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HOLDING: 
Grievance DENIED.  The Arbitrator found that the Grievant’s qualifications did not satisfy the minimum qualifications for the District 3 position. 
The Grievant was an ODOT Training Officer.  The Grievant worked for the Employer as a Training Officer for ten years.  In March 2008, the Employer abolished the Grievant’s position.  Accordingly, the Employer placed the Grievant on the layoff/recall list with bidding rights outside her geographical area.  In July 2008, the Employer posted a Training Officer position for District 3—Ashland County (“District 3 position”).  The District 3 position’s Position Description indicated that equipment operation experience was necessary for the District 3 position.  The District 3 position’s Classification Specification specified that candidates for the District 3 position must have a Class A CDL with a Tanker Endorsement.  The Grievant had a Class A CDL with a Tanker Endorsement.  On July 8, 2008, the Grievant applied for the District 3 position.  The Employer scheduled an assessment to evaluate the Grievant to determine whether the Grievant could handle certain equipment.  The Grievant did not attend the scheduled assessment.  The Employer did not select the Grievant for the District 3 position.  Thereafter, the Grievant filed a requesting the Employer to award the District 3 position to the Grievant.

The Union argued that the Employer should have awarded the District 3 position to the Grievant.  Specifically, the Union argued that the Grievant’s qualifications satisfied the minimum qualifications for the District 3 position.   In particular, that Grievant had a Class A CDL with a Tanker Endorsement, and the Grievant received training in other areas that qualified the Grievant for the District 3 position.  Further, the Union identified that the District 3 position’s Classification Specification only required a Class A CDL with a Tanker Endorsement.  The Union argued that the Classification Specification was controlling over the Position Description for the District 3 position.  As such, the Employer should have awarded the position to the Grievant because the Grievant’s qualifications satisfied the minimum qualifications, and the Grievant was the most senior applicant.
The Employer argued that the Grievant’s qualifications did not satisfy the minimum qualifications for the District 3 position.  Specifically, to qualify for the District 3 position, the Employer required candidates to have experience operating certain equipment.  Here, the Grievant had never operated this equipment.  Further, the Grievant never attended the scheduled assessment for the District 3 position.
The Arbitrator denied the grievance because the Arbitrator determined that the Grievant’s qualifications did not satisfy the minimum qualifications for the District 3 position.  The Arbitrator determined that the criterion in the District 3 position’s Position Description was part of the minimum qualifications for the District 3 position.  As such, the Arbitrator determined that the Grievant’s qualifications did not satisfy the minimum qualifications for the District 3 position because the Grievant did not have experience operating equipment.  
