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A proposed decision and order was issued in this matter on June 25, 1993 

The respondent filed objections. A copy of the proposed decision and order is 

attached hereto. The Commission rejects certain portions of the proposed de- 

cision and order as noted below. The remaining portions of the proposed deci- 

sion and order are adopted. 

Finding of fact #I6 is added 

16. The appellant’s duties and responsibilities fall within the scope of 

the IM Inclusions statement. More than 50% of the appellant’s time is spent 

performing duties identified as work examples under the IM-Advanced level. 

Appellant performs 10 of the 16 work examples listed at that level. Appellant 

also performs 5 of the 6 work examples listed for the IM - Entry & Journey 

levels. 

Conclusion of law #3 is revrsed to read 

3. Appellant has not sustained his burden of proof and the Commission 

concludes that respondent’s decision allocating the appellant’s position to the 

Instrument Maker - Advanced level was not incorrect. 

The first full paragraph on page 6 of the proposed decision and order 1s 

deleted. 
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The followrng footnote ts added at the end of the partial paragraph 

found at the beginnrng of page 7 

OThe IM Inclusion statement provides in part: “Positions in this series 
gcnerallv work with machine shop equipment when constructing instru- 
ments.” (emphasis added) The fact that appellant only spends 15% of his time 
using machine shop equipment, and 85% using other equipment does not take 
him outside of the series, because the inclusion statement does not restrict the 
class solely to those positions constructing instruments with machine shop 
equipment. 

The first three full paragraphs on page 7 are deleted and replaced with 

the followrng’ 

While it is true that the ES - Senior representative position describes the 
appellant’s duties, those duties are also very accurately described by a majority 
of the work examples set forth in the IM series. The appellant admits that his 
position is accurately described in the IM work examples. According to two 
witnesses who work at PSL, the appellant is 1) “involved in the destgn phase of 
highly specialized parts, machinery and instruments”, 2) is involved 
“typically in constant contact with the user or client..., functioning as a con- 
sultant”; 3) is “often responsible for coordinating, assembly and testing pro- 
jects... which may last six months to a couple of years”; and is constdered an ex- 
pert “in a specialized area.” 

The appellant contends that because he does not spend most of his time 
using machining equipment, he does not fit the traditional definition of an 
instrument maker and does not fit the language in the IM - Entry and Journey 
levels which are incorporated into the IM - Advanced level definttton. The 
Entry definition refers to positions performtng “as a highly skilled and inde- 
pendent machinist or tool and die maker.” The Journey level defmition refers 
to performing work similar to IM - Entry positions and the Advanced level 
definition in turn refers to work similar to the Journey level. When viewed as 
a whole, the specifications indicate that IM positions will typically utilize ma- 
chining and tool and die eqtnpment. but positions which use other equipment 
may also be included. The reading of the specifications that ts advanced by the 
appellant ts overly technical and fails to reflect the language in the Inclusion 
statement and the references in the work examples and the Advanced defini- 
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tion statement which fall outside the scope of tool and die and machining 
work. For example, the Advanced level work examples refer to positions which 
“clean materials used to fabricate ultra high vacuum devices” and “check ultra 
high vacuum assemblies and devices for leaks.” Ultra high vacuum welding is 
also specifically mentioned as one of the “specialized areas” of expertise which 
is to be classified at the IM - Advanced level, even though there is no evidence 
that it falls within the definition of machining or tool and die work. The ap- 
pellant’s position adequately meets the more specific language of the IM - 
Advanced classification and, as a consequence, is more properly classified 
there than in the more general language of the ES - Senior level. 

The Order is rewed to read: 

The respondent’s decision is affirmed and this appeal is dismissed. 

