STATE PERSONNEL BOARD

OPINION AND ORDER

Before:

James R. Morgan,

Calvin

Hessert

and Dana Warren,

Board Members.
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"Adjudicator
- issues non-monetary determinations
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compensation claims involving unusually complex issues after conducting
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and interviews to obtain the facts; explains determination
to involved parties.
Positions
Trains less experienced adjudicators.
at this level may assist the Adjudications
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and public information
programs." (Respondent's Exhibit 4, p. 5.)
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conclusion
error

on this
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point,
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were in
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ORDER
It

is hereby ordered that

the Respondent's

action

is affirmed

and this

appeal is dismissed.
Dated:

Il.-,>

) 1977.

STATE PERSONNELBOARD

Fz.h?

an, Chairpe5s.o

that

