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On Tuesday, June 14, 1988, the Personnel Appeals Board, Commissioners 
Cushman and P l a t t  s i t t i n g ,  heard the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  appeal o f  Richard Antonia, 
Publ ic  Works Engineer V, sa lary  grade 29, Department o f  Resources and Economic 
Development. Mr .  Antonia, who was represented by SEA F i e l d  Representative 
Stephen McCormack, had appealed the D i v i s i on  o f  Personnel's June 5, 1986 
decision denying a request t o  upgrade h i s  pos i t i on  t o  C i v i l  Engineer V I I ,  
sa lary grade 33. Edward J. McCann, C lass i f i ca t i on  and Compensation 
Administrator, represented the  D iv i s ion  o f  Personnel. Both p a r t i e s  submitted . 

mater ia ls f o r  the  Board's review p r i o r  t o  the hearing. 

I n  h i s  presentation, the appel lant  argued t h a t  comparison between h i s  
present c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  and requested r e c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  i s  d i f f i c u l t  because 
c lass i f i ca t ions  a l located a t  sa lary  grade 30 and above have no po in ts  assigned 
t o  the nine evaluat ion a t t r i bu tes .  The appel lant  also compared the C i v i l  
Engineer c lass  series, which ranges from sa lary  grade 17 t o  sa la ry  grade 33, 
t o  the Publ ic Works Engineer se r ies  which ranges from sa lary  grade 17 t o  
salary grade 29. The appel lant  argued t h a t  the one i d e n t i f i a b l e  d i f fe rence  
between those two c lass ser ies  i s  t ha t  the C i v i l  Engineer V I  and V I I  pos i t i ons  
e n t a i l  " d i rec t ing  a major engineering d i v i s i o n  o f  the Department o f  
Transportation." (SEA submission, February 11, 1988, page 2.) The appel lant  
argued t ha t  he i s  responsible f o r  the Design, Development and Maintenance 
Section, i nc lud ing  qua l i t y  and quant i ty  o f  work performed by t h a t  sect ion, and 
t h a t  t h i s  sect ion ac tua l l y  i s  a major engineering D iv i s ion  o f  the Department 
o f  Resources and Economic Development. He contended t h a t  Resources and 
Economic Development I f i s  d iv ided i n t o  f i v e  separate areas: Business Of f ice ,  
Design-Development and Maintenance, Parks and Recreation, Forest  and Lands, 
and Economic De~e lopment .~~  He f u r t he r  i nd ica ted  t ha t  three o f  those sect ions 
are headed by unc lass i f i ed  employees, w i t h  c l a s s i f i e d  employees heading the 
Business Of f i ce  and Design-Development and Maintenance sect ions, a t  sa la ry  
grades 31 and 29 respect ively.  The appel lant  then described the scope o f  h i s  
respons ib i l i t i es .  
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A f te r  consider ing o r a l  argument by bo th  pa r t i es ,  and rev iewing the  m a t e r i a l s  
submitted, t he  Board compared the  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  f o r  C i v i l  Engineer V I I  and 
Pub l i c  Works Engineer V. The Board weighed the  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  described by 
t h e  appel lant ,  f i n d i n g  h i s  p o s i t i o n  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  a t  t h e  t ime o f  t h e  June 
5, 1986 p o s i t i o n  review dec is ion  t o  be accurate ly  evaluated a t  Salary grade 
29. The Board d i d  not  be l i eve  the  d u t i e s  described exceeded those conta ined 
i n  the  c lass s p e c i f i c a t i o n  f o r  Pub l i c  Works Engineer V. Fur ther ,  t h e  Board 
found t h a t  the  appe l lan t 's  work was no t  equivalent  t o  t h a t  o f  a major 
engineering d i v i s i o n  f o r ,  t he  Department o f  Transportat ion. 

F i n a l l y ,  t he  Board reviewed the  degree a l l o c a t i o n  o f  eva lua t ion  a t t r i b u t e s  
f o r  t he  appe l lan t 's  p o s i t i o n  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  a t  the  t ime o f  t he  rev iew dec is ion  
i n  June, 1986. The appe l l an t ' s  p o s i t i o n  i s  r a t e d  a t  150 p o i n t s  f o r  Complexity 
o f  Duties, r e q u i r i n g  "thorough ana lys is  o f  a l l  ava i l ab le  data and the  making 
o f  decisions t h a t  serve as guides and general  d i r e c t i o n s  t o  the  department as 
a whole." The Board found t h i s  degree assignment appropr ia te  f o r  t h e  d u t i e s  
described by the  appel lant .  For the  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  Education and Experience, 
t h e  Board a l so  found the  appe l l an t ' s  p o s i t i o n  accurate ly  r a t e d  a t  t he  5 t h  and 
8 t h  degree respect ive ly ,  r e q u i r i n g  a bache lor 's  degree and seven t o  e i g h t  

,' years o f  experience. For the  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  I n i t i a t i v e ,  t h e  a p p e l l a n t ' s  - p o s i t i o n  i s  c u r r e n t l y  r a t e d  a t  t he  5 t h  degree, o r  "work o f  a h i g h  p ro fess iona l  
\ 

level . . .  w i t h  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  a l l  p lann ing o f  work l i m i t e d  on ly  by 
departmental p o l i c y  and s ta tu te .  Makes major decis ion w i thout  consu l t i ng  
super ior  unless major changes o r  new l o n g  term programs are  i n v ~ l v e d . ~  The 
Board found t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  accurate ly  described the appe l l an t ' s  work. 

The appe l lan t 's  p o s i t i o n  i s  a l ready r a t e d  a t  the  h ighest  degree f o r  t h e  
E r ro rs  a t t r i b u t e ,  "Reserved f o r  t op  execut ives having f u l l  and f i n a l  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  the  successfu l  opera t ion  o f  a department ..." Given t h a t  
t h e  appel lant  a c t u a l l y  bears r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  a sec t ion  o f  a department, t h e  
Board found t h i s  a t t r i b u t e  more than adequate f o r  t he  l e v e l  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
o f  the  appe l lan t 's  pos i t i on .  The appe l l an t ' s  p o s i t i o n  i s  r a t e d  a t  t h e  h ighes t  
degree f o r  Personal Relat ionships, i n v o l v i n g  '' important contacts o f  such 
q u a l i t a t i v e  nature as t o  secure acceptance o r  support o f  major departmental 
p o l i c i e s .  

For the a t t r i b u t e  o f  Supervision, t h e  appe l lan t 's  p o s i t i o n  i s  c u r r e n t l y  
r a t e d  a t  the  5th, o r  nex t  t o  highest,  degree. Again, upon cons idera t ion  of 
t h a t  de f i n i t i on ,  the  Board found t h i s  a t t r i b u t e  proper ly  evaluated. Both t h e  
a t t r i b u t e s  of Physical  E f f o r t  and Working Conditions are r a t e d  a t  t he  second 
degree f o r  t he  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  Pub l i c  Works Engineer V. Given the  nature  o f  
t h e  work described by the  appel lant ,  t h e  Board found t h a t  the  weight ing o f  
these a t t r i b u t e s  was a l so  appropriate. 

Based upon the  foregoing, the  Board voted unanimously t o  deny t h i s  appeal, 
7- f i n d  the  appe l lan t 's  p o s i t i o n  proper ly  c l a s s i f i e d  as a Pub l ic  Works Engineer 
-1- V, sa lary  grade 29. 
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