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On Wednesday, February 8, 1989, t h e  Personnel Appeals Board (McNicholas, 
Cushman and S c o t t )  heard t h e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  appea l  of Dexter Howe, an employee 
of t h e  New Hampshire Technical  I n s t i t u t e .  Mr. Howe had reques ted  t h a t  h i s  
p o s i t i o n  of Laboratory Ass i s t an t  11, s a l a r y  grade 11, be r e c l a s s i f i e d  t o  a new 
t i t l e  of Technical Ass i s t an t ,  s a l a r y  grade  20. The Divis ion of Personnel ,  
fo l lowing  review of Mr. Howe's p o s i t i o n ,  had recommended r e a l l o c a t i o n  t o  t h e  
e x i s t i n g  t i t l e  of I n t r i c a t e  Equipment Repairman 111, s a l a r y  grade 13. 

Mr. Howe appeared pro se. Also t e s t i f y i n g  i n  suppor t  of h i s  appea l  was Roy 
'L / Ferguson, Department Chair ,  E l e c t r o n i c s  and Computer Technology Department, 

New Hampshire Technical  I n s t i t u t e .  Edward 3. McCann, C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  and 
Compensation Adminis t ra tor ,  represen ted  t h e  Divis ion of Personnel.  

Among t h e  arguments presented f o r  t h e  Board's cons ide ra t i on  i n  Mr. Howe's 
November 29, 1988 le t te r  t o  t h e  Board was t h a t  h i s  p o s i t i o n  is uuniqueff and 
"does no t  f i t  e a s i l y  i n t o  an e x i s t i n g  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  because of  t h e  two major 
a r e a s  of expe r t i s e  r equ i r ed ,  e l e c t r o n i c s  and computer technology, and t h e  
pe r sona l  contac t  r equ i r ed  with s t u d e n t s  and f acu l ty ."  

Both Mr. Howe and Mr. Ferguson t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  t h e r e  is f requent  c o n t a c t  
between t h e  appe l l an t  and s t u d e n t s  a t  t h e  Technical  I n s t i t u t e  i n  t h e  
performance of h i s  d u t i e s .  The Board d i d  no t  f i n d ,  however, t h a t  such c o n t a c t  
c o n s t i t u t e d  a c t u a l  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  It d i d  appear t h a t  t h e  
I n s t i t u t e  has benef i ted  from Mr. Howe's p r i o r  t e c h n i c a l  e x p e r t i s e ,  and h i s  
i n t e r e s t  and w i l l i n g n e s s . t o  a s s i s t  t h e  academic s t a f f  i n  t h e  performance of 
t h e i r  d u t i e s .  These arguments a r e  compelling from t h e  s tandpoin t  of Mr. 
Howe's value t o  t h e  I n s t i t u t e .  They only have bear ing  upon an o b j e c t i v e  
review of t he  app rop r i a t e  a l l o c a t i o n  of  h i s  p o s i t i o n  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  they 
a r e  determined t o  be d u t i e s  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  he i s  requi red  t o  perform. 

The Board faced three c r i t i c a l  i s s u e s  i n  a t tempting t o  r e so lve  t h e  i s s u e  of an  
app rop r i a t e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  and s a l a r y  grade f o r  t h e  Appellant:  1) whether o r  
no t  t h e  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  proposed by t h e  Divis ion of  Personnel could,  a s  

n suggested,  be modified s u f f i c i e n t l y  t o  accu ra t e ly  desc r ibe  Mr. Howe'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 ;  2) judging whether such a modified job s p e c i f i c a t i o n  would 

' then  reflect t h e  app rop r i a t e  degree a l l o c a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  n ine  eva lua t ion  
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f a c t o r s  ou t l i ned  i n  t h e  Evaluat ion Manual f o r  t h e  Divis ion of  Personnel;  and 
3 )  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  between those  d u t i e s  assumed by t h e  a p p e l l a n t  because of  
h i s  i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  academic a s p e c t s  of h i s  p o s i t i o n ,  and t h e  a c t u a l  
d u t i e s  requi red  of him i n  h i s  p o s i t i o n .  

