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The Embassy Suites,
Las Vegas, Nevada was
the location of the
ABVE Spring Confer-
ence. G. Michael Gra-
ham, 2002 Conference
Chair, did an outstanding
job to assure this confer-
ence was a challenge for
all of us in the forensic
arena. We had near
record-breaking mem-
bers and guests in atten-
dance. This conference

addressed fundamental skills of testifying experts to enhance their knowledge of the pro-
cesses available to them as they develop their case assessment strategies, and also to have
vocational experts understand how the rest of the judicial team views the methods used to
either present or attack the credibility and case presentation of the testifying expert.

The conference began with two value added pre-conference sessions. Joseph Cannelongo
presented Adventures with O*Net – What is it & What’s the latest in this makeover? Con-
currently, Penelope Caragonne assessed the deficiencies in Forensic Life Care Planning. Both
sessions were well received.

Attorney Joe Babington who successfully argued on behalf of the Petitioners in the Kumho
Tire Co v. Carmichael discussed how he prepared the experts in this case and how the recent
changes in the Federal Rules of  Evidence apply to vocational experts working in the forensic
arena. Kevin Haverty presented on how to excel at cross-examination. David Jones, Esq.
brought to our attention the tactics used by attorneys for attacking expert witnesses.

Additional speaker topics were Lindette Mayer, Ph.D. on Assessment Tools and the Meth-
odology for Forensic Testimony, Mary Barros-Bailey, Ph.D. on Ethic Codes as Evolving
Cross Examination Issues, Bruce Growick, Ph.D. on the Status of  The Ticket To Work &
Work Incentive Improvement Act of  1999 and the Impact on Forensic Testimony, Ellyn
Gamberg, Ph.D. on Strategies For Beginning a Practice for Family Law Evaluations, and a
joint development presentation by Randall Thomas, Ph.D. and Hank Lageman, MS on the
Interplay of  a Forensic Life-Care Planner and a Vocational Expert.

Acknowledgements at the Annual
Meeting

Michael Graham presented a plaque to acknowledge
Ron Peterson for his service in the organization as Member
at Large. Acknowledgment was made to Al Walker who is
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First of all, let me say what an honor it is to be the residing president of
the American Board of Vocational Experts for the 2002-2003 year. My
goal is to provide the organization with a sense of leadership through the
elected board members in which all can be justifiably proud. Over the
past few years the Board of Directors under the leadership of Ken
Manges, Hank Lageman, and Michael Graham has endeavored to update
the Policies and Procedures, the By laws, and the standards under which
we function as the premier credentialing body for vocational experts. It is
my goal to continue to move the organization forward and I am pleased to

say that the current board of directors and officers are likewise dedicated to this goal. We are fortunate
to have a board this year that is composed of an excellent blend of seasoned organizational veterans
and new members who are eager to proceed in moving the organization forward.

As a new president, I am fortunate to have not only one past president on the Board of Directors
but also three. Michael Graham (2001-2002) serves as current Past President while Harold Kulman
(1991-1992) is President Elect and Bart Hultine (1995-1996) will serve as Treasurer. I look forward
to working with each of these gentlemen during the next year. Harold Kulman has assumed the role
of President Elect and special advisor to the current President as we proceed with the functions of the
board for the current year. I am confident that Harold’s insight and vision in the coming year will be
invaluable as he not only brings a connection of the current board to ABVE’s past as an active partici-
pant in the organization from its beginning but also is a gentleman with visions of where the organiza-
tion should be moving in the future. By working closely with the President Elect, I hope to assure a
smooth transition for the board next spring.

I have asked Ron Peterson and Michael Graham to co-chair a committee designed to develop
and implement a program to bring regionalization to the organization. The focus of
regionalization would be to encourage more members to participate in ABVE by having an
easier access to organizational programs to include membership activities, training and possibly
the establishment of  a test offering (opposite times of  the conferences) during the year. This
program was discussed by both the outgoing board and the new board at our meeting in Las
Vegas, Nevada and based upon my conversations with conference attendees in Las Vegas; it is
a concept that appears to have support from the general membership as well.