Dated: TATE PERSONNEL COMMISSION 

K:D:Cover order (Bloom) 

J2s4A-aIc-v 
OGERS, C&mission r 

Parties: 

Paul Bloom 
93 Burroughs Drive 
Madison, WI 53713 

Jon Litscher 
Secretary, DER 
P.O. Box 7855 
Madison, WI 53707-7855 

I NOTICE 
OF RIGHT OF PARTIES TO PETITION FOR REHEARING AND JUDICIAL REVIEW 

OF AN ADVERSE DECISION BY THE PERSONNEL COMMISSION 
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Petition for Rehearing. Any person aggrieved by a final order may, 
within 20 days after service of the order, file a written petition with the 
Commission for rehearing. Unless the Commission’s order was served per- 
sonally, service occurred on the date of mailing as set forth in the attached 
affidavit of mailing. The petition for rehearing must specify the grounds for 
the relief sought and supporting authortties. Copies shall be served on all 
parties of record. See $227.49, Wis. Stats., for procedural detatls regarding 
petitions for rehearing. 

Petition for Judicial Review. Any person aggrieved by a decision is 
entitled to judicial review thereof. The petition for judicial review must be 
filed in the appropriate circuit court as provided in $227,53(1)(a)3, Wis. Stats., 
and a copy of the petition must be served on the Commission pursuant to 
$227.53(1)(a)l, Wis. Stats. The petition must identify the Wisconsin Personnel 
Commisston as respondent. The petition for judicial review must be served 
and filed within 30 days after the service of the commission’s deciston except 
that if a rehearing is requested, any party desiring JudlClal review must 
serve and file a petition for review withm 30 days after the service of the 
Commission’s order finally disposing of the application for rehearing, or 
within 30 days after the final disposition by operation of law of any such 
application for rehearing. Unless the Commission’s decision was served per- 
sonally, service of the decision occurred on the date of mailing as set forth in 
the attached affidavit of mailing. Not later than 30 days after the petition has 
been filed in circuit court, the petitioner must also serve a copy of the peti- 
tion on all parties who appeared in the proceeding before the Commisston 
(who are identified immediately above as “parties”) or upon the party’s at- 
torney of record. See $227.53, Wis. Stats., for procedural details regarding 
petitions for judicial review. 

It is the responsibility of the petitioning party to arrange for the prepara- 
tion of the necessary legal documents because neither the commission nor 
its staff may assist in such preparation. 
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PERSONNEL COMMISSION 

PROPOSED INTERIM 
DECISION 

AND 
ORDER 

This matter is before the Commission as an appeal from a reallocation 
decision. It was consolidated for hearing purposes with two other related 
matters, Bandall v. DER, 92-0084-PC, and Sailor Y. DER, 92-0086-PC. The issues 

for hearing in the three matters was as follows: 

Whether respondent’s decision to reallocate appellants’ positions 
to Instrument Maker-Advanced instead of Engineering 
Specialist-Senior was correct. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. The Physical Sciences Laboratory (PSL) is a facility operated by 
the University of Wisconsin. The appellant is employed in the unit of the 
facility entitled the “Mechanical Group.” The function of the PSL that is rele- 
vant to this appeal is the production of highly specialized scientific equipment 

2. More specifically, the appellant is employed in the PSL support 
shop which is a separate entity from the PSL machine shop. 

3. The support shop functions primarily as a project assembly shop. 
The work mainly relates to either 1) the fabrication of metal coils for research 
purposes, where the coils will either contain plasma or guide particle beams, 
or 2) the construction of wire chambers used in the detection of subatomic 
particles at accelerator laboratories. The major design of this apparatus is 
done by engineers. The appellant’s primary responsibility is to design, build 
and oversee the production hne necessary for the assembly of the apparatus. 
Projects usually take from I to 2 years to complete and usually involve at least 
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4 limited term employes who are employed for the actual assembly of the appa- 
ratus. 

4. The appellant’s work in assembling metal coils and wire cham- 
bers is not primarily by use of machine tools (e.g., metal lathes, boring ma- 
chines, milling machines, drill presses). The parts for the apparatus are typi- 

cally supplied by the machine shop to the support shop for assembly. 
5. Appellant’s immediate supervisor has been Bill Cotter, 

Mechanical Shop Supervisor. 
6. The appellant’s duties are accurately described in his position de- 

scription, a copy of which is attached hereto and incorporated by reference as 
part of this finding. 

