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The New Hampshire Personnel Appeals Board (McNicholas , ~ushman, and Rule) met 
Wednesday, May 9, 1990, t o  hear the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  appeal o f  V i r g i n i a  
Shartner, Executive Secretary Stenographer, sa lary  grade 11. Ms. Shartner who 
appeared pro se, was appealing the D i v i s i on  o f  Personnel's decis ion denying 
her request for  r ec l ass i f i ca t i on  t o  Administrat ive Assistant I, sa lary  grade 

-. 15 i n  the Superintendent's O f f i ce  a t  New Hampshire Hospital. The D i v i s i on  o f  
'> , Personnel was represented a t  the hearing by i t s  Director ,  V i r g i n i a  A. Vogel. 

L 

Ms. Shartner t e s t i f i e d  t ha t  she provides support services f o r  the 
Superintendent's Off ice, p a r t i c u l a r l y  as they r e l a t e  t o  the cont ract  f o r  
psych ia t r i c  hosp i t a l  services through Dartmouth Medical Center. She ind ica ted  
t ha t  since the s ign ing o f  the contract  w i th  Dartmouth/Mary Hitchcock, she has 
been very involved w i th  h i r i n g  medical s t a f f .  She a lso ind icated t h a t  she i s  
responsible f o r  the preparation o f  i tems f o r  approval by Governor and Council, 
handles physician schedule ro ta t ions,  s t a f f  housing informat ion and new s t a f f  
o r ien ta t ion  for  the medical s t a f f .  She also s ta ted  t ha t  since her appeal was 
o r i g i n a l l y  f i l e d ,  her work has increased i n  volume and complexity. 

Ms. Shartner argued tha t  the primary reason she had been denied 
r e c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  was the f a c t  t h a t  she i s  not  responsible f o r  d i r e c t  
supervision o f  other s t a f f .  Although she admitted t h a t  s t a f f  supervision i n  
the o f f i c e  was provided by the Administrat ive Assistant  11, such supervis ion 
only involved coordination o f  the various p ro jec ts  and should not  be 
considered a f ac to r  i n  assessing the complexity o f  her own work. 

Ms. Shartner t e s t i f i e d  tha t  she was responsible f o r  handling con f i den t i a l  
matters i n  a professional  manner, and must make decisions under pressure. She 
s ta ted t ha t  i n  her r o l e  as the p r i n c i p a l  support s t a f f  f o r  the Medical 
D i rec tor ,  she was o f ten  ca l l ed  on t o  serve as the l i a i s o n  person between the 
d i rec to r ,  other s t a f f ,  other agencies and i n s t i t u t i o n s .  

Ms. Shartner concluded t ha t  because o f  the unique nature o f  the work i n  the '\ / - Superintendent's Office, spec i f i ca l l y  i n  regards t o  her r espons ib i l i t y  t o  the 



- \ , , Medical Director, her pos i t ion  warranted upgrading to Administrat ive Ass i s t an t  
I ,  s a l a r y  grade 15. 

Direc tor  Vogel t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  i n  October, 1988, a reorganiza t ion  p lan  f o r  New 
Hampshire I-Iospital was submitted and t h a t  the  reorganiza t ion  presumed the  
pos i t ion  i n  quest ion would be r e c l a s s i f i e d .  A t  t h a t  t i m e ,  t he  Direc tor  
requested t h a t  the  incumbents complete Pos i t ion  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
Questionnaires. She s t a t e d  t h a t  the  review completed by the  Division of 
Personnel included comparing the  duty  assignments described by Ms. Shartner  
with t h e  poss ib le  degree a l l o c a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  nine evaluat ion  f a c t o r s  i n  the  
Evaluation Manual. Ms. Vogel a l s o  t e s t i f i e d  t h a t  Ms. Shartner  's pos i t ion  was 
compared with s i m i l a r  pos i t ions  i n  New Hampshire Hospital .  Af ter  t h a t  review, 
and i n  cons idera t ion  of the  duty  assignments described i n  the  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
ques t ionnai re ,  the  Division determined t h a t  M s .  ShartnerJ  s pos i t ion  was 
properly c l a s s i f i e d  a s  an Executive Sec re ta ry  Stenographer. The Director a l s o  
asked the  Board to disregard any of the  information which M s .  Shartner  had 
presented which re la t ed  to changes i n  her pos i t ion  a f t e r  her  appeal was f i l e d ,  
noting t h a t  the  Board should only be considering those d u t i e s  f o r  which the  
appe l l an t  was responsible a t  t h e  time her pos i t ion  was reviewed f o r  poss ib le  
r ea l loca t ion .  

Upon considerat ion of the  testimony received,  the  Board voted to deny M s .  
Shartner 's appeal,  f inding she had presented i n s u f f i c i e n t  evidence of  ma te r i a l  
changes i n  her d u t i e s  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  to warrant r e c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  to the  
t i t l e  Administrative Ass i s t an t  I. Fur ther ,  the  Board found t h a t  t h e  work - described by I!&. Shartner  is appropr ia te ly  c l a s s i f i e d  as Executive Secre tary  

( '  Stenographer, s a l a r y  grade 11. . 
The Board voted to g ran t  the  Division of Personnel 's  r eques t s  f o r  f ind ings  of 
f a c t  and ru l ings  of  law t o  t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  they address the  a c t u a l  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  review process. To the  e x t e n t  t h a t  they address t h e  Division 
of  Personnel 's  "opinion" they a r e  ne i the r  granted nor denied. 
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