The area of  membership recruitment and, equally as important, membership retention is to
be a priority for this year. As well has his duties of  Treasurer, Bart Hultine has agreed to focus his
considerable energies and efforts in this area. Bart has served as Membership Chair in the past
thus he brings experience and knowledge to this critical area. I look forward to working with Bart
in this area as we reach out to new members. I have asked Bart to contact those members who
have elected to become inactive for one reason or another to encourage many of them to re-
activate their commitment to the organization and their profession.

Another area, which will be closely reviewed this year, will be our code of  ethics. With the
Daubert trilogy of  court rulings that are now such a part of  our life, a review of  our
code needs to be done to bring us in compliance with these decisions and how they impact on
our roles as expert witnesses. Donald Jennings, a gentleman who has held a similar position
with the Pennsylvania Psychological Association, has agreed to chair the organization’s ethics
committee and will be reviewing our current code. I hope that by year’s end, he will be making
recommendations for upgrading the code to meet the challenges that we will all face in the
forensic arena for several years to come.

President’s Message
By Dick Baine, ABVE President, 2002–2003
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We will be working to continue to
strengthen the quality of the credentialing pro-
cess and testing procedures that the organiza-
tion has in place. We are fortunate to have
Jeffery Lucas on the board and he has agreed to
assume the role of the Credentials Chair. Jeff
brings experience to this activity as he has
served on similar committees with other pro-
fessional/peer review organizations in the past.
In addition, he will serve as ABVE’s liaison
with APA and CRC for the coming year.
Stephanie Sleister has agreed to chair the test
maintenance committee and will be working
with those who have taken the test to this level.
Dr. Sleister will also be reviewing the test in-
strument itself with the idea of upgrading it to
keep our organization as the premier peer re-
view group for vocational experts. I wish to
thank Past President Hank Lageman and his
committee for the hard work that they put into
this important area of the ABVE credentialing
process over the past several years.

Another area, which will receive atten-
tion during the coming year, is the ABVE
web site. We will be revising the site with
the goal of  making it more user friendly.
Lindette Mayer has graciously agreed to as-
sist in this project along with Glenn
Zimmermann, our executive director. A
new web master will be assessing the site
and helping to develop this site by the end
of  the year.

Cynthia Grimley remains on the board as
Secretary and will continue as Editor of the
newsletter. I look forward to working with
this extremely talented and creative indi-
vidual during the coming year as she endeav-
ors to keep the membership informed
through our excellent newsletter. The other
area of publication, which is being devel-
oped, is that of The Journal of Forensic Vo-
cational Analysis. Thanks to the efforts of
Lindette Mayer the journal was created and
published in the past and is the premier pro-
fessional journal for forensic vocational ex-
perts. Bruce Growick has assumed the role
of the journal editor and has plans for the
publication of at least one regular issue of
the journal and possibly two special issues

within the coming year. Those interested in
providing articles for possible inclusion in
the journal can contact Dr. Growick directly.

Finally, I wish to thank Michael Graham
our recent Past President, for his service and
dedication to our organization. Those of us
who have served on the board over the past
few years can only attest to the time and effort
that he has put in as he worked to update the
By-laws and the Policies and Procedures of
ABVE. Michael has agreed to continue in
this activity as the Past President on the
Board of Directors. The organization is fortu-
nate to have the benefit of  Michael’s service
for another year.

 In conclusion, ABVE is an organiza-
tion of its members and without the full
support of the membership there is little
that can be accomplished no matter how
talented a Board of Directors may be. It
is my hope that during the next year we
will be able to address the issues that
concern you and respond to you in a
positive fashion. Furthermore, it is my
hope that by this time next year there will
be an infusion of  positive energy into
ABVE that will carry it forward for years
to come. We are fortunate to have an ex-
cellent management service company
with BTF Enterprises and the staff there
is dedicated to providing services to
ABVE and its membership. I encourage
you to keep in touch with myself, Terri
Skill at the home office, or any board
member should the need arise as we are
here to serve you the members. Once
again, thank you for the privilege of al-
lowing me to be a member of your Board
of Directors for the past several years
and to serve you as President for the year
to come. I am looking forward to seeing
everyone in Williamsburg, Virginia at the
Fall Conference.

The American Board of Vocational
Experts, never has and currently
does not endorse the use of any
specific tests, test batteries, or
commercial products.

leaving the board as Treasurer. Hank
Lageman was acknowledged as Past
President. Lindette Mayer was also ac-
knowledged for her years of  services
with ABVE and for her past service as a
Member at Large.

