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At its September 15, 1986 meeting,
considered the appeal of Gary Blake and
placement in the classified pay scale.
record and voted to deny their appeal.

the Personnel Appeals Board again
Donald LaPlante concerning their
The Board again reviewed the

In its rev i.ew , the Board found that on January 16, 1985 the New
Hampshire Hospital requested that tvo Stock Clerk II position be reviewed
for reallocation to the vlarehouseman classification. On June 3, 1985,
Gary Blake was promoted from the position of Driver, Labor Grade 6, Step
Maximum, to Stock Clerk II, Labor Grade 7, Step Maximum. On September 6,
1985, Donald LaPlante was promoted frornthe position of Driver, Labor
Grade 6, Step I, to Stock Clerk II, Labor Grade 7, Step 1. These two
Stock Clerk II positions were the subject of the January 16, 1985 request
by New Hampshire Hospital for reallocation. In December, 1985, the Division
of Personnel approved an upgrade of these positions to Warehouseman,
Labor Grade 9. As a result of these promotions to the class of Warehouseman,
Mr. Blake received a 15¢ per hour increase and Mr. LaPlante received
a 16¢ per hour increase. On appeal, they argued that PER 304.01 (g) vias
applicable to their promotions and that it required that each be placed
one step higher in the Labor Grade assigned to the Warehouseman position.

Upon revie", the Board determined that PER 304.01(g) was not applicable
to this appeal. 'fhepurpose of PER 304.01(9) is to give an increment
to an erap.Ioyee whose position is upgraded due to a 'change in vork, The
increase is intended to rei-lardan individual who is hired to perform
the c1uties of one position but actually performs more difficult duties
in that position because the responsibilities change vithout a promotion
or Lncr'ement. The rules assumes that an employee vias in the position
when the duties changed and that reclassification vias requested at the
same time.

Under the facts giving rise to this appeal, the appellants were
promoted to the positions after the work had chan<jed and after the effective
date of the reallocation. Thus, it is not necessary to provide a "reward"
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for a "lost" promotion. The appellants are entitled to one increment
for their promotions from Driver to Warehouseman. Because there was
no change in the actual duties of the Stock Clerk position after the
appellants were promoted, the Board found they were not entitled to a
second increment.

The Board found there were no material facts in dispute. Based
on the docwnents and information submitted for its review, the Board
found that the appellants were properly placed in the Labor Grade 9 steps
and therefore denied their appeals.

FOR THE PERSONNEL APPEALS BOARD
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