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By l e t t e r  addressed t o  t h e  Personnel Appeals Board, da ted  February 1 2 /  
1.983 , t h e  S t a t e  En~ployees ' Association requested recorisiderat ion of t h e  
Board's Jariuary 25/ 1988 decis ion  deriyiny a reques t  t o  upgrade tlie pos i t ior i  
of T r a f f i c  Sigrial Techriician occupied by Per ley  Cherre t te .  A t  i ts rneetiriy 
of March 29, 1988, t h e  Boardl Co~uniissioner Cushrnan and P l a t t  s i t t i n g l  

reviewed t h e  request  arid voted unanimously t o  uphold its o r i g i n a l  decisiorl ,  
therefore  denying t h e  requested reconsiderat ion.  

In h i s  request ,  t he  appe l l an t  asked t h a t  t h e  Board review t h e  decisicjrl, 
s p e c i f i c a l l y  t h e  f ind ings  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  job a t r i b u t e s  of Complexity 
of Duties, Experience, E r r o r s  arid Supervision. The Board reviewed t h i s  
request , which r e i t e r a t e d  t h e  appel lant  ' s o r i g i n a l  argu~uerits, and was 

\. l not persuaded t h a t  t h e  record before it supported t h e  requested degree 
a l loca t ions  f o r  those a t t r i b u t e s .  

The Board, the re fo re ,  voted t o  affirrn its dec i s ion  t h a t  t h e  posi t iori  
of T r a f f i c  Signal 'I'echniciari was proper ly  evaluated. Fur the r l  t h e  Boardi 
found t h a t  while t h e  volurne of worlc may have i i ~ c r e a s e d ,  t h a t  f a c t o r  does 
not c o n s t i t u t e  a n ia ter ia l  change i n  job furiction o r  p o s i t i o n  r e s p o n s i h i 1 i t j . e ~ ~  
the  prir lcipal  c r i t e r i a  f o r  r e c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o r  upgrading of a posi t iori  
a s  described i n  Per 304 .01(y) ( l )  of t h e  "Rules of t h e  Division of Personnel." 

Based upon t h e  foregoing t h e  Bozrd voted t o  deny M r .  Cherre t te  ' s 
requested reconsiderat ion.  

FOR THE PERSONNEL APPEALS BOARD 

IURY ANN WELE 
Executive Sec re ta ry  

cc: SEA Fie ld  Representat ive Ann Spear 

Raymond Le~liieux Persorlnel Of f i ce r  
Department of Trarlsportatiori 

Virg in ia  A. Voyel 
Direc tor  of Personnel 
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On January 12, 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  Perley Cherrette, an 
employee o f  the Department o f  Transportation. The appellant was represented 
by SEA F i e l d  Representative Ann Spear. C lass i f i ca t i on  and Compensation 
Administrator Edward J. McCann represented the D i v i s i on  o f  Personnel. Both 
the appel lant and the D iv i s ion  o f  Personnel submitted w r i t t en  arguments f o r  
the Board's review p r i o r  t o  the hearing. 

The appellant, c l a s s i f i e d  as a T r a f f i c  Signal  Technician, Salary Grade 18, was 
appealing the D iv i s ion  o f  Personnel's decis ion denying a request t o  upgrade 
h i s  pos i t i on  t o  Salary Grade 25. A t  the hearing, the appel lant amended h i s  

r\ \ ,  
request t o  ask t ha t  h i s  pos i t i on  be upgraded t o  Salary Grade 23. 

..-- 

I n  support o f  h i s  appeal, M r .  Cherret te requested increases i n  the a t t r i b u t e s  
o f  Complexity o f  Duties, Experience, Er rors  and Supervision. Further, the 
appel lant argued that ,  "the p o s i t i o n  o f  T r a f f i c  S igna l  Technician i s  unique.I1 
The Board noted t ha t  M r .  Cherrette i s  the only employee i n  State government 
hold ing t h i s  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  t i t l e .  

Upon review o f  testimony and mater ia ls  submitted i n  conjunction w i t h  t h i s  
appeal, the Board voted t o  deny the appeal. Absent spec i f i c  requests f o r  
f ind ings o f  fac t ,  the Board made the fo l lowing f indings:  

Complexity o f  Duties 

The appellantls pos i t i on  i s  cu r ren t l y  ra ted  a t  the 5 th  degree o r  80 points,  
defined i n  the Evaluation Manual as "work governed general ly  by broad 
ins t ruc t ions,  object ives and po l i c i es ,  usua l ly  invo lv ing  f requent ly changing 
condi t ions and problems. Requires considerable judgment t o  apply f a c t u a l  
background and fundamental p r i n c i p l e s  i n  developing approaches and techniques 
for  the so lu t ion o f  problems.11 The appel lant  argued t h a t  " increase i n  the 
complexity o f  con t ro l l e r  t roub le  shooting1I warranted an increase i n  t h i s  
a t t r i b u t e  t o  the 6 th  degree. The Board found t h i s  argument unpersuasive, 
f ind ing h i s  dut ies do not requ i re  working out  llprograms and approaches t o  
major problems ... wherein recognized general p r i nc i p l es  may be inadequate t o  
determine procedure o r  decis ion i n  a l l  cases." Thus, the Board voted t o  deny 
the requested increase t o  the 6 th  degree. 

