
2. Architects 35 83 24 8 16 35 1.94 3.83
3. Bus Drivers 31 85 37 8 10 30 2.50 7.00
4. Correction Officers 73 211 67 36 25 83 3.95 7.20
5. Landscape Architects 34 90 35 10 15 30 1.72 6.20
6. Locksmiths/Safe Repairers 32 87 31 15 15 26 1.86 2.83
7. Opticians 35 98 28 3 32 35 3.56 5.33
8. Socid/Human Svcs Assts 32 99 38 4 12 45 281 4.63
Mean 36.0 97.5 334 115 16.4 36.3 242 4.75
Additional Occupations
9. Accountants 19 46 15 11 12 8 1.33 2.00
10. Biologists 18 55 7 6 6 36 1.38 3.00
11. Congtruction Carpenters 7 20 7 4 0 9 1.28 2.00
12. Employment Interviewers 11 25 19 2 3 1 1.00 1.00
13. Insurance Sales Agents 17 43 16 10 5 12 1.00 1.00
14. Police Detectives 31 72 28 6 10 28 1.47 2.50
15. Retail Salespersons 9 14 8 3 1 2 2.00 2.00
16. Word Processors/ Typists 11 33 9 4 6 14 3.50 2.67
Mean 154 38.5 13.6 5.8 54 13.8 1.62 2.02
Overall Mean 25.69 68.0 23.50 8.63 10.88 25.00 2.02 3.39
Totds 411 1088 376 138 174 400




tasks were either partidly redundant (25%) or completely redundant (19%) with one or more
current tasks. Findly, across the 16 occupations, one write-in task would be added to the current
task list as anew task, two tasks would update a current task, and four write-in tasks would be
added to the emerging task lid.

Recommendations

In this section of the report, we provide recommendations for evaluating the remaining
task information in the O*NET database based on what was learned in this study. The suggested
criteriaand methodology for analyzing current and write-in task data are described in turn.

Criteriafor Evaluating Current Tasks

Based on the results of this study and discussions with researchers from the North
Carolina O*NET Center, it was determined that afiner distinction is needed between tasks that
are critical to aparticular occupation (i.e., “core tasks’) and those that were not (i.e., “non-
relevant tasks’). This was addressed by developing athird category of tasks (i.e., “ Supple-
mentary tasks’) that fals between these two categories. Below are the recommended criteria for
inclusion in each of these task categories:

¢ CoreTasks. These are tasks that the mgority of incumbents consider revant and
important to the occupation of interest. The criteria we recommend for these tasks
are: (a) relevance > 67% and (b) amean importance rating > 3.0.

¢ Supplementary Tasks. These are tasks that may be relevant for asmaller percentage
of incumbents or may not be considered as important to performancein the
occupation. We recommend that two sets of tasks be included in this category:
(a) tasksrated > 67% on relevance but < 3.0 on importance, and (b) tasks rated
between 10% and 66% on relevance, regardless of mean importance rating.

¢ Non-relevant Tasks. These are tasks that incumbents indicate are no longer relevant
to the occupation of interest. We suggest that this category include dl tasks rated
<10% on relevance, regardless of mean importance rating.

Table 5 presents that number of tasks in the eight pretest occupations that would be
included in each of these categories using the above criteria. The number of emerging tasks for
each occupation is aso provided based on arevisad criterion described below. Instructions for
andyzing and reporting exidting tasks are provided in Appendix B.

Criteriafor Evaluating Write-in Statements
The following recommendations are offered for evaluating the write-in data from the

remaining occupations in the O*NET database. Firt, we believe that the process for andyzing
write-in statements used in the present study is gppropriate and should be used to evaluate write-

2 Mean importance is computed by using only importance ratings. If atask israted as not relevant, that information
isnot incorporated into the computation of the mean. That is, “0” should not be assigned to atask rated as not
relevant.

Human Resour ces Research Organization (HUmMRRO) 13



Tableb

Number of TasksIncluded in Each Category Based on the Revised Criteria

Task Category
Occupation Core Supplementary Non-Relevant ~ Emerging
Aerospace Engineers 12 1 0 0
Architects 10 1 0 1
Bus Drivers 8 2 0 3
Correction Officers 8 0 0 5
Landscape Architects 4 0 0 1
Locksmiths/Safe Repairers 7 2 0 2
Opticians 11 1 0 3
Socia/Human Sves Assts 4 16 0 1

Note. Emerging tasks include both unique tasks and statements that update a current task.

