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HOLDING: 	Grievance DENIED.  The Arbitrator found that the promotional test was scored properly and the scoring key was reasonable. 

In July of 2004, the Employer and the Union established a career ladder for those employees seeking promotions from a Disability Claims Adjudicator 2 (DCA 2) position to a DCA 3 position.  There were two components to the test: Multiple Choice and Written exercise scored separately.  The Employer set the pass point for the test at seventy-two percent (72%).  All applicants that exceeded this test score were automatically promoted to a DCA 3 position.  The Grievant was a DCA 2 applying for a DCA 3 position within the department.  In March 2009, the Grievant decided to seek this promotional opportunity by taking a required test.  The Grievant scored a seventy point five nine percent (70.59%) and was not promoted.  All tests were not anonymously graded.  The Grievant had not taken the DCA 3 test since March 2009.  

The Union argued that the written portion of the promotional exam was not scored correctly.  As such, the contested position should be awarded to the Grievant with full back pay.  The “test rater” erred when computing the Grievant’s score on the written portion of the exam.  

The Employer argued that the Grievant’s written portion of the DCA 3 promotional test was scored correctly.  As such, she was properly denied this promotional opportunity.  The spelling criterion was properly applied by Mark Sparadlin, a veteran disability manager.  He applied the criteria consistently with all applicants.    

The Arbitrator found that the Grievant’s written portion of the promotional test was scored properly.  As such, the Employer’s decision to deny the disputed promotion was proper.  The adaptation of the scoring key by Sparadlin was reasonable.