Billy J. McCroskey received the David
Frank Life Time Achievement Award, as
voted by the ABVE Board of  Directors.
This award will be presented to Dr.
McCroskey at the Williamsburg, VA con-
ference since he was not able to be
present for this meeting in Las Vegas, NV.

The Presidential Citation was awarded to
Cynthia Grimley, Hank Lageman, Lindette
Mayer, Cynthia Ward, Debbie Veatch, Larry
Sinsabaugh and Terri Skill for their support
and outstanding contribution to the Prin-
ciples of ABVE.

Richard Baine presented a plaque to
Michael Graham for his year of  service
to the organization as President.

Continued from page 1

Letter From the
Editor

Dear Members:
Many of you are now viewing the first

edition of our newsletter in a PDF for-
mat, which you received via email. You
will need Adobe Acrobat reader to view
the PDF format. This was discussed at
our annual membership meeting in Las
Vegas and the members in attendance fa-
vored this new format.  The Board of
Directors voted to accept this method to
disseminate the newsletter in this fash-
ion.  Those members who do not have
email will still continue to receive their

Continued on page 4
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newsletter by mail.  It is very important
that you keep BTF updated of any email
address changes.

Another change you will notice is that the
font size has been increased.  This change also
has been requested by the membership.

I am also looking for members to as-
sist me on a committee for the newslet-
ter.  I would like to see members contrib-
ute items such as book reviews, or any
other areas that may be of interest to our
forensic community.  If  a committee
could be formed to assist with the contri-
bution of such items then these can be
distributed via email on a monthly basis,
in between the regular news letter publi-
cations.  Please contact me if  you are in-
terested in serving on the newsletter
committee. I can be reached at 803-765-
1513 or mailto:cpgrimley@aol.com.
other areas that may be of interest to
our forensic community.
Cynthia Grimley, MS
Newsletter, Editor

Continued from page 3ABVE – What’s in it for me?
In a word, “lots!”

By Bart Hultine, Ed.D.
Treasurer and Membership Services Chair

Since Dick Baine appointed me in Las Vegas to this position, I have been ea-
gerly awaiting the opportunity to tell you about the exciting things happening to
ABVE in the last few months.

It has been a rocky process since the Board released AMC as our association man-
agement firm, and replaced them with BTF. We have lost valued members in the past
few years to retirement, death and some dissatisfaction. But, ABVE is back, stronger
than ever, and financially sounder than we have been since our founding.

As your Treasurer my responsibility is to assist BTF and the Board in financial
planning and accountability. Not being accountants, a cash accounting system, as
opposed to the previous accrual system, is much easier to understand, resulting in
more realistic planning. As such, we are demanding more from the Board Mem-
bers, and implementing ways to save money and control costs, while at the same
time provide greater service to the members. So, you ask…

What’s in it for me? Networking!
Have you ever had a question about a case that you just couldn’t find enough good

information to make an informed decision? As I write this on Wednesday afternoon, I
recall three situations this week where my ABVE contacts have helped through net-
working. First, Joe called from Florida and asked about Nebraska’s Worker’s Comp bill-
ing procedures, then, I called David in California to inquire about out-of-state training
costs, and finally, Karen from Omaha referred a California case to me because we were
closer to the client. Networking does have its benefits.

What’s in it for me? Information!
In addition to the Newsletter you receive three times a year, you will continue to

receive e-mails on a regular basis, imparting information regarding your practice.
The first such communication you received from ABVE of this type arrived last
fall, when you began getting “teasers” about the speakers at the ABVE conference
in Las Vegas. Did this work? Apparently it did, Glenn Zimmerman just announced
that the profit from the Las Vegas Conference has broken all records.

Then you got the information through Membership Services from ABVE, that
you could become part of the 9/11 Victims Relief Fund efforts to arrive at equi-
table settlements, by offering your services to Trial Lawyers Care, Inc. Would you
have had that opportunity without your ABVE membership?

What’s in it for me? Continuing Education!
The bi-annual ABVE conferences offered at different locations throughout North America,

offer you the most relevant continuing educational activity in the field of forensic rehabilitation.
By attending only one conference per year, you receive enough CEUs to remain current as a
Certified Member. The conferences bring together nearly one out of three of our current mem-
bers every six months, and the benefit of staying current in the world of litigation is invaluable.