in data from the remaining occupations. However, the number of incumbents who provided the
same (or smilar) write-in satements was typicaly far fewer than the number of incumbents who
rated existing task statements. Thus, we do not recommend that any write-in tasks be added to
the current task list or be used to update existing task statements. Instead, we suggest that unique
and partidly redundant write-in statements recommended by five or mor e incumbents be added
to alist of emerging tasks for evaluation in future data collection projects. Write-in tasks that do
not satisfy the criteria should be maintained for use in future data collection efforts. Furthermore,
isunlikely that importance ratings will be auseful criterion, asthe vast mgority of incumbents
indicated that their write-in statements were important to the occupeation. Therefore this criterion
is eliminated from the rating process. Findly, we dso found that the write-in statements were
congstent with the target occupation, which suggests the evauation of their consstency isan
unnecessary step in the process. Therefore, we diminated this step in the eva uation procedures.
The revised decison tree for analyzing write-in Satementsis shown in Figure 3.

Second, based on our review of numerous off-the-shelf content analys's programs, we
doubt that there is a software program that would facilitate the analyss of write-in data. We
therefore recommend that future analyses be performed using MS Excel spreadshests.

Human Resour ces Research Organization (HUmMRRO)
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Figure3

Final Recommended Procedurefor Evaluating Write-in Statements

1
Does the
statement describe

atask (or could it
be modified to describe
one)?

No —

4,
Is the
statement
identical (or highly similar) to

at least four other
write-in statements?,

3.
Is the statemen
partially redundant
with an current

2.
Is the statement
identical to a current
task?

No

>( Disegad_)

Document the relevant
current task(s)

5.

Write a new task statement, or a revised
statement if the write-in task is partially
redundant with an current task, to be
added to the emerging task list.

Our find recommendation concerns the number of researchers needed to analyze write-in
data. In the present tudy, the time required for one researcher to andyze write-in statements for
an occupation varied from 2 to 12 hours (M = 4 hours) depending on factors such as the number,
quality, and complexity of task information. Although there was ahigh level of agreement
between the ratings of the two andysts in this sudy, there were severd occasions when the two
researchers disagreed about whether awrite-in statement actualy described atask versusa
KSAO or GWA. There were also some disparitiesin the groupings of unique tasks each analyst
developed in the three initid occupations studied. For example, one researcher may have thought
that severd statements were Smilar enough to be considered the same generd task, while the
other researcher believed that the tasks were too disparate to be included in the same group.
Neverthdess, given the strong interrater agreement and the improved evauation procedure (see
Figure 3), one analyst could evauate the write-in tasks of each occupation. Anaysts, however,
should be well trained. It may also be advisable for an andyst trainee and a senior andyst to
study 2-3 occupations during training and compare the results to help ensure the new anayst is
on the right track. We aso recommend that quaity control measures be utilized wherever
possible. For instance, we suggest that from time to time (e.g., every 20 occupations), two
researchers eval uate the same occupation to monitor the interrater agreement of the various
judgments required.

Human Resour ces Research Organization (HUmMRRO)



To summarize, the following recommendations are offered for evauating write-in data
from the remaining O*NET system occupations:

¢ Usethe procedure developed and utilized in the present study. The find decison tree
for andyzing write-in gatementsis presented in Figure 3. Ingructions for andyzing
and reporting write-in statements are provided in Appendix C.

¢ Paform the andyssin Microsoft Excd.

¢ Useonetrained andyd to evauate the write-in statements for each occupation with
the appropriate quality control measures (e.g. periodically evaluate interrater
agreement between two analysts).

Reporting Task Data

Given the potentid users and uses of O*NET system data, it isimperative to identify the
data to be reported and the format that facilitates ease of its use. Appendix D digplays the task
information we recommend reporting using the eight pretest occupations as examples. For
exiging task statements (i.e., core, Supple-
mentary, and non-relevant task categories), we recommend that the database include the
following datafidds:

Category to which the task belongs (i.e., core, supplementary, and norrelevant)
Number of incumbents who provided task information
Percent of incumbents who indicated that the task is relevant to the occupation
Mean importance for the task. Tasks should be sorted in descending order of mean
importance.
Percentage of incumbents who endorsed each of the seven frequency scale points
& Percentage of incumbert ratings in the following combined categories of frequency
raings
a) Rarely - onceayear or less (1), more than once ayear (2)
b.) Occasionally - more than once a month (3), more than once aweek (4)
c.) Frequently - daily (5), severd times aday (6), hourly or more (7)

L 2R 2R 2R 4

*

For emerging tasks, two pieces of information should be reported for each task. First, the
type of task should be identified. That is, tasks that are entirely unique from the current task list
should be labeled a“new task,” and tasks that are arevised verson of current task should be
identified as an “ update of a current task.” The second piece of information to be reported for
each write-in task is the number of incumbents who recommended it (sorted in descending
order). We do not recommend including the importance or frequency raings of emerging tasks
because (a) only a smal sample of incumbents provided these ratings, and (b) because not all
incumbents have had an opportunity to evauate these new tasks.

