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By letter dated October 24, 1988, Sandra Millette, through her SEA Field 
Representative Stephen J. McCormackl requested reconsideration of the 
Persorlnel Appeals Board's October 5! 1988 decision in her classification 
appeal. In that decisionl the Board unani~rlously voted to uphold the 
Division of Personnel's reconunendation that the Chief X-Ray/EKG Technician 
position occuped by the appellant be upgriided from salary grade 12 to 
salary grade 13. The appellant requested that the Board upgrade her 
position to salary grade 18. 

Based upon the record before it, the Personnel Appeals Board consisting 
of Commissioner Cushrnan! Brickett and Platti voted urianiir~ously at its 
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X J  

meeting of November 22, 1988, to affirm its October 5 /  1988 decision. 
In so doing1 the Board made the following findings: 

1) The appellant argued, "...without a complete on-site review of each 
contested attribute, especially Physical Effort and Working Conditions, 
that it is improper for the Division of Personnel to first render 
a negative decision, then to still disagree without actually going 
to the worksite." 

The Board found that there is no requirement by statute or adl~linistra- 
tive rule for the Director of Persorlnel or the director's designee 
to conduct an on-site review prior to rendering a classi.ficatiori 
decision. The Board was not persuaded that this argument supported 
reconsideration of its October 5, 1985 decision in this xppeal. 

2) The appellant stated! "It appears the orllyway to actually verify 
our contention [that the physical effo.ct attribute is !highly under- 
rated'] would be for the Personriel Appeals Soarci to visit the worksite." 

Per-A 208.02 of the Rules of the Persorlnel Appeals Board defines 
the manner in which Classification andl Evaluatioi? ApL3eals are .to 
be conducted., and the informati.on for which the appellant i.s resporisible 
for providing to the Board for consideration in the appeal. Ms. 
Milletter in'her original appeal to the Boardl provided docuit~entation 
and evidence- which she believed supported her request for increase 
in the points allocated to the attribute of Physical Effort. Ugon 
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consideration of that informationl the Board found that the appellant 
did not meet the burden of proof necessary to increase this attribute. 
Further, the Board did not find that a request for the Board to 
visit the worksite justified either reconsideration or reversal 
of the Board's earlier findings. 

Attached to the reconsideration request were letters addressed to the 
Board from Ms. Millettel Ms. Dolloff and Dr. Luckoor. The first two 
letters reiterated the appellant's original arguments for reallocation 
of the attributes of Complexity of Dutiesl Initiativel Errorsl Physical 
Effortl Working Conditions and Personal Relationships. The third letter 
surnrnarized the scope of appellant's responsibilities and described Dr. 
Luckoorls opinion of the cornpetentl sensitive and dedicated manner in 
which the appellant completes her assignments. None of this information 
was sufficient to support a finding that the Board's October 5] 1988 
decision was unlawful or unreasonable. 

Based upon the record before itl pursuant to the provisions of Per-A 
204.06 (f) (2)( the Board voted unani~nously to deny the motion for recon- 
sideration. 

FOR THE PERSONNEL APPEALS BOARD 

Executive Secretary 

cc: Stephen J. McCormaclc 
SEA Field Representative 

Sharon. Sanborn Hurlan Resource Coordinator, 
New Hampshire Hospital 

'Virginia A. Vogel 
Director of Personnel 
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APPEAL OF SANDRA MILLETTE 
N.H. Hospital 

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 
Mary Ann Steele 

October 5, 1988 

A t  i ts meeting of June 28, 1988, the Personnel Appeals Board, m n s i s t i n g  of 
Commissioners Cushrnan and P l a t t ,  heard the c lass i f ica t ion  appeal of Sandra 
Millet te, Chief X-Ray/EKG Technician f o r  New Hampshire Hospital . M s .  Millet te 
was appealing the Division of Personnel's decision denying a request t o  
upgrade her posit ion from salary grade 12 t o  salary grade 18. The Division of 
Personnel had recommended increasing the posit ion t o  salary grade 13. 