I n  reviewing m a t e r i a l s  submitted by Mr. Howe p r i o r  t o  t h e  hear ing ,  i nc lud ing  
t h e  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Ques t ionna i re  which he submi t ted  a s  p a r t  o f  h i s  p o s i t i o n  
review, t h e  Board found t h a t  Mr. Howe d isagreed  with t h e  p o i n t s  a l l o c a t e d  t o  
t h e  major i ty  of t h e  eva lua t ion  f a c t o r s .  The Board, t he re fo re ,  reviewed t h e  
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Ques t ionna i re  i n  i t s  e n t i r e t y ,  comparing it  t o  t h e  Evaluat ion 
Manual. Each of the f a c t o r s  w i l l  be d i scussed  ind iv idua l ly  wi th in  t h e  con tex t  
o f , A p p e l l a n t l s  testimony and t h e  in format ion  provided i n  h i s  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
ques t ionna i re .  

For t h e  purposes of comparison, t h e  Board cons idered  the p o i n t  a l l o c a t i o n s  a s  
proposed by both t h e  Appellant and t h e  Div is ion  of Personnel:  

Exis t ing  t i t l e  proposed by Proposed new c l a s s  
Divis ion of Personnel suggested by a p p e l l a n t  

I n t r i c a t e  Equip. Repairman I11 Technical Ass i s t an t  
(S. G. 13)  (S. G. 20) 

Complexity of Duties  
Education 
Experience 
I n i t i a t i v e  
E r r o r s  
Persona l  Rela t ionsh ips  
Supervis ion 
Phys ica l  E f f o r t  
Working Conditions 

TOTAL 320 480 

COMPLEXITY. OF DUTIES: 

Appellant sugges ts  t h a t  h i s  p o s i t i o n  should be a l l o c a t e d  a t  t h e  6 t h  degree 
(100 p o i n t s )  f o r  t h i s  a t t r i b u t e .  The Evaluat ion Manual de sc r ibes  t h i s  degree 
a s  "Work r equ i r ing  a n a l y s i s  of broad problems, t h e  planning of var ious  
i n t e r r e l a t e d  a c t i v i t i e s  and sometimes t h e  coord ina t ion  of e f f o r t  of more than  
one d iv i s ion .  May work ou t  programs and approaches t o  major problems, and, i n  
gene ra l ,  perform d u t i e s  wherein recognized g e n e r a l  p r i n c i p l e s  may be 

/ \  
inadequate  t o  determine procedure o r  dec i s ion  i n  a l l  cases."  I n  a g e n e r a l  
sense ,  t h i s  a t t r i b u t e  r e l a t e s t o  work within t h e  contex t  of a department,  no t  

\, a wogk u n i t e w i t b i n  a d i y i s i o n  o r  agenc . Therefore  Com l e x i t y  must be considered i n  l i g h t  of its e f f e c t  on t e Technical f n s t l  u t e  a s  an agency of K 
t h e  Department of Postsecondary Technical  Education. 

! 
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The Board d id  n o t  concur with Mr. Howels assessment of t h e  ou t s t and ing  
complexity of h i s  d u t i e s .  While Appel lan t ' s  p o s i t i o n  may r e q u i r e  ou t s t and ing  
t e c h n i c a l  a b i l i t y ,  t h e  Board bel ieved Complexity t o  be adequately def ined  by 
t h e  4 th  degree (60 p o i n t s )  a s  recommended by t h e  Divis ion of Personnel ,  i n  
t h a t  h i s  work "...Requires judgment i n  a p p l i c a t i o n  of broader a spec t s  of  
e s t a b l i s h e d  p r a c t i c e s  and procedures t o  problems and s i t u a t i o n s  not f a l l i n g  
c l e a r l y  o r  conc i se ly  wi th in  t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s  of accepted standards. . .I1 While 
Mr. Howels assignments may r e q u i r e  coord ina t ion  of e f f o r t s  between s e v e r a l  
u n i t s  a t  t h e  Technical  I n s t i t u t e ,  they do not  involve  i n t e r- d i v i s i o n a l  
a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  t h e  Department of Postsecondary Technical  Education. 

EDUCATION : 

Appellant has recommended t h a t  t h i s  a t t r i b u t e  be i nc reased  t o  t h e  4 th  degree 
(60 po in t s ) .  The Board concurs,  a s  d i d  t h e  Div is ion  of Personnel  i n  its 
recommendation f o r  r e a l l o c a t i o n  t o  t h e  t i t l e  of I n t r i c a t e  Equipment Repairman 
111. Tnat s p e c i f i c a t i o n  a l s o  "Requires t h e  equ iva l en t  t o  f o u r  yea r s  of  high 
school  p lu s  t h r e e  o r  f o u r  yea r s  appren t icesh ip  o r  two years  of  t e c h n i c a l  
c o l l e g e  educat ion t o  perform high s k i l l e d  t r ades ."  