Human Resour ces Research Organization (HUmMRRO) 16



Conclusions

Criteriafor evaluating task information were developed and tested on 87 current
statements and 1,088 write-in statements from 16 occupations from the O* NET data collection
program. A procedure for categorizing existing tasks as core, supplemental, or non-relevant was
deveoped and implemented on data from eight pretest occupations. The structured procedure
designed to andyze the write-in task data from these occupations yielded ahigh leve of
agreement between the two researchers who conducted the andysis. Of the write-in Statements
examined, 65% described actual job tasks, over haf of which (56%) were unique from
information included in the current task lists for these occupations. Based on the find criteria, 17
write-in statements (16 from the eight pretest occupations and one from the additiona
occupations) were added to an emerging list of tasks to be evauated in future O*NET system
data collection projects. Findly, severa recommendations were provided for evauating and
reporting task data from the remaining occupations in the O* NET database.

Human Resour ces Research Organization (HUmMRRO)
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Table6

Descriptive Statistics for Aerospace Engineers

(O¥HWNH) uoreziueb IO Yo.easay S92.N0say UewnH

0¢

Importance Frequency (%)

Origind

Task # Relevance (%) M S  Range 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 M D
1 94.00 379 088 25 851 277 362 170 430 213 426 304 137
2 88.00 389 087 25 455 250 250 341 680 227 227 330 125
3 82.00 380 123 15 171 244 268 171 122 000 244 293 142
4 74.00 384 090 25 811 270 189 162 189 541 541 349 164
5 72.00 397 100 1-5 111 250 250 194 111 556 278 322 151
6 90.00 393 089 25 6.67 222 222 244 156 444 444 351 150
7 94.00 421 088 25 213 851 170 170 383 851 851 440 144
8 76.00 363 100 25 105 211 263 184 211 000 263 329 143
9 78.00 362 097 25 128 385 256 205 256 0.00 000 262 1.04
10 64.00 384 088 25 940 250 375 156 940 000 313 303 131
11 76.00 366 107 1-5 105 447 289 789 526 263 000 261 113
12 68.00 347 108 1-5 882 265 324 265 583 000 000 294 1.07
13 68.00 321 109 1-5 441 206 206 118 294 000 000 209 119
Mean 78.77 376 097 --- 11.87 2586 26.34 1891 1187 238 276 311 133
Note. N = 50.



Table7

Descriptive Statisticsfor Architects

(O"-HWINH) uoeziueh IO Yo 1eassy S99.n0say UewnH

Importance Frequency (%)

Origind

Task # Relevance (%) M S  Range 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 M D
1 96.67 447 080 15 000 690 138 862 397 155 155 490 144
2 93.33 435 073 35 000 107 321 179 321 714 000 393 117
3 93.32 418 086 25 000 109 327 327 200 364 000 373 1.03
4 93.33 425 081 25 179 536 125 250 411 536 893 450 131
5 93.33 434 082 15 179 893 429 268 125 536 179 363 115
6 91.67 393 074 35 000 182 491 309 000 182 0.00 318 0.80
7 95.00 414 091 25 000 175 228 175 298 228 526 465 126
8 88.33 429 080 25 378 170 189 226 264 566 566 391 150
9 86.67 346 100 25 115 596 250 38 000 000 000 221 0.70
10 76.27 371 106 1-5 133 289 289 111 133 444 000 29 1.38
11 51.67 274 112 15 355 387 226 323 000 000 000 194 0.8
Mean 87.24 399 088 --- 6.15 1882 27.39 1819 1954 652 338 359 114

| X4

Note. N = 68-70 (M = 69.4). Tasks in bold type do not satisfy one or more of the specified criteria



Table8

Descriptive Statistics for BusDrivers

(O"HwWNH) uoireziueh IO Yo feasay S92.n0say UewnH

Importance Frequency (%)

Origind

Task # Relevance (%) M S  Range 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 M D
1 96.49 459 080 15 000 18 741 741 352 111 370 557 135
2 77.78 424 114 1-5 000 100 150 150 275 750 250 4.83 1.66
3 98.25 444 079 35 000 364 545 545 345 200 309 555 133
4 49.09 396 140 15 400 120 200 360 200 400 400 384 134
5 98.25 404 095 25 000 000 556 741 407 204 259 554 113
6 92.98 427 097 25 385 769 769 962 385 154 173 487 161
7 67.27 406 091 25 000 111 111 556 444 277 250 492 161
8 94.74 468 071 1-5 000 000 577 577 712 154 192 502 0.73
9 96.36 418 095 25 120 120 180 6.00 400 800 400 390 1.69
10 38.89 370 130 25 190 381 476 286 952 000 000 271 135
Mean 81.01 422 099 --- 389 9.64 10.07 1268 36.15 1046 17.10 467 1.38