1. Appellant’s work is not predominantly that of either a machinist 
or of a tool and die maker. 

8. On larger projects, appellant may supervise limited term em- 
ployes as well as project employes who have been hired to work on that par- 
ticular project. 

9. Appellant uses the following equipment, in the time percentages 
shown, for performing his responsibilities: 

Tvoe of Eauioment 

Mechanics tools (hand tools) 
Measuring instruments 
Power hand tools 
Machine tools (metal working) 
Power supplies and monitoring equipment 
Forklift, crane and other lifting equipment 
Torches and soldering equipment 
Epoxy applicators, scales and balances 
Paint booth and sprayers 
Woodworking equipment 
Vacuum pumps, compressors 

Time % 

10 
10 
15 
15 
10 
15 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

10. Immediately prior to June 17, 1990, the appellant’s position was 
classified at the Engineering Technician 5 level. 

11. Effective June 17, 1990, the respondent issued a classification 
specification entitled Engineering Specialist. The specification reads, in part, 
as follows: 
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B. Inclusions 

This series encompasses professional engineering specialist po- 
sitions. These positions devote the majority of their time and are 
primarily responsible for providing engineering specialist du- 
ties in their assigned program area. These positions have re- 
sponsibilities for specific aspects of a larger architec- 
ture/engineering management program. 

C Exclusions 

Excluded from this series are the following types of positions: 

* * * 

3. Technical program support assistants, more appro- 
priately identified by other class series such as Instrument 
Maker whose work involves complex and specialized electronic, 
electrical, mechanical, communication or craft functions involv- 
ing the design, installation, systems analysis, repair, calibration, 
testing, modification, construction, maintenance or operation of 
equipment, machines, control systems, instruments or other 
comparable devices. These positions do not provide direct techni- 
cal assistance to professional architectural or engineering em- 
ployes, activities and programs. 

* * * 

II. DEFINITIONS 

* * * 

Envineer Specialist - Senior 

This is senior level engineering specialist work. Employes at this 
level differ from lower level positions in that the engineering 
specialist has responsibilities for a specific program. The in- 
cumbent develops and follows broadly defined work objectives 
and the review of work is limited to administrative evaluation by 
the supervisor. Positions at this level have extensive authority 
within their assigned program area. The engtneering specialist 
is considered the expert in the assigned area. Work is performed 
under direction. 

REPRESENTATIVE POSITIONS 

Deoartment of Natural Resources 

Natural Resources Engineering Technician - Perform techni- 
cal engineering services for natural resource related facili- 
ties which include waterfowl impoundments, rearing ponds, 
secondary roadways, trails, public access facilities, channel 
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improvements and water control structures. Inspect existing 
state-owned facilities and notify managers of existing or po- 
tential health and safety code violations and potential mainte- 
nance problems. 

Universitv of Wisconsin 

Eneineerine Soecialis - Responsible for the design, fabrica- 
tion, and assembly of highly complex mechanical components 
of scientific instruments and machinery which support re- 
search and/or instruction programs in departments or cen- 
ters. Provide expert consultation to engineers, scientists and 
students regarding design and fabrication issues and prob- 
lems, may oversee machining and fabrication operations. The 
hardware that is build is frequently prototypical (one-of-a- 
kind) and may require the development of unique, innovation 
methods or machining and fabrication. These positions func- 
tion at a level of technical expertise and skill above that nor- 
mally identified in Instrument Maker positions. 

12. Pursuant to the implementation of the ES specifications, the ap- 
pellant’s position was reallocated to the ES - Senior level, effective June 7, 1990. 

