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Award 1013

Both Amelia Paige and Marian Stanfield were not selected for the position of Parole Services Coordinator even though they were the two more senior applicant. The Union argues that Grievant Page was deprived of a promotional opportunity and challenges the points assessed on several portions on the Personal Selection Evaluation. Grievant Paige also maintained that selection of the junior employee was viewed as a blatant act of discrimination. The Union argues that Grievant Stanfields non-selection also center on alleged understatements on her Personal Seletion Evaluation. Discriminatory practices were also raised as possible defects in the selection process. The Employer asserts each candidate for the posted vacancy was screened properly and fairly by applying a selection instrument which complied with standards contained in Article 30.02.  The Arbitrator felt that even with the disputed additional points the junior employees were signifcantly more qualified than Grievant Paige. Her allegations of discrimination had no supporting documentation. However, the Arbitrator found that the hired employee was not significantly more qualified than Grievant Stanfield. The two applicants only differed by two points in their Personal Selection Evaluation. By the Employer's guidlines, this made them relatively equal. 

The Grievance of Stanfield was upheld and her proposed remedy was upheld. The Employer was ordered to make her whole in terms of wages and other related benefits, less appropriate deductions, as a consequence of her non-selection.