[44

Note. N = 54-57 (M = 55.8). Tasks in bold type do not satisfy one or more of the specified criteria
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Table9

Descriptive Statisticsfor Correction Officersand Jailers

Importance Frequency (%)

Origind

Task # Relevance (%) M SD Range 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 M D
1 90.32 486 040 3-5 141 000 070 070 563 704 845 668 094
2 97.26 443 082 2-5 146 073 803 197 241 285 175 520 133
3 95.24 467 056 3-5 074 147 441 588 272 279 324 571 125
4 91.03 402 103 1-5 6.92 192 238 185 200 692 462 365 155
5 97.28 456 069 2-5 072 504 108 245 309 158 122 476 1.36
6 86.30 447 079 2-5 333 250 500 267 258 100 267 506 155
7 97.28 447 076 2-5 143 143 714 571 343 214 286 549 135
8 90.34 377 091 25 079 157 551 787 449 370 236 515 101
Mean 94.26 441 075 --- 210 399 817 137 266 193 261 521 129

Note. N = 145-147 (M = 146.3).
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Table 10

Descriptive Statistics for Landscape Ar chitects

Importance Frequency (%)

Origind

Task # Reevance (%) M S  Range 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 M D
1 100.0 468 055 35 000 189 208 943 396 151 132 485 134
2 98.15 444 0.70 2-5 000 377 264 264 226 943 113 442 138
3 98.15 410 081 25 000 208 453 264 566 000 18 325 0.98
4 100.0 441 075 2-5 000 370 111 278 296 148 130 480 131
Mean 99.08 441 071 --- 0.00 754 2590 2251 2437 984 984 433 125

Note. N = 53-54 (M = 53.8).



Table11

Descriptive Statisticsfor Locksmiths and Safe Repairers

(O"¥gwWINH) uoireziueh IO Yo 1easay S99.4n0say UewinH

Importance Frequency (%)

Origind

Task # Relevance (%) M S  Range 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 M D
1 98.18 435 097 15 189 189 000 113 208 453 189 558 1.14
2 100.0 444 080 25 566 000 189 189 208 453 245 566 116
3 83.33 337 099 25 133 311 267 156 889 222 222 291 137
4 98.18 463 069 35 000 000 189 189 189 302 642 653 092
5 66.67 3.06 097 15 171 371 257 857 286 286 571 274 155
6 72.22 308 112 1-5 128 410 410 256 000 0.00 256 246 0.65
7 100.0 432 075 35 000 000 556 315 370 111 148 498 1.03
8 48.15 213 099 14 462 385 38 769 38 000 000 18 111
9 83.64 423 103 15 435 435 174 152 261 239 870 461 145
Mean 83.37 373 092 --- 11.26 17.10 13.78 10.69 1358 17.88 15.73 4.15 1.15

14

Note. N = 54-55 (M = 54.4). Tasks in bold type do not satisfy one or more of the specified criteria



Table 12

Descriptive Statistics for Opticians

(O"¥gwINH) uoirezIueh IO Yo 1easay S99.4n0say UewinH

Importance Frequency (%)

Origind

Task # Relevance (%) M S  Range 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 M D
1 100.0 491 029 45 000 000 145 000 725 232 681 657 0.76
2 95.71 485 040 35 000 000 000 000 896 433 478 6.39 0.65
3 92.86 475 073 25 000 154 308 462 185 338 385 59 114
4 97.10 436 089 25 000 299 597 448 239 448 179 555 120
5 98.57 465 059 35 000 000 145 145 870 319 565 641 0.83
6 98.57 460 063 35 000 000 147 147 735 368 529 638 081
7 100.0 462 067 35 000 000 000 429 857 314 557 639 082
8 92.65 445 0.78 25 000 000 159 794 206 365 333 592 1.00
9 98.55 39 091 25 000 000 147 882 250 368 279 581 1.00
10 69.57 463 068 35 208 0.00 208 104 146 417 292 577 123
11 100.0 449 080 25 000 000 000 571 157 357 429 6.16 0.89
12 66.66 439 086 25 6.52 217 652 869 174 283 304 535 172
Mean 92.52 456 069 --- 072 056 209 482 147 354 418 6.05 1.00

9¢

Note. N = 68-70 (M = 69.4).
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Table 13

Descriptive Statisticsfor Social and Human Service Assistants

Importance Frequency (%)

