
 

CASE NO. R-ALLO-08-024 Page 1 WASHINGTON PERSONNEL RESOURCES BOARD 

ORDER  PO BOX 40911, 2828 Capitol Blvd. 

 OLYMPIA, WA 98504-0911 (360) 586-1481 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

BEFORE THE PERSONNEL RESOURCES BOARD 

STATE OF WASHINGTON 

 

DAVID REY, 

Appellant, 

vs. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, 

Respondent. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

  CASE NO. R-ALLO-08-024 

 

ORDER OF THE BOARD  

FOLLOWING HEARING ON  

EXCEPTIONS TO THE  

DETERMINATION OF THE DIRECTOR  
 

 

Hearing on Exceptions. This appeal came before the Personnel Resources Board, JOSEPH 

PINZONE, Vice Chair, and LAURA ANDERSON, Member, for a hearing on Appellant’s exceptions 

to the director’s determination dated October 24, 2008. The hearing was held at the office of the 

Personnel Resources Board in Olympia, Washington, on April 29, 2009. Subsequent to this hearing but 

prior to issuing this decision, the Board’s titles changed. The signatures on this document reflect the 

Board’s current titles. 

 

Appearances. Appellant David Rey was present and was represented by Amy Murphy, Senior Field 

Representative with the Washington Federation of State Employees. Respondent Department of 

Transportation (DOT) was represented by Niki Pavlicek, Manager of Classification, Compensation and 

Operations.  

 

Background. Appellant’s position was allocated to the Maintenance Mechanic 1 classification. On May 

25, 2007, he submitted a Classification Questionnaire (CQ) asking DOT to reallocate his position to the 

Transportation Systems Technician B (TSTB) classification. By letter dated July 31, 2007, DOT denied 

his request.  

 

On August 22, 2007, Appellant filed a request for a director’s review of DOT’s allocation 

determination. By letter dated October 24, 2008, the director’s designee determined that 

Appellant’s position was properly allocated to the MM1 classification.  
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On November 21, 2008, Appellant filed exceptions to the director’s determination. Appellant’s 

exceptions are the subject of this proceeding.   

 

Appellant works on a facilities crew for DOT’s North Central Region. He performs general maintenance 

duties including installing, maintaining, troubleshooting and repairing a variety of electrical and 

electronic systems.  

 

Summary of Appellant’s Arguments. Appellant argues that he independently performs work at the 

TSTB level a majority of the time and that his position fits the class intent, definition and distinguishing 

characteristics of the TSTB classification. Appellant further argues that he has passed the appropriate 

exam as referenced in the class intent for the TSTB class. Appellant asserts that the director’s designee 

failed to correctly calculate the time he spends performing the majority of his work assignments. 

Appellant further asserts that the director’s designee failed to consider the minimum qualifications for 

the TSTB classification. Appellant contends that the TSTB classification encompasses the majority of 

his work, the level of independence he exercises in the performance of his work and oversight he 

receives for the work he performs.  

 

Summary of Respondent’s Arguments. Respondent argues that Appellant does not perform electrical 

work a majority of the time. Respondent explains that Appellant works as part of a facilities group that 

performs a variety of maintenance work for the North Central Region. While Respondent agrees that 

Appellant performs electrical work as part of the maintenance duties assigned to his position, 

Respondent contends that electrical work does not represent a majority of his work. Respondent asserts 

that Appellant’s position is best described by the MM1 classification.  

 

Primary Issue. Whether the director’s determination that Appellant’s position is properly allocated to 

the Maintenance Mechanic 1 classification should be affirmed. 
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Relevant Classifications. Maintenance Mechanic 1, class code 626J; Transportation Systems 

Technician B, class code 7284B.  

 

Decision of the Board. The purpose of a position review is to determine which classification best 

describes the overall duties and responsibilities of a position. A position review is neither a measurement 

of the volume of work performed, nor an evaluation of the expertise with which that work is performed. 

A position review is a comparison of the duties and responsibilities of a particular position to the 

available classification specifications. This review results in a determination of the class that best 

describes the overall duties and responsibilities of the position.  See Liddle-Stamper v. Washington State 

University, PAB Case No. 3722-A2 (1994). 