-') M s .  Millette was represented a t  the hearing by SEA Field Representative 
/ Stephen McCormack. Class i f icat ion and Compensation Administrator Edward 

McCann represented the Division of Personnel. Both pa r t i e s  made wri t ten 
submissions f o r  the Board's consideration pr ior  t o  the date  of the hearing. 

The or iginal  review of M s .  Millette's posit ion had resulted i n  an August 20, 
1986 decision from Judy S. Bastian, former Director of Personnel, t h a t  the 
appellant 's  posit ion be upgraded from salary grade 12 t o  sa la ry  grade 13. 
That decision was predicated upon an increase i n  the a t t r i b u t e  of Physical 
Effort  from the 2nd t o  the 3rd degree. The appellant argued, however, t h a t  
addit ional p i n t s  should be awarded f o r  the a t t r i bu t e s  of Complexity of 
Duties, In i t i a t i ve ,  and Errors, and tha t  the increased a l loca t ion  f o r  the 
a t t r i bu te  of Physical Ef for t  was insuf f ic ien t  f o r  the work performed by the 
appellant. 

In  support of her appeal, M s .  Millette argued t h a t  she holds the  only posi t ion I 

of Chief X-Ray/EKG Technician and a s  such is head of a department a t  New I 

Hamphire Hospital. She contended t h a t  she is responsible f o r  a l l  the  
technical and administrative work of t ha t  department. She described the 
physical demands of the posit ion,  a s  w e l l  a s  the  complications of working with I 

ger ia t r ic ,  disabled and/or uncooperative pat ients .  M s .  Millette a l s o  argued 
tha t  she has no immediate supervisor available t o  her on a day-to-day basis ;  
that  she is responsible fo r  emergency r e f e r r a l s  t o  physicians based upon her 
review of X-Rays or EKGs; t h a t  she makes recommendations f o r  a l l  e q u i p e n t  
purchases; and that  she spends most of her working day "with pa t ien ts"  where 
the physical and emotional conditions of the pa t i en t s  requires constantly I 

n 

changing "positioning" techniques. . , 
I 
I 
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Among the materials submitted by the appellant f o r  consideration was a 
June 23, 1988 l e t t e r  from Joan Dolloff, Interim Unit Director a t  New Hampshire 
Hospital. Due to  the l a t e  f i l i n g  of t h i s  l e t t e r ,  the Board allowed the 
Division of Personnel seven days i n  which t o  respond. Class i f icat ion and 
Campensation Administrator Edward McCann responded by l e t t e r  dated Ju ly  5, 
1988. F i r s t ,  he objected t o  inclusion of the  June 23, 1988 Dolloff l e t t e r  i n  
the record of the appeal. Mr. McCann argued tha t  M s .  Dolloff was not the  
appellant 's  supervisor a t  t h e  time of the 1985 posit ion review and tha t  " i t  
would not be possible f o r  her t o  have been involved i n  the operation of the 
X-Ray and EKG Unit i n  that  location during the  review period. "Mr. McCann did 
then address the issues raised by M s .  Dol loff ' s  June 23rd letter t o  be 
included i n  the record, but t o  give it such weight a s  it deemed appropriate 
considering the f ac t  t ha t  M s .  Dolloff d id  not supervise the appellant during 
the 1985 position review. 

With regard t o  the spec i f i c  posi t ion a t t r i bu t e s  f o r  whi& the appellant 
requested increased points be awarded, the Board made the following findings . 
Complexi t y  of Duties 