So, what’s in it for you? As you can see, a lot! So get involved, stay involved, and involve others.
ABVE is stronger than ever and serving you better than it ever has.

To comment on this e-mail article, write me at mailto:bart@inebraska.com . We will be devel-
oping local membership drives in the next few months, let me know if you would like to help.

Standards: Validity
By Scott E. Streater, DVS

The amazing phenomenon about
numbers is not that one and one equal
two; it is that one of anything and one of
anything always equal two of  anything. A
simple, yet profound concept. Think
about it. Numbers apply to everything. In
past articles, standards have played a
prominent position. By standards, we
usually mean a measure that can be du-
plicated time and time again, by a static
method, yielding a definable outcome.

OK, we are all aware that standards
play an important role in our work, it
least they should, as standards are what
the courts are requiring as a basis for our
evaluations, findings, opinions, and re-
ports. We must allude to such bases in
our testimony. Standards provide the
basis for the court’s evaluation of  our
findings and opinions; therefore we
need to work within the bounds of
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these standards. We are all familiar with
the standards of average, mean, median
and mode, which are calculated in the
traditional manner and produce insight
into whatever issue is being measured.
Lately, several new terms have been
thrown into our arena to complicate or
simplify our lives. We are now required
to express validity coefficients of our
statistical models, on which our opin-
ions are based upon. Our opinions have
[probably] become more accurate as a
result, certainly more complex out of
both necessity and the need for in-
creased accuracy. As a very learned
gentleman once told me, if you want to
know how far it is from one point to an-
other, you can take a string on a map
and stretch it from point A to point B.
Then you can refer to the standard for
that map, the scale, and determine the
miles. But if  your want to really know
how far it is from point A to point B be-
cause you are going there and critical
things like gas, oil and food as well as
other necessities are dependant on the
measure, you had better follow the
roads with the string, and then consult
the scale to determine the true distance.
Valid answers to questions are ex-
tremely important in many cases.

There are three validity coefficients
or standard error measures. They are in
frequent use in statistical inferences.
These are referred to as 11111Standard Er-
ror of Means (SE means), 22222Standard
Error of  Measure (SEM) , and
33333Standard Error of  Estimate (SEE).
They are quantitative expressions of
validity. Validity is of  course a term
dealing with accuracy or the degree in
which the test [measure] actually mea-
sures what it purports to measure
(Anastasi, 5th Edition, p. 27).

11111Standard Error of  Means (SEE)
represents the standard deviation of a
sampling distribution or correlation
analysis, directly associated with prob-
ability theory. This basic calculation is

graph, would be a plot of the dollar
amount of the salaries found. The ab-
scissas or the vertical axis along the left
side would be the numbers of individuals
(peaches) found at whatever salary level
(price) reported. If a significant number
of people were polled, one would see
trends developing when the data was
placed in a data matrix or a graph. One
would expect a distribution curve to de-
velop with a central tendency (the most
common wage for the job) to appear.
From that point one would also expect
the there would be a fairly sharp drop
from the central tendency to the lowest
wage and from the central tendency to
the highest wage. The SE of this sam-
pling distribution would be computed by
using the formula: SE (m) = SE/the
square root n.   The SE or ΣΣΣΣΣm is often
symbolized by the Greek sigma, fol-
lowed by a subscript indicating the sta-
tistic concerned, i.e., of the mean (m) or
sigma of the proportion (p). The calcula-
tion is made taking the mean divided by
the square root of the (n) or the number
of  samples or subjects.

The Standard Error of Measure is re-
ally not much different than the Standard
Error of  Means. It merely demonstrates
the potential error of test results and dis-
closes that tests are not always right in
target but may produce a result that is
near the mark but not always on the
mark and therefore the SEm is reported in
the test booklet. This measure of error
gives you the interpreter of the test result
an idea of how close this test score is to
the actual level of ability measured. The
smaller the error the more likely your test
outcome on this individual is representa-
tive. The test is like a firearm shot by an
accomplished shooter, the bullets will
penetrate the target near the bull’s eye,
some maybe in the bull’s eye, but they are
not all through the bull’s eye. The
shooter’s margin of  accuracy is measur-
able and reported in minutes of arc.

the underpinning for the entire idea of
the scientific method or approach in
measurement. The measure is associated
with probability theory and offers the re-
search scientist the opportunity to derive
and elucidate the basic concepts, which
relate to all of the standard measures of
error rates. SE can be computed for a
number of sampling statistics, means,
proportions, really any sample statistic in
fact, as long as it is defined.