13. The appellant’s duties and responsibilities fall within the scope of 
the ES Inclusions statement and the ES-Senior Definition statement. The appel- 
lant’s duties are accurately descrtbed by the ES-Senior representative position 
under the heading of the University of Wisconsin. 

14. Effective February 9, 1992, respondent issued a new position stan- 
dard for the Instrument Maker (IM) series. The position standard is attached to 
this decision and is included in this finding. 

15. The appellant’s position was reallocated to the IM - Advanced 
level. effective February 9, 1992. The appellant subsequently appealed the 

reallocation decision to the Personnel Commission. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. This matter is properly before the Commission pursuant to 
$230.44(1)(b), Stats. 

2. Appellant has the burden of proving by a preponderance of the 
evidence that respondent erred by reallocating the appellant’s position from 
the Engineering Specialist - Senior level to the the Instrument Maker - 
Advanced level. 
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3. Appellant has sustained his burden of proof and the Commission 
concludes that respondent’s decision allocating the appellant’s posiiion to the 
Instrument Maker - Advanced level was incorrect. 

OPINION 

The appellant is one of three persons whose positions at the PSL were 
reallocated, effective February 9. 1992, from the Engineering Specialist - 
Senior (ES - Senior) level to the Instrument Maker - Advanced level as part of 
a classification survey which included the promulgation of a new position 
standard for the Instrument Maker series. The appellant contends that his 
position is better described by the ES - Senior specification which was issued 
about 18 months earlier. 

The respondent offered testimony from the drafter of the ES specifica- 
tions in an effort to describe the classification route followed by the appel- 
lant’s position. The witness testified that the appellant’s position was one of 
several positions at the PSL which had effectively “outgrown” the existing 
Instrument Maker specifications in the 1980’s. The positions were moved to 
the Engineering Technician 5 level. Early in the course of carrying out the 
Engineering classification survey, respondent concluded that these positions 
were not properly assigned to the Engineering Technician series. but they 
were unwilling to return the positions to the existing IM series because to do 
so would have resulted in a demotion and the available compensation informa- 
tion indicated that these positions were already below the market midpoint. As 
a consequence, the respondent opted to include them within the scope of the 
Engineering survey in a “holding pattern” until respondent had the oppor- 
tunity to carry out a new survey which included positions in the existing IM 
series. This was accomplished by including a representative position at the ES 
- Senior level and reallocating the appellant’s position to that level as part of 
the Engineering survey, effective June 17, 1990. Respondent included the ap- 
pellant’s position as well as positions in the existing IM series as part of the 
Maintenance Mechanic and related survey. This survey resulted in the is- 
suance of a new IM series. 

Respondent’s witness also testified that respondent intends to remove 
the UW representative position at the ES - Senior level when the ES specifica- 
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tions are rewritten, which is to occur after all appeals from the Engineering 
Survey have been decided. 

In this case, there is specific language in each of two specifications 
which describe the appellant’s position. However, there is also language in 
the IM series which indicates that its focus is on positions which are perform- 
ing “machinist or tool and die maker” responsibilities. Because the appellant 
spend only a very small percentage of his time on those duties, and because his 
position is very clearly identified at the ES - Senior level, his position is more 
properly classified according to the more general language of the ES - Senior 
level. 

In Foris v. DHSS & DER, 90-0065PC, l/24/92, the Commission explained 

its analysis of a classification dispute as follows: 

In general, Examples of Work Performed as identified in a 
classification specification are designed to be Just “examples.” 
These examples are not meant to be all inclusive of every position 
identified at a particular classification level. It is also not unusual 
to find that the duties and responsibilities of a position might be 
identified in more than one specification as examples of work 
performed. 

A classification specification must be read in its entirety as 
one document. Segmenting a specification and attempting to find 
specific words or phrases which can be matched to the duties and 
responsibilities assigned to a position is not dispositive of the ap- 
propriate classification of a position. The duties and responsi- 
bilities of the position and the classification specification must be 
reviewed in their entirety to determine the best fit. 

