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By l e t t e r  dated A p r i l  29, 1988, SEA F i e l d  Representative Stephen McCormack 
f i l e d  w i t h  the Personnel Appeals Board a Motion f o r  Reconsideration i n  the 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  appeals of Norman B la i s ,  Alan Smith and David O'Neal. The 
appel lants, employees o f  the Design, Development and Maintenance Section o f  
the Department o f  Resources and Economic Development, had appealed the 
D i v i s i on  o f  Personnel's decis ion denying requests t o  upgrade t h e i r  posit ' ions 
of Forestry Maintenance Mechanic from sa lary  grade 13 t o  sa lary  grade 15. I n  
i t s  dec is ion o f  A p r i l  14, 1988, the Board found the appel lants1 pos i t ions 
proper ly a l located a t  salary grade 13. 

The arguments presented by the appel lants i n  t h e i r  Motion d i d  no t  es tab l i sh  
' . - t h a t  t h e i r  work qua l i f i ed  f o r  a l l o c a t i o n  a t  the f i f t h  degree i n  e i t h e r  the 

a t t r i b u t e  o f  Physical E f f o r t  o r  Working Conditions. 

The f i f t h  degree f o r  the a t t r i b u t e  o f  Working Conditions describes work - 
i nvo l v i ng  uunusual and the most disagreeable extremes which are continuous.I1 
(Emphasis added.) The appel lants have no t  demonstrated t ha t  t h e i r  work 
e n t a i l s  50% or  more o f  t h e i r  t ime exposed t o  such elements. The appel lants1 

argument t h a t  50% o f  t h e i r  work i s  performed outdoors does no t  support the 
content ion t ha t  a l l  o f  such work is e i t h e r  unusual o r  disagreeable. 

The appel lants, i n  requesting reconsiderat ion o f  the po in ts  a l l oca ted  t o  the 
a t t r i b u t e  of Physical E f f o r t  again pu t  forward the argument t h a t  approximately 
one ha l f  of t h e i r  work i s  performed outs ide o f  the workshop. They argued t h a t  
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they are involved i n  frequent l i f t i n g  o f  mater ia ls over 60 pounds and 
continuous l i f t i n g  of  mater ia l  up t o  60 pounds. To support t h e i r  argument 
t h a t  t h i s  a t t r i b u t e  should be increased t o  the F i f t h  Degree, the appel lants 
would then have t o  establ ish t h a t  during the time they are working out  o f  
doors, they are l i f t i n g  mater ia ls up t o  60 pounds 100% o f  the time. The 
in format ion provided during the hearing could not  support t h i s  conclusion. 

The Board, i n  considerat ion o f  the foregoing, voted unanimously t o  deny the 
Motion f o r  Reconsideration and t o  a f f i r m  i t s  decis ion o f  A p r i l  14, 1988, 
f i nd i ng  the appel lants '  pos i t ions properly a l located a t  salary grade 13. 

FOR THE PERSONNEL APPEALS BOARD 

(7 
\.- / cc: Stephen J. McCormack 

SEA F i e l d  Representative 

MARY ANN S~EELE 
Executive Secretary 

George Jones, Commissioner 
Dept. o f  Resources and Economic Development 

V i rg in ia  A. Vogel 
D i rec tor  o f  Personnel 
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W E A L  OF NORMAN BLAIS, ALAN SMITH & DAVID O'NEAL 

April 14, 1988 

On Tuesday, March 29, 1988, the Personrlel Appeals Board, Commissioners 
Cushman and Platt sitting, heard the appeal of Norman Blais, Alan 
Smith and David OINeall Forestry Maintenance Mechanics employed by 
the Design, Development and Maintenance Section of the Department 
of Resources and Economic Development. The appellant, who were represented 
by SEA Field Representative Stephen J. McCormack, were appealing the 
Division of Personnel's decision denying a request to upgrade their 
positions from Salary Grade 13 to Salary Grade 15. Edward J. McCann 
represented the Division of Personnel. 

r? 
The appellants submitted written arguments in support of their 

appeal. The Division of Personnel submitted Requests for Findings 
\-/' of Fact and Rulings of Law. 

The appellants requested increases in two of the 9 job attributes. 
With regard to those requests, the Board found the following: 

Physical Effort 

The appellants argued that this attribute should be increased 
from the fourth to the fifth degree. The requested degree is defined 
in the Evaluation Manual as work requiring, "...the continuous [50% 
or more of the time] lifing of material weighing up to 60 lbs., or 
frequent [lo% to 50% of the time] lifting of heavy material weighing 
over 60 lbs. Also work requiring frequent strain [lo% to 50% of the 
time] due to strenuous work positions." The appellants repeatedly 
referred to their work on fire towers and carrying materials and tools 
as part of the rationale for increasing this attribute. However, 
during testimony, the appellants indicated that approximately one-half 
of the year, their work is performed in the workshop at Bear Brook. 
The Board was not persuaded that the work described by the appellants 
met the criteria for increase in the attribute of Physical Effort, 
and thus voted to deny the increase. 

Workincr Conditions 

The appellantsl whose positions are currently rated at the 4th 3 degree, have requested an increase to the 5th degree, or, "Work involving 
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unusual and the most disagreeable extremes which are continuous. 
Exposure to injuries resulting in partial disability such as loss 
of an arml a leyl partial loss of sight1 etc./ or health hazards which 
would be incapacitating and necessitate transfer to another occupation." 
The appellants argued thatl "The majority of the work performed by 
Forestry Maintenance Mechanics is performed outdoorsl and as suchl 

the incumbents are exposed to a variety of disagreeable/adverse elements 
and extremes." The Board found, however, that the described elements 
are - not continuous and would not qualify the appellants for increase 
to the 5th degree. The Board therefore voted to deny the requested 
increase. 

Division of Personnel's Requests for Findings of Fact 

Paragraphs 11 21 31 4, 51 61 7/ 8, 10, 111 13, 14: Granted 

Paragraph 9: Denied 

Paragraph 12: Granted in part; no evidence presented as to total 
number of structures and work not 1-imited to work on "structures". 

,- 

0 Division of Personnel's Rulings of Law 
\ ,  -- 

Requests 11 21 3, 4, 51 6: Granted 

Based upon the foregoing, the Board voted unanimously to deny 
the appeall finding the positions of Forestry Maintenance Mechanic 
properly evaluated and allocated at salary grade 13. 

MARY ANN ~ ~ E L E  
Executive Secretary 

cc: Stephen J. McCormackl SEA Field Representative 

George C. Jonesl Comrnissionerl D.R.E.D. 

Virginia A. Vogel 
Director of Personnel 