Origind

Task # Reevance (%) M S  Range 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 M D
1 83.67 385 110 15 244 976 366 220 976 171 244 388 142
2 73.47 386 114 1-5 286 571 114 257 257 229 571 457 142
3 63.27 365 111 15 6.46 646 194 226 323 970 323 410 145
4 81.63 400 119 15 500 125 500 275 225 225 500 438 158
5 58.33 319 121 1-5 741 185 259 185 222 000 741 359 158
6 55.10 344 139 1-5 111 222 259 185 111 370 741 337 167
7 55.10 315 126 15 167 250 250 125 208 0.00 0.00 29 140
8 33.33 347 119 15 0.00 133 6.67 133 533 133 000 447 125
9 46.81 357 129 15 143 952 190 238 238 476 476 367 165
10 47.92 345 089 25 476 476 333 476 524 000 000 395 124
11 56.25 358 1.06 25 400 200 200 200 36.0 000 O0.00 364 129
12 54.35 350 096 25 400 240 320 200 160 000 400 336 135
13 38.30 383 1.04 25 000 625 625 125 438 000 313 519 152
14 53.33 384 114 15 000 125 125 208 250 167 125 458 156
15 48.94 371 110 25 476 238 190 476 333 476 950 390 1.76
16 43.48 342 090 25 500 100 200 150 450 500 000 400 134
17 54.35 314 094 25 870 130 174 261 304 435 000 370 140
18 82.61 356 097 1-5 000 222 222 333 139 556 278 367 129
19 64.58 379 110 15 000 690 103 172 483 138 345 462 118
20 25.00 291 094 25 9.09 909 364 909 364 000 000 355 137
Mean 55.99 354 110 --- 533 1377 20.21 1840 30.10 721 497 396 143

Note. N = 4649 (M = 47.6). Tasks in bold type do not satisfy one or more of the specified criteria
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Instructionsfor Analyzing and Reporting Current Task Statements
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Analyzing Current Task Statements

There are two main sepsin andyzing current task statements. First, aminimum of 15
incumbents must provide relevance (i.e., rated as not relevant) or importance ratings to be
included in the database. Statements rated by 15 or more incumbents must then be classified into
one of three categories of task statements: core tasks, Supple-
mentary tasks, and non-relevant tasks. Below is adescription of the tasksincluded in each

category.

¢ CoreTasks. These aretasks that are critica to the occupation. The criteriafor these
tasks are: (8) relevance > 67% and (b) amean importance rating > 3.0.3

¢ Supplementary Tasks. These are tasks that are less relevant and/or important to the
occupation. Two sets of tasks are included in this category: (a) tasks rated > 67% on
relevance but < 3.0 on importance, and (b) tasks rated between 10% and 66% on
relevance, regardless of mean importance rating.

¢ Non-relevant Tasks. These are tasksthat are no longer relevant to the occupation of
interest. This category includes dl tasks rated < 10% on relevance, regardless of
mean importance rating. These tasks should not be included in the find task ligt.

For dl task categories, the percent relevant should be calculated by dividing the number
of incumbents who rated the importance and/or frequency of the task by the number of raters
who provided ether or both of these pieces of information plus those who indicated that the task
was not relevant to the occupation. For example, if 40 incumbents rated both the importance and
frequency of agiven task, and 10 incumbents indicated that the task was not relevant to the
occupation, the percent relevance for this task would be 80% [40 / (40 + 10)]. The percent
relevance would also be 80% if 30 incumbents rated the task on both importance and frequency,
seven incumbents only rated the importance of the task, and three incumbents only rated the
frequency with which the task is performed.

Reporting Current Task Statements

The following information should be reported for each task statement in dl three

categories of tasks. Within each category, tasks should be sorted in descending order of mean
importance.

¢ Category to which the task belongs (e.g., core task)

¢ Number of incumbents who provided task information. Thisis computed by adding
the number of incumbents who provided importance ratings to the number of
incumbents who indicated that the task was not relevant to the occupation.

¢ Percent of incumbents who indicated that the task is relevant to the occupation

¢ Mean importance for the task.

¢ Percentage of incumbents who endorsed each of the seven frequency scale points

% Mean importance is computed by using only importance ratings. If atask israted as not relevant, that information
isnot incorporated into the computation of the mean. That is, “0” should not be assigned to atask rated as not
relevant.
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¢ Percentage of incumbent ratingsin the following combined categories of frequency
ralings

a) Rardy - onceayear or less (1), more than once ayear (2)
b.) Occasionally - more than once a month (3), more than once aweek (4)
c.) Frequently - daly (5), severd times aday (6), hourly or more (7)
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Analyzing Write-in Task Statements
Step 1: Thoroughly review the on-line information about the occupation, including the definition,
sngpshot, and current task list.