The Commission has also previously analogized class specifications to a set of 
statutes or administrative rules in terms of applying rules of statutory con- 
struction when interpreting the specifications. Klepinger v. DER, 83-0197-PC, 
5/g/85; reversed on other grounds by Dane County Circuit Court, DER v. Wis, 
Pers. Comm,. 85-CV-3022. 12127185. 

In Green Bav Educatton Assoc. v. Dent. of Public Instruction, 154 Wis.2d 

655, 453 N.W.2d 250 (Ct. App., 1990). the court relied “upon the accepted rule of 
construction that the most recent and most specific statute prevails when 
construing statutes that appear to be in conflict.” (citation omitted) 

Here the most recent specification is clearly the IM series. One clear 
indication of this relative specification of the two series is the high degree of 
variation between the two representative positions identified at the ES - Senior 
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1Wd. One representative position, that of the DNR Engineering Technician 
works on ponds, roadways and trails, while the representative position at the 

UW is described as working on highly complex scientific instruments. In ad- 

dition, respondent’s witness testified that the allocation of the appellant’s PO- 

sition to the ES - Senior class was only intended to be a holding pattern until 
such time as the IM survey could be completed. The IM Inclusion statement 

and the IM - Advanced definition are both more specific than their counter- 
parts found in the ES series. 

However, the IM - Advanced definition includes, by reference, language 
from the IM - Entry and Journey levels which do not describe the appellant’s 
duties. The Entry definition refers to positions performing “as a highly skilled 
and independent machinist or tool and die maker.” The Journey level defini- 

tion refers to performing work similar to IM - Entry positions and the 
Advanced level definition in turn refers to work similar to the Journey level. 

If there was no appropriate alternative classification, the IM - 
Advanced level might be considered as adequately describing the appellant’s 
duties because 1) more than 50% of the appellant’s time is spent performing 
duties identified as work examples under the IM - Advanced level; 2) appellant 
performs 10 of the 16 work examples listed at that level; and 3) appellant also 
performs 4 of the 5 work examples listed for the IM - Entry & Journey levels. 

However, hcrc there is an alternative series which includes broad def- 
initional language and which includes a representative position which very 
accurately describes the appellant’s responsibilities. The Commission notes 
the respondent has indicated an intent to do away with this representative 
position in the near future, but it had not been deleted from the ES specifica- 
tions at the time of the subject reallocation action. It remains viable for the 
purpose of deciding this appeal. Under these circumstances and given the 
absence of any comparison non-machinist positions at the IM - Advanced 
level, the respondent’s action of reallocating the appellant’s position from the 
ES - Senior level must bc rcjcctcd. 

In a letter to the hearing examiner after the respondent submitted its 
posthearing brief, the appellant requested a “new and separate hearing” be- 
cause the respondent had allegedly breeched a prehearing agreement made 
between the partics that the three related cases (Case Nos. 92-0084, 86, 88-PC) 
would be given “separate consideration” other than in terms of offering cer- 
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tain common testimony. The appellant noted that the respondent’s posthear- 
ing brief lumped his position in with those of the other two appellants without 
referencing any distinguishing responsibilities. Appellant also objected to 
the statement in respondent’s brief that the ES - Senior representative position 
at the UW would be deleted from the ES series when that series is next updated.l 

In response to the appellant’s letter, the Commission notes that it has 
separately considered the appellant’s position, rather than treating it the same 
as the positions involved in the two related appeals. By not making that dis- 
tinction in its brief, the respondent simply gave up its opportunity to offer ar- 
guments which were specific to the appellant’s duties. In reaching its deci- 
sion, the Commission has relied upon the ES and IM specifications as they ex- 
isted on February 9, 1992. The representative position at the ES - Senior level 
remained in the specifications at that time, as it was at the time of hearing. 