( -.) The appellant 's  posit ion is cur ren t ly  rated a t  the fourth degree, o r  s i x t y  
',- J points.  The Evaluation Manual defines t h i s  a s  work "generally routine or  

standardized, bu t  involving choice of act ion within l i m i t s  defined by standard 
pract ice  and instructions." The appellant argued tha t  her work would be more 
adequately described by the f i f t h  degree. I n  support of t h i s  argument, the 
appellant contended t h a t  her work is "governed generally by broad 
inst ruct ions ,  objectives and pol ic ies ,  usual ly  involving frequently changing 
conditions and problems." Based upon the evidence and testimony presented, 
the Board voted t o  deny the requested increase i n  the a t t r i b u t e  of 
Complexity. The Board found the  appel lant ' s  dut ies  t o  be accurately evaluated 
a t  the fourth  degree f o r  Complexity of Duties. The posit ion respons ib i l i t i es  
described by M s .  Millette i n  her c l a s s i f i ca t ion  questionnaire (SEA Attachment 
I )  a re  best  described a s  "generally semi-routine or  diversified. . ."  requiring 
"judgment i n  the application of broader aspects  of established pract ices  and 
procedures t o  problems and si tuations. . ."  

I n i t i a t i v e  

The second a t t r i bu t e  the appellant believed t o  have been accorded 
insuf f ic ien t  weight during t h e  posit ion review was In i t i a t i ve .  The appellant 
contended t h a t  her work is best described by the fourth degree, requiring her 
t o  devise new methods and modify procedures, a s  well a s  "planning and 
performing unusual or d i f f i c u l t  work where general ins t ruct ions  only a r e  
available." The Board voted t o  deny the requested increase f o r  t h i s  
a t t r i bu t e ,  finding the appel lant ' s  respons ib i l i t i es  a s  Chief X-Ray/EKG 

r Technician properly evaluated a t  the t h i rd  degree, o r  40 points f o r  
In i t i a t i ve .  

Li 
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Errors 

The appellant argued t h a t  t h i s  a t t r i b u t e  should be increased from the  
fourth t o  the f i f t h  degree, or from 40 t o  60  points,  contending tha t  t h e  f i f t h  
degree f o r  t h i s  a t t r i b u t e  "requires the  preparation of information and data on 
which department heads base v i t a l  decisions. Works only under administrative 
supervision, work not verified." The pr inc ipa l  argument offered by the 
appellant i n  support of t h i s  requested increase was the limited amount of 
d i r ec t  supervision or consultative support provided by phsysicians and/or 
radiologists assigned t o  order, read and in te rpre t  X-Rays and EKGs, and t o  
prescribe treatment. The Board did not f ind t h i s  su f f i c i en t  j u s t i f i ca t ion  t o  
warrant increasing the Errors a t t r i b u t e  t o  the f i f t h  degree. The Board found 
the appellant 's  responsibi l i t ies  a t  the time of the posi t ion review t o  be best  
described by the fourth degree, "Errors very d i f f i c u l t  t o  detect ,  work not  
being subject  t o  ver i f icat ion,  audit ,  o r  check. Employee has considerable 
responsibi l i ty  f o r  accuracy a s  e r rors  may cause extensive confusion, damage, 
delay, etc. " 

Phv s i c a l  Effor t  

/- The Board a l so  found t h a t  increase i n  the Physical Effor t  a t t r i b u t e  t o  the 
I th i rd  degree accurately ref lected the incumbent's posit ion respons ib i l i t i es .  

In  so doing, the Board considered a l l  aspects  of the incumbnet's posi t ion 
responsibi l i t ies  including those re la ted  t o  administration. 

The Board,, upon review of testimony a t  the hearing and the mater ia ls  
submitted by the appellant, voted unanimously t o  deny t h i s  appeal. The Board 
found tha t  the posit ion of Chief X-Ray EKG Technician is properly a l located a t  
sa lary grade 13, and tha t  the appellant did not substant ia te  her argument tha t  
any of the a t t r i bu t e s  under consideration should be increased beyond the 
recommendations of the Division of Personnel. 

MARY ANN ~ E L E  
Executive Secretary 

cc: Stephen J. McCormack 
SEA Field Representative 

Sharon Sanborn, ~ u m a n  Resource Coordinator 
N.H. Hospital 

Virginia A. Vogel 
Director of Personnel 