Step 2: Once you have familiarized yoursdf with the occupation, make the following judgments
for each write-in Statement:

a.) Determine whether the statement is atask or could be modified to describe a task.

If the satement is not atask, judtify your rating. Common explanations include:

®  This gtatement isindecipherable

= This statement is too broad

= This statement describes a GWA
= Thisstatement describesa KSAO

®  This statement describes ajob requirement (e.g., must have adriver's
license)

b.) If youthink astatement isin fact atask, decide whether it is completely redundant
with one or more current task statements. If it is, document the task(s) with which
it overlaps (e.g., Current Task 8).

c.) Next, judge whether the statement is partially redundant with a current task
gtatement and document which one(s).

d.) Develop ashort task statement (e.g., “conducts audits’) so that Smilar statements
can be sorted and combined later in the process.

Step 3: Once dl the statements have been evauated, group smilar partialy redundant tasks and
smilar unique tasks based on the abbreviated task statements created in Step 2e. This can
be accomplished by sorting dphabeticaly the column of atementsin the Excel
Spreadsheet.

Step 4: Findly, for unique and partidly redundant task groups that include five or more
satements, write a new statement to be added to the emerging task list. When writing
new task statements, ensure that the satement isin the same format as the tasksin the
current ligt (e.g., began each statement with an action verb, made sure that the statement
was at the gppropriate level of specificity).

Reporting Write-in Task Statements

Two pieces of information should be reported for each emerging task. Firdt, the type of
task should be identified. That is, tasks that are entirely unique from the current task list should
be labeled a*“new task,” and tasks that are arevised verson of current task should be identified
as an “update of acurrent task.” The second piece of information to be reported for each write-in
task is the number of incumbents who recommended it.

Human Resour ces Research Organization (HUMRRO)

32



Appendix D

Task Information to Report for the Eight Pretest Occupations
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Landscape Architects - 22308

Detailed Frequency Ratings (% of incumbent responses)

Frequency Ratings

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Summary (% of
incumbent responses)
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Task # Category Task © @
1 Core Prepares site plans, specifications, and 50 100.00 4.68 0.00 1.89 20.80 9.43 39.60 15.10 13.20 1.89 30.23 67.90
cost estimates for land development,
coordinating arrangement of existing and
proposed land features and structures.
2 Core Compiles and analyzes data on 51 98.15 4.44 0.00 3.77 26.40 26.40 2260 9.43 1130 3.77 52.80 43.33
conditions, such as location, drainage, and
location of structures for environmental
reports and landscaping plans.
4 Core Confers with clients, engineering 51 100.00 4.41 0.00 3.70 11.10 27.80 29.60 14.80 13.00 3.70 38.90 57.40
personnel, and architects on overall
program.
3 Core Inspects landscape work to ensure 51 98.15 4.10 0.00 20.80 45.30 26.40 5,66 0.00 1.85 20.80 71.70 7.51
compliance with specifications, approve
quality of materials and work, and advise
client and construction personnel.
Attempts to develop new business by 6
writing proposals, creating marketing
Emerging - materials, and meeting with potential

New tasks clients.
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Locksmiths/Safe Repairers - 85923

Detailed Frequency Ratings (% of incumbent
responses)
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4 Core Eg;iuqﬁxvgoraggﬁi'r']‘;atekeys‘ using 52 98.18 4.63 000 000 1.89 1.89 1.89 30.20 64.20 0.00 3.78 96.29
Inserts new or repaired tumblers into lock
2 Core to change combination. 52 100.00 4.44 5.66 0.00 1.89 1.89 20.80 45.30 24.50 5.66 3.78 90.60
1 Core Bfﬁﬁ;ed”x!gzsngi%hfeng;?r'sogrifglg'ccea; 53 98.18 4.35 1.89 1.89 0.00 11.30 20.80 45.30 18.90 3.78 11.30 85.00
worn tumblers, springs, and other parts,
using hand tools.
7 Core Moves picklock in cylinder to open door 53 100.00 4.32 0.00 0.00 5.56 31.50 37.00 11.10 14.80 0.00 37.06 62.90
locks without keys.
9 Core Keeps record of company locks and keys. 53 83.64 4.23 4.35 4.35 17.40 15.20 26.10 23.90 8.70 8.70 32.60 58.70
3 Core ZﬁgigﬁI?ggn?glounséiéaf;‘n‘éa#;tn?jot%g’s 50 83.33 3.37 13.30 31.10 26.70 15.60 8.89 2.22 2.22 44.40 42.30 13.33
lathes, drill presses, and welding and
acetylene cutting apparatus.
6 Core Opens safe locks by drilling. 52 7222 3.08 12.80 41.00 41.00 2.56 0.00 0.00 2.56 53.80 43.56 2.56
5 SUDDIE-  Loxas maaording o bluenrints. vamg 51 66.67 3.06 17.10 37.10 2570 857 2.86 2.86 571 54.20 34.27 1143
mentary equipment such as powered drills, taps,
dies, truck crane, and dolly.
8 Supple-  te e vaclte ame sorays onmen - O 52 4815 213 4620 3850 3.85 7.60 3.85 000 000 84.70 1154 385
mentary finishes.
Emerging - Cuts new or duplicate keys using 14
Updates current impressioning, key code, or keycutting
task 4 equipment.
Emerging - Opens locked automobiles for customers. 6