The appellant had a full opportunity to offer evidence in support of his 
appeal. All of the appellants in the three related appeals were provided an op- 
portunity to ask questions of each witness, to offer their own exhibits, to call 
their own witnesses and to make their own arguments. The appellant is not 
entitled to an additional hearing opportunity on his appeal. Duties and re- 
sponsibilities first assigned after the effective date of a classification decision 
are not relevant in a review of the correctness of that decision. 

lAppe11ant suggested that if respondent could make this statement, appellant 
should be permitted to offer evidence of those duties which he assumed after 
February 9.1992, the effective date of the decision being appealed. 
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ORDER 

The respondent’s decision is rejected and this appeal is remanded for 
action in accordance with this decision. 

Dated: , 1993 STATE PERSONNEL COMMISSION 

LAURIE R. MCCALLUM, Chairperson 

KMS:kms 
K:D:Merits-real1 (Bloom2) 

DONALD R. MURPHY, Commissioner 

JUDY M. ROGERS, Commissioner 



Position 
Summary: 

85% 

l-31 oom v- Da2 

?Z-oo&&-Pc 

January l&l992 

Engineering Specialist - Sr. 

This position carries responsibilities irrvolving the design;. 
construction, assembly, testing, and installatron of high1 
s ecialized equipment which is produced by the Physic 
2. 

.a! 
crences Laboratory for use at research institutions around the 

world 

A This position provides unique, expertise that impacts the 
design, construction, assembly, testing, inspection 
construction and instahation of scientrfic ap 

9 
aratus such as 

ma 
CT 

etic coils and drift chambers for partrc e accelerators 
an detectors built by the Physical Scrences Lab for national 
research centers. 

Design (20%) 

Al 

A2 

A3 

A4 

Conceptual Design - Functioning as an integral 
member of the design group, this position assists in 
the conceptual design of highly sophisticated and 
complex precision scientific equipment by 

ecmlized knowledge of magnetic coil an 
roviding 

T 
cf. drrft 

c amber fabrication and construction. 

Workin 
taking t e conceptual 8, 8. 

Design - This osition is responsible for 
esrgn and transforming it 

into a practical, buildable working design by working 
with engineers, dratting and instrument shop staff. 

Develops, constructs and tests scaled down working 
models of instruments to establish feasibility of 
design and construction techniques. 

Assists engineers, shop supervisor and mechanical 
coordinator in estimating production cost. 

Construction (45%) 

A5 Position is responsible for checking assembly 
drawings, detail drawings, and parts lists for 
accuracy prior to fabrication. 



A6 Will designate the proper sequences of machining, 
cleaning, and assembly operations to be followed. 

A7 Fabricates new and/or modifies existing fixtures and 
test equipment that are necessary to facilitate the 
fabrication of parts or assembly of equipment. 

A6 Depending on complexity, may build prototypes of 
the parts to estabbsh a machining and assembly 
procedures to be followed by the shop. 

A9 Coordinates and supervises the construction of major 
components (e.g. coils, stands, and chambers) of the 
instrument. 

Inspection, Final Assembly, and Testing (20%) 

A10 Designs and fabricates ,specialized devices to check 
the accuracy and 
purchased and f 

erformance of parts, both 
at* r-mated. 

All Assembles and tests final assemblies and equipment 
to assure conformance with design specifications. 

Al2 Will make corrections to or redesign parts and 
assemblies as necessary to make assemblies work. 

5% B. This position is re nsible for scheduling the assembl of 
a 
F 

paratus and for p arming and coordinatmg the instal T v ation 
o equipment at various research institutions around the 
world. 

Bl Coordinates and su ervises the disassembly, crating 
of instrument for sli pment, and arranges 
transportation of instrument and equipment, toolin 
and testing devices required to install mstrument o rK 
site. 

B2 Assembles and tests the instrument at customers 
site and assures it conforms to design specification 
and operating requirements 

B3 May make corrections to or redesign parts and 
assemblies on site as necessary. 

5% C. Outside Inspection 

Cl This position is responsible for performing 
inspection and acceptance of components and 
assemblies fabricated by outside vendors, both on 
site and off. 

