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The Personnel Appeals Board (McNicholas, Cushman and Scot t )  met on 
September 20, 1989, t o  consider the information provided by the Division of 
Personnel on July 14, 1989, i n  response t o  the Board's Order dated June 21, 
1989. The Appellants f i l e d  no response t o  the Division's letter, and the 
Board took no o r a l  testimony. 

The Board was concerned about what appeared t o  be an inconsistency between 
\ -,' the  points al located fo r  the Experience a t t r i b u t e  vs. the Experience 

requirements l i s t e d  i n  Appellants' c l a s s  specification.  That apparent 
inconsistency is described i n  the Board's e a r l i e r  order. 

The Division explained t h a t  the Experience a t t r i b u t e  should not be 
isolated from the Education a t t r ibu te .  Thus, the c l a s s  spec i f ica t ion  t r e a t s  a 
bachelor's degree plus two years '  experience a s  equivalent t o  an assoc ia te ' s  
degree plus four years '  experience., Similarly, both combinations of 
experience and education would t o t a l  130 points.  

The Board agrees with the Division's analysis.  Accordingly, the Board 
dismisses the  appeal. 
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This Appeal presents another example of the hazards of t r ea t ing  only one 
or two a t t r i bu te s  while ignoring the others.  The Board intends t o  take a more 
careful look a t  - a11 the underlying a t t r i bu t e s  when faced with c l a s s i f i ca t ion  
appeals i n  the future.  See Appeal of Dexter Howe (August 30, 1989). 
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The Personnel Appeals Board (Commissioners McNi&olas, Cushman and Scot t )  met 
on Wednesday, March 29, 1989 to  hear the c l a s s i f i ca t ion  appeals of Nancy 
Tisdale and Douglas Edwards, employees of New Hamphire Hospital. Appellants 
were represented by the i r  supervisor, Constance Lessard. ~dward  ' J. McCann, 
Class i f ica t ion  and Compensation Administrator, represented the Division of 
Personnel . 
Appellants a r e  Registered Nurses, employed by New Hamphire Hospital ("NHH") . 

;( ? a s  Ut i l i za t ion  Review Coordinators. In August of 1988, NHH asked the Division 
d 
I of Personnel t o  review and rea l loca te  Appellants' posit ions from sa la ry  grade 

18 t o  salary grade 22. Appellants take the i r  appeal from an Oztober 12, 1988, 
decision of the Director of Personnel denying the request t o  rea l loca te  t h e i r  
posi t ions  . 
Appellants engage i n  a wide range of work involving pat ient  review and 
oversight a t  the Hospital. Appellants claim that  the i r  ro le  a t  NHH has changed 
dramatically over the l a s t  four years because of third-party reimbursement 
requirements and accredi ta t ion standards. Lessard l e t t e r  (Oztober 20, 1988). 
They also claim t h a t  people with comparable posi t ions  i n  the '  p r iva t e  sec tor  
receive higher compensation. - Id.  

The Division takes the posi t ion t h a t  accredi ta t ion has always been a goal of 
NHH. Request fo r  Findings (No. 4 ) .  The Division a l s o  s t a t e s  tha t  a sa la ry  
t h a t  is not competitive with the p r iva t e  sector  cannot jus t i fy  an increase i n  
s a l a ry  grade. 

A t  the hearing, Appellants o ra l ly  present the Board with a breakdown, by 
a t t r i b u t e ,  of the proposed changes. See appendix. That breakdown contains 
one reduction and t o t a l s  only enough f o r  salary grade 21. The Board assumes 
t h a t  Appellants a re  not i n  f a c t  asking for  the reduction. T h i s  would put  
t h e i r  request a t  sa lary grade 22, a s  s ta ted  in  the i n i t i a l  request. 

