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HOLDING: Grievance DENIED.  The Arbitrator found that the scoring methodology of the Screening Tool complied with Article 30.02, and the Employer complied with the scoring methodology when awarding points to the applicants. Since the tool was not illogical, arbitrary, or unreasonable and the application of the methodology was consistent, the Grievant was appropriately scored and not the most-qualified candidate for the senior parole position.
Facts: With 11 years of seniority, the Grievant was the most senior applicant for the senior parole position; however, a less senior applicant (3 years of seniority) scored higher on the Screening Tool and was awarded the position. The Grievant scored 33 points. The selected candidate scored 48 points, and the candidate was awarded the position on the basis that she was significantly more qualified. The difference in scoring largely arose from how points were awarded/not awarded for certain trainings, performance evaluations, awards, and certifications.
The Union argued: The Union argued that the Grievant should have been awarded the position because the scoring methodology did not adequately weigh the applicant’s qualifications, experience, education, etc. under Article 30.02. The Union also argued that the Grievant did not receive the appropriate number of points as the tool failed to consider certain certifications and training that were not awarded points. The Grievant was also not awarded points due to identifying certain awards, certifications, and training in the incorrect section of the application. Finally, although the Grievant did not provide verification thereof during the interview (and was thus not awarded points for certain factors), she was not required to provide verification.
The Employer argued: The Employer countered that the junior employee was appropriately awarded the position as she was significantly more qualified. The tool has been utilized since 2018, and this is the first challenge to the criteria or scoring methodology. At no point did the Union attempt to discuss the methodology at a labor management meeting. The points were awarded consistently, and no points were awarded to any candidate for work outside the agency. Differential ratings on performance evaluations by different supervisors are without merit as the Union failed to provide any evidence that the respective supervisors consistently rated employees higher/lower than other supervisors. Moreover, the Contract provides a process for challenging performance reviews. Overall, the junior candidate scored 15 points higher than the grievant, which was beyond the 10% competitive range established through prior arbitration awards. The Employer consistently rated all candidates in a non-arbitrary manner based on a well-established and long-standing instrument. 
The Arbitrator found: The Arbitrator found that the Employer did not violate Article 30 by selecting the least senior employee for the Senior Parole Officer position as (1) the scoring methodology of the Screening Tool complied with 30.02, and (2) the candidates were appropriately scored under the scoring methodology. The Employer need not “adequately weigh” the criteria listed in 30.02; rather, it must review applications and consider these criteria with wide discretion to consider specific factors within each category and what weight to give these factors. As the Union failed to show that either the selection device or scoring methodology violated Article 30, the grievance is DENIED.