22222Standard Error of  Measures (SEM)
is the measurement of error, which is as-
sociated with testing and other measure-
ment instruments.

33333Standard Error of  Estimate (SEE)
is a measure, which is utilized in predic-
tion, and is a somewhat advanced statisti-
cal measure with accuracy predictions ob-
tained from research studies utilizing re-
gression analysis calculations.

Let’s take a look at the Standard Error
of  Means. Simply put in conceptual
terms, standard error (SE) is the poten-
tial for error, where multiple measure-
ments are obtained of the same item,
and the range of  results is observed.
Wage would be a good example that we
are all familiar with. The price of
peaches is another. Wage data or peach
prices can be obtained by location of the
business geographic region or by city, or
however one wishes. The plot along the
ordinal axis, the axis on the base of the

“Standards pro-
vide the basis for the
court’s evaluation of
our findings and
opinions; therefore
we need to work
within the bounds of
these standards.”
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Standard Error of Estimate
(SEE), which can also be written
(Sy•x), is the standard deviation
of the values of Y around the re-
gression line of Y on X. The stan-
dard error of estimate is the stan-
dard deviation of the values of Y
for any value of X. This statistic
is used in correlation analysis and
is the standard deviation of the
values of Y around the regression
line of Y on X. Or it can be the
values of X around the regression
line of  X on Y. The standard error
of estimate is the standard devia-
tion of the values of Y for any
value of X or the standard devia-
tion of the values of X for any
value of  Y. Whew!

Let’s look at this in more practical
terms. If  X represents the distribu-
tion of shoe size of mothers and Y
represents the distribution of shoe
size of daughters then the Sy•x is the
standard deviation of the shoe size
among daughters all of whose moth-
ers are of the same shoe size. This is
in contrast to Sx•y, which is the stan-
dard deviation of shoe size among
the mothers of daughters who all
have the same shoe size. Somewhat
more complex than standard error
but understandable when translated
into simple language with a practical
example attached. The outcome of
this calculation is r2, which is called
the product-moment correlation co-
efficient between the Value of X and
the Value of  Y. The symbol r2 is actu-
ally a regression line plot that details
the relationship of both the mother’s
and the daughter’s relationship, based
on shoe size.

There, I trust that this was not too
painful and is of some assistance in
getting us through a significant step
upward in our professional ability to

Information For the Work Place
Bruce Growick, Ph.D. of  The Ohio State University has been appointed by Presi-

dent Bush to the United States Access Board for a four-year term expiring in December
of 2005. The Access Board oversees the national implementation of the Americans with
Disabilities Act passed in 1990. As charged, Dr. Growick will work with the United
States Department of Justice and other federal agencies to make sure that the architec-
tural and transportation requirements of the Act are being met. This appointment repre-
sents one of  the highest levels of  recognition in the field of  rehabilitation. For more in-
formation about the U.S. Access Board, just go to their website:
 http://www.access-board.gov

Disabled Workers Face Higher Hurdle
‘Justices examine meaning of ‘reasonable accommodation’

Disabled workers seeking “reasonable accommodations” from their employers will
face a higher hurdle in showing the reasonableness of their request in litigation under the
latest interpretation of  the Americans with Disabilities Act by the U.S. Supreme Court.
But the high court’s 5-4 ruling on April 29 was neither a slam-dunk victory for employers
or an outright defeat for disabled plaintiffs, advocates for both sides agree. In US Airways
v. Barnett, No. 00-1250, the justices, for the first time, examined the meaning of  “reason-
able accommodation” under the provisions of  the ADA governing private employers.
The Barnett case asked the high court whether employers must make a requested accom-
modation even if it conflicts with an employer-established seniority system. In answering
generally no, the justices articulated a rule that will have implications beyond workplace
seniority systems, say employment litigators and scholars.