EXPERIENCE: 
\ 

Appellant requested t h e  Board i n c r e a s e  t h i s  a t t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  7 t h  degree (80  
p o i n t s )  r equ i r ing  an employee, a t  e n t r y  l e v e l ,  t o  possess  f i v e  t o  s i x  y e a r s  
experience " in  p r a c t i c a l  p repara t ion  i n  t h e  same o r  r e l a t e d  work..." t o  
produce work of " s u f f i c i e n t  q u a l i t y ,  ou tput ,  and performance s t anda rds  a s  t o  
i n s u r e  continued employment." Appel lan t ' s  p o s i t i o n  of I n t r i c a t e  Equipment 
Repairman 111 is c u r r e n t l y  r a t e d  a t  t h e  5 t h  degree (50 p o i n t s )  r e q u i r i n g  2 
yea r s1  experience i n  t h e  same o r  r e l a t e d  work. The Board be l ieved  t h a t  an 
employee with two y e a r s  of c o l l e g e  l e v e l  p r epa ra t i on  i n  the f i e l d  of computer 
r e p a i r  and e l e c t r o n i c s ,  with two yea r s  of experience i n  t h e  same o r  r e l a t e d  
work, would be capable  of s a t i s f a c t o r y  performance a t  an e n t r y  l e v e l  i n  t h e  
pos i t i on .  Therefore ,  t h e  Board denied t h e  reques ted  i n c r e a s e  i n  p o i n t s  
a l l o c a t e d  t o  t h e  Experience a t t r i b u t e .  

INITIATIVE: 

The Evaluat ion Manual d e f i n e s  I n i t i a t i v e  a s  " the  j o b ' s  requirements  f o r  
e x e r c i s e  of judgment, independent a c t i o n ,  and c r e a t i v e  e f f o r t  i n  o r i g i n a t i n g  
new methods o r  procedures.  I n  add i t i on ,  i n i t i a t i v e  refers t o  r e sou rce fu lnes s  
beyond rou t ine  p r a c t i c e s ,  superv is ion ,  and r egu la to ry  procedures e s t a b l i s h e d  
by s t a t u t e . "  
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The Divis ion of Personnel ' s  proposed a l l o c a t i o n  f o r  t h i s  a t t r i b u t e  i s  t h e  3 rd  
degree (40 p o i n t s ) .  Appellant r eques t s  t h e  Board order  an  i n c r e a s e  t o  t h e  5 t h  
degree (80 p o i n t s ) .  I n  reviewing t h i s  a t t r i b u t e ,  t h e  Board aga in  needed t o  
cons ider  t h i s  p o s i t i o n  a s  i t  r e l a t e s  t o  t h e  Technical  I n s t i t u t e  and t h e  
Department of Postsecondary Technical  Education a s  a whole. The Board was n o t  
persuaded t h a t  Appe l l an t l s  p o s i t i o n  is respons ib le  f o r  "work l i m i t e d  on ly  by 
[Postsecondary Technical  Education] departmental  po l icy  and s t a t u t e .  Makes 
major dec i s ions  without consu l t i ng  a supe r io r  un l e s s  major changes o r  new long  
term programs a r e  involved."  While f u l l y  a p p r e c i a t i v e  of t h e  t e c h n i c a l  
e x p e r t i s e  r equ i r ed  of t h e  Appel lant  i n  t h e  performance of h i s  d u t i e s ,  t h e  
evidence presented does no t  suppor t  r e a l l o c a t i o n  of t h i s  a t t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  
requested 5 t h  degree.  

Mr. Howels own d e s c r i p t i o n  of  t h e  I n i t i a t i v e  requi red  of  h i s  p o s i t i o n  s t a t e s ,  
" Pos i t ion  r e q u i r e s  t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l  independently set h i s  own schedule  and work 
p ro fe s s iona l ly  on a l a r g e  v a r i e t y  of complicated equipment, r o u t i n e l y  
analyzing problems and making judgments t o  i n s u r e  a l l  depar tmenta l  equipment 
is  s a f e ,  ope ra t i ona l ,  and up t o  department s tandards."  C l e a r l y ,  t h i s  
de sc r ip t i on  f a l l s  s h o r t  of t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of t h e  5 th  degree f o r  I n i t i a t i v e .  

