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On Wednesday, October 12, 1988, the Personnel Appeals Board consis t ing of 
Comis sioners Cushrnan and P l a t t  , heard the c l a s s i f i ca t ion  appeal of Leslie 
W i l l i a m s ,  an employee of the Division of Human Services, Department of Health 
and Human Services. M s .  W i l l i a m ,  who was represented a t  the hearing by Human 
Resource Coordinator Jan D.  Beauchesns, was appealing the Division of 
Personnel's November 19, 1987 decision and June 22, 1988 reconsideration 
response recommending rec lass i f ica t ion  of the appellant 's  posit ion from 

, -7 
Management Information System Analyst/F)rogrmer I, salary grade 25, t o  

'ij 
Technical Support Special is t  11, sa la ry  grade 26. The appellant had requested 
that  her posit ion be reallocated t o  Technical Support Special is t ,  sa lary grade 
28. 

Edward J. McCann, Class i f icat ion and Compensation Administrator, represented 
the Division of Personnel. Both the appellant and the Division of Personnel 
s u h i t t e d  writ ten material  f o r  the Board's consideration pr ior  t o  the hearing. 

The appellant argued that ,  "A comparison of the Division of Personnel's 
recammended c lass i f ica t ion  of Technical Support Special is t  11, sa l a ry  grade 
26, and t h i s  Division's [Human Services1] request f o r  Technical Support 
Special is t ,  Salary Grade 28, r e s u l t s  in  many s imilar  duties.  However, the key 
d i f fe ren t ia t ion  between the two is responsibil i ty.  The def in i t ion  of the 
Technical Support Special is t  I1 includes 'performing highly complex technical  
dut ies  i n  a s s i s t i rq . .  . . 'Assisting' implies tha t  t h i s  posi t ion aids  another 
i n  performing specified job dut ies .  The Technical Support Special is t  I1 
performs (i .e., diagnoses, prepares, generates, performs, etc. ) s ta ted  job 
duties while the Technical Support Special is t ,  Salary Grade 28, posit ion 
performs and is a l s o  'responsible1 f o r  s ta ted job dut ies .  The posi t ion 
occupied by Lesl ie  W i l l i a m s  does, i n  f ac t ,  perform and have the responsibi l i ty  
f o r  a l l  specified duties." 

i 

The appellant contended t h a t  the Division of Information Services had provided 
information to  the Division of Personnel during the review of her posi t ion 
based upon data processing expertise.  She argued, however, t ha t  DIS did not 

7 have suf f ic ien t  knowledge of her ac tua l  posit ion respons ib i l i t i es  t o  make an 
-J objective assessment of the job tasks involvii~g a var ie ty  of equipment and 
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software, and the small s i z e  of the support group requiring proficiency and 
responsibi l i ty  on the p a r t  of the technical  s taff  a t  Human Services. The 
appellant a l so  argued t h a t  the Division of Personnel had not campared her 
dut ies  and respons ib i l i t i es  t o  another Technical Support Special is t  posi t ion 
located i n  the Information Center and Technical Support group located i n  Human 
Services. The appellant concluded tha t  a detai led review of the  or ig ina l  
request f o r  reclass i f icat ion would support c lass i fying her posi t ion a t  the  
level  of Technical Support Special is t ,  sa lary grade 28. 

In  i ts review of the documentation provided by the appellant, the Board found 
tha t  the level  of supervision exercised by the Technical Support Spec ia l i s t  
position and the Technical Support Spec ia l i s t  I1 posit ion t o  be one of the  
c leares t  d i f fe ren t ia t ions  between the two c lass i f ica t ions .  I n  the  
specification f o r  Technical Support Spec ia l i s t ,  the def ini t ion includes 
"highly complex specialized technical  and supervisory duties.. ." while the 
Special is t  I1 level  does not. 

Under Distinguishing Characterist ics,  the specif icat ion f o r  Technical Support 
Spec ia l i s t  includes, "Exercises supervision over a s ta f f  of professional and 
technical  subordinate personnel with responsibi l i ty  f o r  organizing and 
establ ishing procedures, developing methods, determining flow of work and 
assigning dut ies  t o  accomplish leve l  of qua l i ty  and quantity of computer 
operating systems andlor re la ted components. " The Special is t  I1 specif icat ion 
defines supervision a s  "Exercises d i r e c t  supervision over other Technical 
Support Special is ts  and other employees within the computer sect ion 
determining the 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 is a t  a high l eve l  of 
technical  cmpetence . " W i l e  these def in i t ions  a r e  remarkably s imilar ,  the  
Board found the degree of supervision t o  be a key dist inguishing fac tor .  I n  
the organizational char t  provided by the appellant, it appears t h a t  she 
exercises no d i rec t  supervision over professional or technical support s t a f f .  
That conclusion is supported by her c l a s s i f i ca t ion  questionnaire . 
In  the case of the posi t ion t o  which the appellant has compared her 
responsibi l i t ies ,  appears t h a t  Mr. Fraser is responsible f o r  supervision of 
another Analyst Programmer I, and an EDP Peripheral Equipnent Operator. 
Neither the writ ten nor o r a l  presentation by the appellant addressed t h i s  
issue. Based upon the evidence submitted, the Board concluded tha t  the 
Technical Support Special is t  posit ion t o  which the appellant compared her 
du t ies  has a broader and more comprehensive range of supervisory 
responsibi l i t ies .  

Upon consideration of the record i n  t h i s  appeal, the Board found t h a t  the  
appellant had provided insuf f ic ien t  evidence t o  support a finding tha t  her 
posit ion should have been reallocated t o  Technical Support Special is t ,  sa la ry  
grade 28, a t  the time of the review decision on November 19, 1987. The 
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Board therefore voted t o  deny the appeal, finding the appellant 's  posit ion a t  
the time of the review properly allocated a t  sa lary grade 26, Technical 
support' spec i a l i s t  11. 

FOR THE PERSONNEL APPEALS BOARD 
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