5% D. Responsible for maintaining status and upkeep of PSL 
eqmpment and fixturing as to location, usage. 

j 

- 
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STATE OF WISCONSIN 
POSITION STANDARD 

INSTRUMENT M&ER I 

1. INTRODUCMON 

A. e of This Classification Soecificatia 

This classification specification is the basic authority [under Wis. Admin. Code ER-Pers 2.04] for 
making classification decisions relative to present and future Instrument Maker positions. Positions 
allocated to this series are primarily responsible for providing specialized machinist or tool and die 
work. This classification specification will not specifically identify every eventuality or combination 
of duties and responsibilities of positions that currently exist, or those that result from changing 
program emphasis or organizational structures in the future. Rather it is designed to serve as a 
framework for classification decision-making in this occupational area. 

B. ]nclusions 

This series encompasses Instrument Maker positions found in the Technical Bargaining Unit, and 
located at colleges throughout the University of Wisconsin System. ‘l&se positions devote the 
majority of their time and are primarily responsible for the design, construction, inspection. testing 
and possibly shipping of highly speciaIi.zed equipment including but not limited to mechanical, 
laboratory and precision instruments. Positions in this series generally work with machine shop 
equipment when constructing instruments. 

C. Exclusionf 

Excluded from this series are the following types of positions: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Maintenance positions, more appropriately identified by other class series such as Maintenance 
Mechanic. Automotive Mechanic, Facility Repair Worker, etc., whose work includes buildii 
mechanical systems maintenance, automobile maintenance, building maintenance or other 
types of maintenaaa, 

Engineering SpecialEt positions whose work is primarily responsible for specific aspects of 
a larger architectur&ngineering management program; 

Mechanician positions whose work is primarily involved with modification and maintenance 
of equipmed; 

Equipment Fabricator positions whose work includes modifying trucks, tractors, trailers and 
other speciatii equipment for fire control units and other Department of Natural Resources 
timctiom; 

AR other positions which are more appropriately identified by other series. 
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D. EntranceesProeression Throueh This Se& 

Employcs typically enter this classification series by competitive examination for entry-level positions. 
Progression to the journey-level will normally occur through reclassification. Progression to the 
advanced-level will normally occur through competitive examination. However, reclassification of 
a position from the journey-level to the advanced-level may be permitted when it can be demonstrated 
that the change in duties and responsibilities justifying the class change are a logical and gradual 
outgrowth of the positions’s previous duties and responsibilities. It is anticipated that not all positions 
in this series will reach the advanced-level. 

E. Classification Factoa 

Individual position allocations are based upon the ten Wiiconsin Quantitative Evaluation System 
(WQES) factors: Knowledge; Discretion; Complexity; Effect of Actions; Consequence of Erra; 
Personal Contacts; Physical Effort; Surroundings; Hazards; and LeadworWSupervirory 
Responsibilities. Please refer to the WQES Master Guide&arts for explanations of each of t&se 
factors and their corresponding levels. 

F. How To Use This Classification Specification 

This classification specification is used to classify Technical Bargaining Unit positions as described 
under Section B of this classification specification. In most instances. positions included in this series 
will be clearly identified by one of the classification definitions which follow below in Section IL 
However, a position may evolve or be created that is not specif!caJly defined by one of the 
classification definitions. In classifying these positions, it would be necessary to compare them to tbe 
classification definitions based on the factors described in Section E of the classification specification, 

II. DEFIhlTIONS 

JNSTRUhfENTMAKER - ENTRY 

Under limited, progressing to general supervision, performs as a highly skiBed and independent machinist cu 
tool and die maker in the design and creation of unique, highly intricate and precise scientific equipmea 
Recommends and aids in the layout, design and construction of research instruments utitixmg their knowledge 
of materials, methods, and machine tools to fabricate tbe required item. Receives direction in the rknm of 
blue@ts. sketches, and oral descriptions, which may give only details of specific components, with the 
remabmler of the instrument design IelI to the initiative of the person assigned the project. 