/- ' ; 
\ ERRORS : 

Appellant has requested an i n c r e a s e  i n  t h i s  a t t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  5 t h  degree (60 
po in t s )  r equ i r ing  " the p repa ra t i on  of information and d a t a  on which department 
heads base v i t a l  decis ions. . ."  Again, a t  t h e  r i s k  of being redundant ,  t h e  
Board concluded t h a t  Mr. Howels r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t h e  p repa ra t i on  of d a t a  
does no t  extend t o  dec i s ion  making a t  t h e  departmental  l e v e l  f o r  t h e  
Department of Postsecondary Technical  Education. The Board d i d ,  however, 
be l i eve  t h a t  t h e  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  f o r  I n t r i c a t e  Equipment Repairman 111, r a t e d  a t  
t h e  t h i r d  degree,  does no t  adequately r e f l e c t  Mr. Howels ass ignments  and 
would, i n s t ead ,  recommend t h a t  t h i s  a t t r i b u t e  be increased  t o  t h e  4 t h  degree,  
o r  40 poin ts .  

PERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS: 

Appel lan t l s  pos i t i on ,  a s  r e c l a s s i f i e d  t o  I n t r i c a t e  Equipment Repairman 111, is 
a l l o c a t e d  20 p o i n t s  f o r  t h e  a t t r i b u t e  of Personal  Rela t ionsh ips .  Mr. Howe has 
requested i n c r e a s e  t o  30 po in t s .  The Board d i d  no t  f i n d  Mr. Howe r e spons ib l e  
f o r  l lcontacts  wi th  persons r e q u i r i n g  cons iderab le  d i s cus s ion  of  problems, 
p r e sen t a t i on  of ma te r i a l ,  and obta in ing  cooperat ion,  such as is  necessary f o r  
those  i n  advanced superv isory  p o s i t i o n s  and c o n t a c t s  made o u t s i d e  t h e  
department [of Postsecondary Vocational Technical  Educationl". Therefore ,  the 
requested i nc rease  from t h e  3rd t o  t h e  4 th  degree f o r  t h i s  a t t r i b u t e  was 
denied. 
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SUPERVISION: 

Appellant, whose position i s  currently evaluated a t  the 2nd degree for  
Supervision, has requested an increase of from LO to  20 points, or an increase 
t o  the 3rd degree. The Evaluation Manual s ta tes ,  ''Tinis factor  is  used t o  
measure how much responsibility is  required for  controlling, directing, 
training, planning and scheduling the work of others. Consideration must  be 
given to  the NATURE of the control exercised as well as the LEVEL of the 
position c ~ n t r o l l e d . ~  No evidence was presented by Appellant t o  just i fy such 
an increase. Mr. Howe's Classification Questionnaire does not indicate 
supervisory duties outside of those related t o  ''students and work-study 
students i n  a technical environmentn. 

Allocation a t  the 2nd degree (10 points) would require tha t  Mr. Howe be 
responsible for  spending "25% t o  50% of time supervising other employees doing 
related work while performing similar work part of the time, or where 
supervision is  over a large number of workers on repet i t ive and routine 
work1'. Mr. Howe's Classification Questionnaire indicates tha t  lie does not 
hear or resolve complaints, recommend or take disciplinary action, recommend 
salary increments, interview applicants, hire,  f i r e ,  recommend or  approve 

(-' leave requests, or exercise d i rec t  supervision over any other Technical 
, , Ins t i tu t e  employee. Therefore, the Board found t h i s  a t t r ibute ,  even i n  the 

In t r ica te  Equipment Repairman I11 specification, t o  be over-rated a t  the 2nd 
degree. The maximum number of points the Board would recommend for 
Supervision is 5 points, or the 1st degree. 

PHYSICAL EFFORT: 

Appellant's position of In t r ica te  Equipment Repairman I11 is  currently rated 
a t  30 points, or the 4th degree. He has recommended decreasing the points 
allocated to  t h i s  a t t r ibute  t o  20 points. Based upon the evidence presented, 
the Board would concur. 

