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Appeal of Charlotte G een

Charlotte H Geen is enpl oyed by t he New Hanpshi re Techni cal
Institute in Concord. In 1988 she held the position of Library
Alde (Salary Gade 5. After a position review(desk audit) was
performed in 1989, which was requested by her enployer, the
D vi sion of Personnel determned that M. Geen's position should
be re-allocated to that of Secretary Typist II (Salary Gade 7),
finding that the position was prinarily "secretarial" in nature.
Ms. G een appeal s that determ nati on and contends that her position
woul d be nore appropriately classified as that of a Library
Technician (Sal ary Grade 10).

A hearingwas heldinthis matter on Novenber 29, 1989, before
t he Board, conprised that day of Comm ssi oners Bennett and Qushman.
Ms. Green agreed to proceed with the two nenber board. A tape
recordi ng of the proceedings was nade, and it, together with all
documents received by the Board in this nmatter, including M.
Green’s meno to the Board dat ed Novenber 22, 1988, her documentary

subm ssion to the Board on the day of hearing (one page) and this

deci sion, constitute the record i n this case.
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M. Geen's argunents are set forth in the two referenced
docunent s. The D vision of Personnel has filed Requests for
Findings of Fact and Rulings of Law setting forth its position
(contained in the record). The Board has reviewed these in
conjunction with the ot her evidence adduced at heari ng.

M. QGeen, pro se, testified that she was required, as a
practical conponent of her job duties, to | earn other employees’
jobs as well as her own. She has hel ped her enployer's students
I nthe use of the library's conputer and she contends that her job
Is nmore technical than Dr. Larrabee, President of the Techni cal
Institute, had characterized it in his correspondence with the
D vision of Personnel. She contends that the job has changed in
many ways since the | ast upgradi ng.

The appellant sought to offer the job description of the
posi tion of Library Technician as an exhi bit, to which an objection
was nade by Mirginia Vogel, Drector of the D vision of Personnel,
and its representative. The proffered exhibit was w thdrawn
w t hout ruling.

Ms. G een expl ai ned the circunstances of her work. She does
not get involved with catal oguing naterials, she does keep track
of expenditures for books and tracks invoices, matches themto
orders, and inputs related information to the conputer, for
example. She is not a "secretary" to anyone in particular, and

does not see her position as secretarial, although she does do sone
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secretarial work, such as typi ng catal ogue cards. The Librarians
(two full time, one part tine), do the catal ogui ng.

Ms. Vogel then testified regarding the history of Ms. Green'’s
request and the Division’s review The D vi si on acknow edges t hat
there are technical aspects to Ms. Green’s position, but contends
that it is primarily "secretarial" as conpared to ot her positions.
The techni cal aspects are nore i nthe nature of assi stance to ot her
nor e techni cal positions.

Li brary Technicians participate in budgeting and purchasi ng
books and the like. The Dvision felt that Salary Gade 5 was too
low for M. GQGeen's duties and examned the Aerk |-1V series of
positions, and those in the Secretarial series, in review ng the
classification of Ms. Geen's duties. The Secretary II position
was consi dered to be the nost correct all ocation(better than A erk
I1I, for exanple, where no typing is typically required, as M.
QG een does indeed type as a part of her duties). This was felt to
be correct even considering the conputer and word processor work
M. G een does do. (Lotus and wWordPerfect are used as software
nedi a) .

O reviewof all of the evidence, the Board is of the view
that the appellant has failed to neet her burden to showthat the
Ovision's classification of her position and its duties was
unreasonabl e or unl awful at the pertinent tine. Accordingly, after

consi deration thereof, the Dvision of Personnel’s Requests for
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Findings of Fact and Rulings of Lav are granted, and the appeal IS

denied.
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