This leaves three areas  where Appellants request an increase: Experience, 
I n i t i a t i v e ,  and Supervision. These areas  w i l l  be d e a l t  with separately  below. 
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Experience. Appellants seek an increase from the 5th degree ( 2  years) t o  the 
6th degree ( 3  or  4 years) fo r  t h i s  a t t r i bu t e .  The present requirement ( a s  
l i s t e d  on the c l a s s  specif icat ion)  is two years f o r  Registered Nurses o r  two 
t o  four years f o r  ce r t i f i ed  paramedics. Appellants presented no other- 
evidence specif ical ly  addressing t h i s  issue.  Accordingly, the Board would ' 
ordinar i ly  find against Appellants. 

This issue, however, h ighl ights  a recurring theme present i n  t h i s  appeal. 
Appellants claim that  a U. R. Coordinator needs t o  be a Registered Nurse. The 
Division claims t h i s  is not necessary. Nevertheless, when i t  r a t e s  t he  
experience a t t r ibu te ,  the Division a p p a r s  t o  look only a t  the Registered 
Nurse requirements. 

Accordingly, the Board remands t h i s  case t o  the Division f o r  reconsideration 
of t h i s  a t t r i bu t e .  I f  the Division f inds  t ha t  the 5th degree is still 
appropriate, despite the apparently inconsistent position described above, the  
Division sha l l  not i fy  Appellants and the Board why it takes tha t  posit ion.  
Appellants and NHH s h a l l  then have ten working days t o  respond. The Board 
s h a l l  then consider both the Division's wri t ten decision and Appellants' 
wri t ten response, without fur ther  o ra l  testimony. ' .- / 
In i t i a t i ve .  Appellants seek an increase from the 4 t h  t o ' t h e  5th degree fo r  
t h i s  a t t r i bu t e .  The 5th degree requires the  following: 

Requires outstanding a b i l i t y  t o  perform complicated work of a high 
professional level ,  working independently on broad general assignments 
t h a t  present new and changing problems with responsibil i ty f o r  a l l  
planning of work l imited only by departmental policy and s t a t u t e .  Makes 
major decisions without consulting superior unless major changes o r  new 
long term programs a r e  involved. 

After careful ly  reviewing the evidence s u h i t t e d ,  the Board f inds  tha t  
Appellants have not established tha t  they meet the requirements f o r  t h i s  
level .  Appellants do not  have responsibi l i ty  f o r  the kind of broad, general 
policy-making decisions required. 

Supervision. Appellants seek an increase from the 2nd degree t o  the 5 th  
degree fo r  t h i s  a t t r ibu te .  The 5th degree requires  the following: 

Responsible f o r  organizing and establ ishing procedures of a group of 
subordinates, developing methods, determining flow of work, and assigning 
dut ies  so a s  t o  accomplish and insure  the qual i ty  and quanti ty of work 
performed a t  a high leve l  of technical, professional, o r  s c i e n t i f i c  
campetence . 
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Appellants a r e  responsible, in a sense, fo r  assigning work s ince  they a re  
involved in planning and implementing the care and treatment of pat ients .  
Appellants a r e  not, however, responsible f o r  the work product of the other 
employees who actual ly  provide the care. I n  that  sense, Appellants a r e  not 
supervisors of the care  providers. Accordingly, Appellants have not 
established that  they a r e  en t i t l ed  t o  a higher l e v e l  fo r  the  a t t r i b u t e  of 
super vision. 

Other matters. The Division has submitted requests f o r  findings and rulings.  
To a la rge  extent, these requests a r e  dea l t  with above. The Board, however, 
has t rea ted  these.requests a s  the Division's submission, s ince the Division 
presented no other writ ten s u h i s s i o n .  Accordingly, the Board declines t o  
ru l e  on the requests. 

THE PERSONNEL APPEALS BOARD 

Peter C. Scott ,  Alternate 

DATED : &-I, -=;L&L /gJ9 
'4' 



Appendix 

TISDALE & EDWARDS 

Attribute Present Points Request Points 
l eve l  

Complexity 
Education 
Exper ience 
In i t i a t i ve  
Errors 
Rela t i o n s h i p  
Super vision 
Physical Effort  
Working Conditions 
TOTAL 

SALARY GRADE 18 . 21 