WORKING CONDITIONS: 

Appellant has recommended no change i n  t h i s  a t t r ibute ,  which is  currently 
rated a t  30 points (the 4th degree). Based upon the testimony received, and 
the record before i t ,  the Board would recommend reallocation of t h i s  a t t r ibu te  
t o  20 points (the 3rd degree). The Board d i d  not find Appellant's position to  
involve "disagreeable elements or factors  or combination of elements or 
factors  of major importance such as heat, cold, fumes, wet, noise, e tc . ,  which 
are  continuous. Exposure t o  lost-time accidents such as eye injur ies ,  broken 
bones, hernia, loss  of fingers, or some exposure to  occupational disease bu t  
not incapacitating. 
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The t o t a l  point allocation which the Board found appropriate, a f te r  review of 
the evidence and each of the factors addressed i n  the Evaluation Manual, was 
315 points. The to t a l  allocated to  the specification for  In t r ica te  Equipment 
Repairman I11 is  320. Reduction of the t o t a l  point allocation t o  315 would 
place Mr. Howe's position a t  salary grade 12 (300 - 319)) while the Division's 
allocation of 320 points would place Mr. Howels position i n  salary grade 13 
(320 - 339 points). 

So as not to  reduce Appellant's salary grade, the Board might conclude tha t  
Appellant's Msupervisionn of work-study students and technical advice t o  
faculty could e n t i t l e  him t o  5 additional points for  tha t  a t t r ibute ,  which 
would increase the point t o t a l  t o  320. 

In  the past,  the Board would have ordered the creation of a new classif icat ion 
and would have instructed the Division of Personnel t o  al locate  t o  tha t  
c lassif icat ion the p o i n t  values discussed above for  each of the nine 
evaluation factors.  With the enactment of Chapter 269:2, effect ive June 29, 
1988, the legis lature  amended RSA 21-I:46 and required tha t ,  "The board sha l l  
be limited t o  existing job t i t l e s  within the classif icat ion plan when 

/ '\ rendering decisions regarding appeals of denial of reclassification. The 
\_ board is  expl ici t ly  prohibited from creating new job classif icat ions or job 

t i t l e s .  

The obvious diff icul ty  i n  making the above findings involves the manner i n  
which the Board must address the classif icat ion system as  a whole. While it 
i s  apparent tha t  Mr. Howe's responsibi l i t ies  as presented d i f f e r  from the 
actual point configuration fo r  the specification of In t r ica te  Equipment 
Repairman 111, it i s  equally apparent tha t  the Board's a l te ra t ion  of tha t  
configuration, and the t o t a l  points assessed, would resul t  i n  a lower salary 
grade than tha t  recommended by the Division of Personnel i n  i t s  review of the 
position. 

Based upon the foregoing, the Board voted to  deny Mr. Howe's appeal, upholding 
the Division of Personnel's recommendation tha t  the position be reallocated to  
In t r ica te  Equipment Repairman 111, salary grade 13. The Board also voted to  
instruct  the Division of Personnel to  undertake a revision of the 
specification for  Intr icate  Equipment Repairman 111, making such modifications 
as  may be required for that specification t o  more accurately r e f l ec t  the 
duties and responsibil i t ies of other employees so classified who are not 
employed by the Department of Transportation. 

Hearing and deciding classif icat ion appeals requires that the Board view the 
material presented i n  l i g h t  of the position, and not the person occupying that 
position. The Board's denial of Mr. Howe's appeal should not be construed as 
a reflection upon the obvious degree of dedication and professionalism he 
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br ings t o  h i s  work. The Technical I n s t i t u t e  i s  indeed fo r tuna te  t o  have i n  
i t s  employ an , i nd iv idua l  w i t h  a demonstrated wi l l ingness t o  embrace the 
technological  advancements i n  h i s  f i e l d ,  and who seems eager t o  share h i s  
expert ise w i t h  both h i s  colleagues and the students a t  the I n s t i t u t e .  

The Board must render i t s  decision, however, based upon an ob jec t i ve  
assessment o f  the minimum requirements a t  en t ry  l e v e l  i n  i t s  review o f  a 
pos i t i on  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  decision. Therefore, whi le an i n d i v i d u a l ' s  personal 
qua l i f i ca t i ons  and performance standards may f a r  exceed the minimum 
requirements f o r  a pos i t ion ,  and may be o f  immeasurable bene f i t  t o  the 
employing agencies, they can not  be considered i n  assessing the a p p r o p ~ i a t e  
pos i t i on  a l l oca t i on  a t  ent ry  l eve l .  

THE PERSONNEL APPEALS BOARD 

.up Pet tZtc'. C<t i=?il 39 t %a , t @ 
cc: Dexter Howe 

New Hampshire Technical I n s t i t u t e  
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