New task
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Opticians - 32514

Detailed Frequency Ratings (% of incumbent responses)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Frequency Ratings
Summary (% of
incumbent responses)
© @ 5 g @ é =
I (&) [J] c 5 c O c 3 = = >
o c > g2 S E c = = 5 c =
% g £ ®y S5 E£5 o E S . 8 c
Original  Task o > g8 33 e 9 L8 > T s¢ @ S z
© ° o} - o =) o T [} © o
Task# Category Task S i SE 65 =S5 355 355 A& $s =2 & 8 (T

1 Core Measures client's bridge and eye 68 100 491 0.00 0.00 1.45 0.00 7.25 23.20 68.10 0.00 1.45 98.55
size, temple length, vertex
distance, pupillary distance, and
optical centers of eyes, using
measuring devices.

2 Core Prepares work order and 69 95.71 4.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.96 43.30 47.80 0.00 0.00 100.0
instructions for grinding lenses and 6
fabricating eyeglasses.

3 Core Verifies finished lenses are ground 69 92.86 4,75 0.00 1.54 3.08 4.62 18.50 33.80 38.50 1.54 7.70 90.80
to specification.

5 Core Recommends specific lenses, lens 69 98.57 4.65 0.00 0.00 1.45 1.45 8.70 31.90 56.50 0.00 2.90 97.10
coatings, and frames to suit client
needs.

10 Core Fabricates lenses to prescription 67 69.57 4.63 2.08 0.00 2.08 10.40 14.60 41.70 29.20 2.08 12.48 85.50
specifications.

7 Core Heats, shapes, or bends plastic or 69 100 4.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.29 8.57 31.40 55.70 0.00 429 95.67
metal frames to adjust eyeglasses
to fit client, using pliers and hands.

6 Core Assists client in selecting frames 69 98.57 4.60 0.00 0.00 1.47 1.47 7.35 36.80 52.90 0.00 2.94 97.05
according to style and color,
coordinating frames with facial and
eye measurements and optical
prescription.

11 Core Instructs clients in adapting to 68 100 4.49 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.71 15.70 35.70 42.90 0.00 5.71 94.30
wearing and caring for eyeglasses.

8 Core Evaluates prescription in 67 92.65 4.45 0.00 0.00 1.59 7.94 20.60 36.50 33.30 0.00 9.53 90.40

conjunction with client's vocational
and avocational visual
requirements.
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Opticians - 32514

Detailed Frequency Ratings (% of incumbent responses)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Frequency Ratings
Summary (% of
incumbent responses)
o ] = g o é =
[3) © Q = © >
8 s 5§52 §& &% R 5z
. » g = © o S t tc © > > ‘D g
Original  Task % % E S §2 g o g 9 g o % o _§~ § g g § =
Task# Category Task ¢ & SE 65 =25 =85 =5 & $s Z£E & S T
4 Core Determines client's current lens 68 97.1 4.36 0.00 2.99 5.97 4.48 23.90 4480 17.90 2.99 10.45 86.60
prescription, when necessary,
using lensometer or lens analyzer
and client's eyeglasses.
9 Core Repairs damaged frames. 68 98.55 3.96 0.00 0.00 1.47 8.82 25.00 36.80 27.90 0.00 10.29 89.70
12 Supple- Grinds lens edges or applies 67 66.66 4.39 6.52 2.17 6.52 8.69 17.40 28.30 30.40 8.69 15.21 76.10
mentary coating to lenses.
Emerging Instructs clients in adapting to 15
- Updates wearing and caring for eyeglasses
current and contact lenses.
task 11
Emerging Collects and processes patient 12
- information, including
New task prescriptions, payments, and
insurance.
Emerging Orders, returns, and processes 11

- lenses, frames, and other eye care
New task products.



