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(n Tuesday, July 14, 1987, the Personnel Appeal s Board, Conm ssioners
Hasesltine, Platt and Allard sitti ng, heard the classification appeal
of Mincent Michniewich, an enpl oyee of the Departnent of Transportatlon/
Material s and Research Bureau. M. M chni ew ch was appeal i ng the D vision
of Personnel's My 14, 1987 deci si on denying a request to upgrade his
posi tion from Supervising Laboratory Scientist, Salary Gade 21 to Laboratory
Scientist v, Salary G ade 26.

In support of his appeal, the appellant argued that the fol | ow ng
position attributes had been given insufficient wei ght when his position
a was reviewed: Conpl exity of Duties, Education, Personal Rel ationshi ps,
./ Initiative and Supervision. The Board reviewed witten subm ssions from
both the appel | ant and the DO vision of Personnel, then heard oral argunent
fromboth parties. The Board then nade the follow ng findings.

Complexity of Duties

The appel | ant requested that this attribute be real |l ocated from
the 6th to the 7th degree, defined in the Eval uati on Manual as, "WWrk
carrying responsibility for consideration and anal ysis of najor departnental
probl ens. Requires devel opnent of data and reconmendations i nfl uenci ng
deci sions on long-termpolicies relating to najor functions. In both
his witten and oral presentation, the appel | ant contended that "...the
vari ety of products anal yzed, the indepth [sic] research required, as
wel | as the techni cal conpetence needed in order to acconplish these
tasks," justified upgrading this attritube to the 7th degree. The Board
found, however, that the conplexity of the work perforned by the appel | ant
was nore clearly described by the 6th degree, or "Wrk requiring anal ysi s
of broad problens, the planning of various interrelated activities and
sonetines the coordination of effort of nore than one division. My
work out prograns and approaches to najor problems, and, in generaly
perf ormduties-wherein recogni zed general princi pl esnmay be | nadequat e
to determne procedure or decisionin all cases.

Educat i on
The appel | ant requested the Board upgrade this factor fromthe 5th

to the 6th degree, or froma requirenent for a four year college or university
education or its equivalent in an appropriate disciplineto a requirenent
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for the equival ent of a Bachelor's degree plus 12 to 15 hours of approved
graduate work. Wen this factor is reviewed in conjunctionwth the
experience requirenent for the class, the Board found that an i ndi vi dual
possessi ng t he equival ent of a 4 year college or university education

plus 5 to 6 years of experience in the field should be able to perform
the work satisfactorily at entry level at the end of a probationary peri od.
Therefore! the Board did not find upgrading of the Education attribute

to be warrant ed.

Personal Relationships

For this attribute! the appellant argued that the eth, or hi ghest
degree nore adequatel y refl ected the Personal Rel ationshi ps requirenent
of the position. The 6th degree is defined as work of such "qualitative
nature as to secure acceptance or support of major departnental policies!”
and "expl anation and interpretation of a highly technical or debatabl e
nature so as to insure continued support and expansi on of a departnent’s
program" The Board was not convinced by M. M chniew ch's description
that his contacts had significant bearing on "departnental policies."

Rat her, the Board found that M. M chniew ch is responsible for on-going

di scussion w th various conpany representatives and conpany engi neers

to review his agency' s chemcal and/or physical anal ysis of the product

bei ng anal yzed. The Board did not find that M. Mchniew ch's position
responsibilities would require himto function at the | evel outlined

above. FRather! the Board found the 5th degree under Personal Rel ationships
qui te adequat el y describes the sort of relationships he nust foster in

the proper execution of his duties.

Initiative

As defined by the Evaluation Manual! "This factor relates to the
job's requirenents for exercise of judgnment! independent action, and
creative effort in originating new nethods or procedures," and "resour cef ul ness
beyond routine practices, supervision and regul atory procedures established
by statute." The Board fully appreciates the | evel of technical expertise
one nmust possess in order to successfully performthe duties of the appellant's
position. The Supervising Laboratory Scientist position currently requires
"considerable initiative to perform t he work, though under general direction,
of devi sing new nethods! nodifying procedures to meet new conditions,
and planni ng and performng unusual or difficult work where general instructions
only are available." The Board did not find upgrading to the 5th degree
warranted i n that the work described by the appel | ant does not require,
"responsibility for all planning of work Iimted only by departmental
policy and statute."

Supervision
The appellant suggested upgrading this factor fromthe 3rd to the
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4th degree. The appellant's witten submssion clains he is responsible
for assigni ng work, sol ving work problems, nethods of operation, review ng
work for accuracy and for the quality and quantity of performance and
"requires admnistration up to 75%of the tine." The 4th degree for

this attribute clearly calls for admnistration 75%to 100%of the tine.
The Board found the appel | ant' s supervi sory responsibilities nore clearly
defined by the 3rd degree, finding that the appellant's responsibilities
for supervision included ' advisory responsibility for instructing and
directing subordinates, such as assi gning work, explai ning net hods and
mai ntai ning flowof work," while the appel lant's supervisor woul d be
ultinately responsi bl e for nethods of operation.

Aiter review ng all of the docunentation and testinony presented:
the Board found that the position of Supervising Laboratory Scientist,
Salary Gade 21, is properly classified when assessed by the current
standards outlined in the Eval uation Manual . Based upon that standard,
the Board voted to deny the appeal .

The Board appreciates the frustration skilled, dedicated enpl oyees
experience when faced wth a denial of reclassificationand upgrading,
but nust base such cl assification deci sions upon the current standards
set forth for evaluation of classified positions. The Board al so appreci at es
the difficulty agenci es such as the Departnent of Transportation nust
experiencein attenpting to attract and retain enpl oyees wth the kind
of professional background which M. M chni ew ch obvi ously possesses.
The Personnel SystemTask Force and Classification Study currently underway
w |1 be addressing such situations and, perhaps, suggest a resol ution
not currently availabl e under the rules, regul ati ons and standards presently

in place.
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