JNSTRIMENT MAKER - JOURNEY 

Under general supervision performs work similar to Instrument Maker-Entry positions. However, the 
Jnstnnnent Maker-Journey position RmctJons more independently and witb greater efficiency. Ibis type of 
independence and efficiency is generally gained through one to two years of experience as an Jnstrum~ 
Maker or other comparable experience in machinist or tool and die work. 

JNSTRUMENT MAKER - ADVANCED 

This is advanced level Jnstrument Maker work. ‘Ihe work performed is similar to the journey-level excc~t 
that employee at thii IeveJ are significantly more involved in the design phase of highly specialixed pare, 
machiaery and instruments. Advanced instrument makers are typicaBy in constant contact with the - Q 
dient, usually graduate students, professors and researchers. functioning as a con&ant to them. Jn add&m, 
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advanced level instrument makers are often responsible for coordinating, assembling and testing projects. The 
projects may last six months to a couple of years and require thousands of individual parts. Also, employa 
at this level are considered experts (i.e., they have advanced knowledge, skillsand experience) in a special’bed 
area, such as, but not limited to, high vacuum welding, complex project coordination or student machine shop 
coordination with an emphasis on providing instruments for advanced scientific research. 

In. EXAMPLES OF WORK PERFORMED 

Jnstrument Maker - Rntrv & -Journey 

Produce and assemble unique scientific parts using lathes, milling machines, boring mills, drill presses and 
other related machines and equipment. 
Assist in the designing and building of jigs, fixtures and tools by performing machining operations that cannot 
be accomplished by conventional methods. 
Repair and maintain laboratory instruments. 
Design and construct laboratory, teaching and related equipment. 
Performs standard welding using a variety of materials including steels, stainless steels, aluminum and other 
non-standard alloy metals used in the fabrication of parts and equipment. 
Set up and operate machine tools for machining task at hand using standard and exotic materials and 
maintaining tolerances. 

fnstrument Maker - Advane 

With greater independence, knowledge, skill and latitude in the initiation of action, may perform any of the 
duties and responsibilities assigned to the Instrument Maker-Entry or -Journey, and in addition JQY: 

Design, construct and refine sophisticated laboratory iostrumentation for ultra-high vacuum, optical, particle 
beam and surface research. 
Procure construction and supply materials for projects. 
Supervise graduate students in the design and construction of specialized research instrumentation. 
Function as the director of a mechanical shop facility ln a large science department 
Design, construct and install complex mechanical systems; select materials m use; fabricate equipment amI 
redesign projects. 
Schedule work, maintain and calibrate machines, and manage tool, fastener and material inventories. 
Maintain the machine and welding shop facility of the Synchrotron Radiation Center. 
Design and construct highly special@d, complex instrumentation in the prototype phase. 
Coordinate machiig, welding. assembling and testing of assemblies. 
Travel to facilities as required for final assembly, inspection and testing. 
Direct machining and assembly work performed by other staff such as Insrnnnent Maker-Entry and Journey 
positions, ?&chanicians or graduate students. 
Clean materials used to fabricate ultra high vacuum devices, instruments and assemblies. 
Check ultra high vacuum assemblies and devices for leaks. 
Maintain and calibrate high vacuum equipment and testing instruments. 
Oversee and manage a department machine shop, wood shop and hydraulics laboratory. 
Perform advanced design, development, construction, final assembly and testing of sophisticated equipment 
and precision instruments for research and instruction in the field and laboratory. 
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Iv. QUALIFICATIONS 
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lle qualifications required for these positions will be determined at the time of recruitment. Such 
determinations will be made based on an analysis of the go& and worker activities performed and by an 
identification of the education, training, work or other life experience which would provide reasonable 
assurance that the knowledge and skills required upon appointment have been acquired. 
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