Experience 

The appellant argued t ha t  t h i s  a t t r i b u t e  warranted increase from the 6 t h  t o  
the  8th degree, o r  from a minimum o f  3 t o  4 years1 experience t o  a minimum 7 
o r  8 years1 experience. I n  support o f  t h i s  argument, the appel lant contended 
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t h a t  "only through many years o f  on-the- job t r a i n i n g  and experience could a 
T r a f f i c  S igna l  Technician be f a m i l i a r  w i t h  the  various models, o l d  and new. 
The Evaluat ion Manual however, s p e c i f i c a l l y  excludes "fundamental knowledgeu 

and " techn ica l  a b i l i t y "  from considerat ion i n  r a t i n g  the experience 
a t t r i b u t e .  Experience i s  def ined i n  terms o f  the minimum amount o f  t ime 
"spent i n  p r a c t i c a l  preparat ion i n  the  same o r  r e l a t ed  work ... requ i red by a 
person t o  s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  perform the work and does not  inc lude any t ime o f  the  
employees spent beyond t h i s . "  Further, the  Evaluat ion Manual r e f e r s  t o  
sa t i s f ac to r y  performance as work o f  " s u f f i c i e n t  qua l i t y ,  output and 
performance standards as t o  insure continued employment." P a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  
l i g h t  o f  the appel lant 's  desc r ip t ion  o f  on-going t r a i n i n g  and c e r t i f i c a t i o n  
through the  various s i gna l  manufacturers, the Board found the appe l lan t ' s  
p o s i t i o n  proper ly ra ted a t  the 6 th  degree. 

Er rors  

I n  h i s  o r i g i n a l  upgrading request, the  appel lant  asked t ha t  the Er ro rs  
a t t r i b u t e  be increased from the 4 th  t o  the  6th, o r  highest degree. I n  h i s  
w r i t t e n  argument, the appel lant  amended t h i s  request i nd i ca t i ng  t h a t  the  5 t h  
degree would be a more appropr iate a l l oca t ion ,  arguing t h a t  I fErrors i n  the  

, i 
appel lant 's  work could obviously be disastrous, both t o  the general pub l i c  and 

i t o  the  Department o f  Transportation. He i s  i n  charge o f  i n s t a l l a t i o n ,  
maintenance and repa i r  o f  a l l  t r a f f i c  s igna ls  and t h e i r  c o n t r o l l e r s  t h a t  are  
used on Sta te  roads and highways. He i s  a l so  con t inua l l y  consulted by 
mun i c i pa l i t i e s  regarding c i t y  o r  town signals."  The Board found t h i s  
desc r ip t ion  best def ined by the 4 th  degree. The Board d i d  not  concur w i t h  t he  
appel lant 's  representat ion o f  h i s  du t ies  as warranting increase t o  the  5 t h  
degree which "Requires the  preparat ion o f  in format ion and data on which 
department heads base v i t a l  decisions." Therefore, the Board voted t o  deny 
the requested increase. 
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Supervision 

The appel lant  requested t h a t  the Board increase t h i s  a t t r i b u t e  from the 3rd t o  
the 4 th  degree. As defined by the  Evaluat ion Manual, the 4 th  degree describes 
work comprised o f  I1supervision and admin is t ra t ion from 75% t o  100% o f  the  
time.I1 The Board found t h i s  representat ion o f  the amount o f  t ime spent by t he  
appel lant  i n  admin is t ra t ive  and supervisory funct ions unsupported by the 
evidence. Rather, the Board found t h a t  the  ma jo r i t y  o f  the appel lant ls  t ime 
was spent i n  performing various equipment repa i rs  and tests,  inspect ing 
i n s t a l l a t i o n s  o f  equipment, and pursuing cont inuing education courses provided 
by var ious s igna l  manufacturers. Accordingly, the  Board found t he  
appel lantsl s p o s i t i o n  proper ly ra ted a t  the  3rd degree f o r  Supervision. 

FOR THE PERSONNEL APPEALS BOARD 

MARY ANN STEELE 
Executive Secretary 

cc: Ann Spear F i e l d  Representative 
S ta te  Employees1 Associat ion 

Raymond Lemieux, Personnel O f f i c e r  
Department o f  Transportat ion 

V i r g i n i a  A. Vogel 
D i r ec to r  o f  Personnel 