The ADA bans an employer from discriminating against an “individual with a disabil-
ity” who, with “reasonable accommodation,” can perform the essential functions of  the
job. The statute also says that a reasonable accommodation may include reassignment to
a vacant position.

Employers can defend their decision not to make an accommodation by showing it
would create an “undue hardship” on the operation of  the business. In 1990, Robert
Barnett injured his back while working in a cargo-handling position at US Airways. He in-
voked seniority rights and transferred to a less physically demanding mailroom position.

Under US Airways’ seniority system  a noncollectively bargained system that job, like
others, periodically became open to seniority-based employee bidding. In 1992, Barnett
learned that at least two employees senior to him intended to bid for his job. He asked US
Airways to accommodate his limitations by making an exception that would allow him to
remain in the mailroom.

US Airways eventually decided not to make an exception, and Barnett lost his job.
Barnett sued under ADA, claiming that he was an “individual with a disability” capable
of  performing the essential functions of  the mailroom job, that the mailroom job
amounted to a “reasonable accommodation” of  his disability, and that US Airways, in re-
fusing to assign him the job, discriminated against him. US Airways countered that its
“well-established” seniority system gave other employees the right to seek the mailroom
job and so the requested accommodation was not reasonable

The 9th U.S. Circuit Court of  Appeals agreed with Barnett, saying that the existence of  a
seniority system is simply a factor in the undue-hardship analysis and that analysis is done
on a case-by-case basis. However, the Supreme Court, while keeping Barnett’s case alive on
remand, took a different approach. The 5-4 majority essentially did two key things.

Continued on page 8Continued on page 8
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The  Changing  Nature  of  Work:

The Past 200 Years

October 4--6 2002

Williamsburg  Hospitality   House

Williamsburg,   Virginia

Fall Conference 2002

ABVE

(800) 932-9192 or (757) 229-4020
$135 Single/Double

until September 3, 2002
based on availability.
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Journal Guidelines Available

Those interested in submitting manuscripts for
The Journal of Forensic Vocational

Assessment can request specific guidelines
from:

Bruce Growick
Phone: 614-292-8463.

mailto:growick.1@osu.edu

First, the high court rejected
both US Airways’ and Barnett’s
approach to what is a “reason-
able accommodation” and navi-
gated a middle course between
two absolute positions.

In addition, while announcing a
generally pro-employer rule on se-
niority systems, it left open the door
to special circumstances that might
make an unreasonable accommoda-
tion nevertheless reasonable.

 US Airways had argued that
when a requested accommoda-
tion violates a disability-neutral
workplace rule, such as a senior-
ity system, it gives the disabled
employee treatment that other
workers could not receive— or a
preference. Because ADA seeks
only “equal” treatment of the dis-
abled, said the company, it
doesn’t require an employer to
grant preferential treatment.

Nevertheless, the justices also
rejected Barnett’s view— and
the view of the Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commis-
sion— that the terms “reason-
able accommodation” mean only
“effective accommodation.”

Courts, argued Barnett, can con-
sider only the requested
accommodation’s ability to meet an
individual’s disability-related needs,
and nothing more. Under this view, a
seniority rule violation, having noth-
ing to do with the accommodation’s
effectiveness, has nothing to do
with its “reasonableness.”
Submitted By
 Cynthia Grimley, MS

Information for the Work Place
Continued from page 6

Anyone desiring additional sets, single copies or individual articles of either the
Monograph Series or the Journal Series* should contact Terri Skill:

mailto:terri@btfenterprises.com
Telephone: (831) 464-4890

Fax: (831) 464-4881
http://www.abve.net

*Charges vary widely depending upon selection.

generate a valid opinion. Having confidence in
our analysis and opinions is sound basis for
good reporting and testimony.

Standards: Validity
Continued from page 6

Future
Conferences
Fall 2002 – Williamsburg, VA
Spring 2003 – San Diego, CA
Fall 2003 – St. Thomas, VI

Welcome to the
Following New

Members
Alfred D. Chichester - Diplomate

Gary Young - Diplomate
Michael J. Salerno - Fellow

Alan Winship - Fellow
Chris Brock - Fellow
Ron Fleck- Associate

David Harning - Associate
Todd Maxwell Harden - Associate
Gwendolyn H. Holland - Associate

Deborah Lee - Associate
Ira Spector - Associate

Elaine Tocco - Associate