 

Appellant argues that the director’s designee should have considered the minimum qualifications of the 

TSTB classification. However, this Board has consistently held that minimum qualifications are not 

allocating criteria. The following standards are primary considerations in allocating positions:  

a) Category concept (if one exists). 

b) Definition or basic function of the class. 

c) Distinguishing characteristics of a class. 

d) Class series concept, definition/basic function, and distinguishing characteristics of other classes 

in the series in question. 

Jurgensen v. DOC, PRB Case No. R-ALLO-07-016 (2008). 

 

Most positions within the civil service system occasionally perform duties that appear in more than 

one classification. However, when determining the appropriate classification for a specific position, 

the duties and responsibilities of that position must be considered in their entirety and the position 

must be allocated to the classification that provides the best fit overall for the majority of the 

position’s duties and responsibilities. Dudley v. Dept. of Labor and Industries, PRB Case No. R-

ALLO-07-007 (2007).  
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In this case, we have carefully reviewed the documentation provided and find that the majority of work 

Appellant performs is electrical work. He performs this work independently and in compliance with the 

applicable standards and codes.  

 

The class series concept for the MM1 classification states: 

Positions in this series perform general maintenance, repair, remodeling and 

construction duties utilizing working knowledge of several related skill fields such 

as electrical, plumbing, carpentry, welding, painting and machinist work.  

Incumbents inspect, repair, install and maintain physical facilities, locks and 

maintain and repair machinery and equipment. Positions may be required to lead or 

supervise and instruct offenders, inmates or residents in general maintenance 

activities. 

 

The definition for the MM1 classification states:  

Positions perform semi-skilled and sub journey work in the maintenance, repair, 

remodeling, alterations and construction of buildings, grounds, facilities, and 

equipment. Positions are used as general repairers when no immediate journey level 

tradesperson is available. General repairer positions are used when it would be 

impractical to have several journey level tradespersons on site. Other positions 

perform a variety of semi-skilled maintenance duties requiring a limited knowledge 

of various trade skills. These positions work independently in routine maintenance 

assignments or under the technical direction of a journey level position.  

 

Some of the work Appellant performs fits within the MM1 classification. However, this classification 

does not encompass the majority of the work he performs or the level of independence he exercises in 

completing his assignments. Further, this classification is intended for positions that perform a variety of 

general maintenance work in several trades. Appellant’s position primarily performs electrical work 

rather than the variety of semi-skilled work found in the MM1 classification. 

 

The class intent of the TSTB classification states: “[t]his class is designed for the Transportation 

Systems Technician to advance within the job class after satisfactory service, successfully 

completing a specific training program, and passing the appropriate exams for each level within the 

job class.” 
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The definition for the TSTB class states, in relevant part:  

The Transportation Systems Technician will work the majority of their time in one 

or more of the following functions within WSDOT: 

.  .  .   

Perform electrical and electronic work pertaining to WSDOT to the codes and 

standards set by National Electrical Code (NEC) and/or Chapter 296-46 WAC, 

Chapter 296-401A WAC and Chapter 296-403 WAC. 

 

The distinguishing characteristics of the TSTB class state: “[w]orks independently within specific 

instruction installing, maintaining, and testing in one or more areas listed in the definition. Work is 

subject to quality control review by higher level Transportation Systems Technicians.” 

 

A majority of Appellant’s work involves electrical installation, maintenance, and testing in accordance 

with DOT codes and electrical standards. Appellant’s position is best described by the TSTB 

classification.  

 

In a hearing on exceptions, the Appellant has the burden of proof. WAC 357-52-110. Appellant has met 

his burden of proof and his position should be reallocated to the TSTB classification.  

 

ORDER 

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the appeal on exceptions by David Rey is 

granted and his position is reallocated to the Transportation Systems Technician B classification.   

DATED this _____ day of ___________________, 2009. 

     WASHINGTON PERSONNEL RESOURCES BOARD 

 

 

            

     JOSEPH PINZONE, Chair 

 

 

            

     LAURA ANDERSON, Vice Chair 