Social and Human Services Assistants - 27308 Detailed Frequency Ratings (% of incumbent responses)
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Frequency Ratings
Summary (% of
incumbent responses)
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4 Core Provides information on and refers 48 81.63 4.00 5.00 12.50 5.00 2750 2250 22.50 5.00 17.50 32.50 50.00

individuals to public or private
agencies and community services
for assistance.

2 Core Advises clients regarding food 48 73.47 3.86 2.86 5.71 11.40 25.70 25.70 22.90 5.71 8.57 37.10 54.31
stamps, childcare, food, money
management, sanitation, and
housekeeping.

1 Core Visits individuals in homes or 48 83.67 3.85 244 9.76 36.60 22.00 9.76 17.10 2.44 12.20 58.60 29.30
attends group meetings to provide

information on agency services,
requirements and procedures.

18 Core  Submits to and reviews reports 44 8261 356 0.00 2220 2220 33.30 1390 5.56 2.78 22.20 55.50 13.90
and problems with superior.
14 Supple- Transports and accompanies 46 53.33 384 0.00 1250 1250 20.80 25.00 16.7 125 12.50 33.30 25.00

mentary clients to shopping area and to
appointments, using automobile.

13 Supple- Oversees day-to-day group 47 38.30 3.83 0.00 6.25 6.25 12.50 43.80 0.00 31.30 6.25 18.75 75.10
mentary activities of residents in institution.
19 Supple- Keeps records and prepares 45 6458 3.79 0.00 6.90 10.30 17.20 48.30 13.8 3.45 6.90 27.50 48.30

mentary reports for owner or management
concerning visits with clients.

15 Supple- Explains rules established by 45 4894 371 476 23.80 19.00 4.76 33.30 4.76 9.50 28.56 23.76 33.30
mentary owner or management, such as
sanitation and maintenance
requirements, and parking
regulations.
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Social and Human Services Assistants - 27308

Detailed Frequency Ratings (% of incumbent responses)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Frequency Ratings
Summary (% of
incumbent responses)
e g 8 = ¢
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3 Supple- Interviews individuals and family 49 63.27 3.65 6.46 6.46 19.40 22,60 32.30 9.70 3.23 12.92 42.00 45.23
mentary members to compile information on
social, educational, criminal,
institutional, or drug history.
11 Supple- Observes and discusses meal 45 56.25 358 4.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 36.00 0.00 0.00 24.00 40.00 36.00
mentary preparation and suggests alternate
methods of food preparation.
9 Supple- Meets with youth groups to 43 46.81 357 1430 952 19.00 23.80 23.80 4.76 4.76 23.82 42.80 33.32
mentary acquaint them with consequences
of delinquent acts.
12 Supple- Consults with supervisor 43 5435 350 4.00 24.00 3200 20.00 16.00 0.00 4.00 28.00 52.00 20.00
mentary concerning programs for individual
families.
8 Supple- Monitors free, Supple- 47 33.33 347 0.00 13.30 6.67 13.30 53.30 13.30 0.00 13.30 19.97 66.60
mentary mentary meal program to ensure
cleanliness of facility and that
eligibility guidelines are met for
persons receiving meals.
10 Supple- Observes clients' food selections 45 47.92  3.45 4.76 4.76 33.30 4.76 52.40 0.00 0.00 9.52 38.06 52.40
mentary and recommends alternate
economical and nutritional food
choices.
6 Supple- Assists in locating housing for 47 55.10 3.44 11.10 22.20 2590 18,50 11.10 3.70 7.41 33.30 44.40 22.21
mentary displaced individuals.
16 Supple- Demonstrates use and care of 45 4348 342 500 10.00 20.00 15.00 45.00 5.00 0.00 15.00 35.00 45.00
mentary equipment for tenant use.
5 Supple- Assists clients with preparation of 47 58.33  3.19 7.41 1850 2590 1850 22.20 0.00 7.41 2591 44.40 29.61
mentary forms, such as tax or rent forms.
7 Supple- Assists in planning of food budget, 48 55.10 3.15 16.70 25.00 25.00 1250 20.80 0.00 0.00 41.70 37.50 20.80
mentary utilizing charts and sample

budgets.



Social and Human Services Assistants - 27308 Detailed Frequency Ratings (% of incumbent responses)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Frequency Ratings
Summary (% of
incumbent responses)
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17 Supple- Informs tenants of facilities, such 43 5435 3.14 8.70 13.00 17.40 26.10 30.40 4.35 0.00 21.70 43.50 30.40
mentary as laundries and playgrounds.

20 Supple- Cares for children in client's home 47 25.00 2.91 9.09 9.09 36.40 9.09 36.40 0.00 0.00 18.18 45.49 36.40
mentary during client's appointments.

Emerging Trains and educates clients and 12
- members of the community, such
New task as helping disabled clients learn to
use adaptive technology.



