RECEIVED MAR 1 8 1981
IN ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS PURSUANT TO AGREEMENT
APPLYING TO OPERATION, MAINTENANCE, AND
CONSTRUCTION EMPLOYEES
)
)

) ARBITRATION

CASE NO. 87

)

)

OPINION

)

)

BY

THE

)

LOCAL UNION NO. 1245 OF INTERNATIONAL
BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS,

)

CHAIRMAN

)
)
:)

ROBERT E. BURNS, ESQ., 155 Montgomery Street,
Suite 606, San Francisco, California 94104; Chairman
LAWRENCE N. FOSS, Assistant Business Manager, Local Union
No. 1245 of International Brotherhood of Electrical
Workers, P. O. Box 4790, Walnut Creek, California 94596;
Member appointed by the Union.
CORB WHEELER, Business Representative,
Local Union No. 1245
of International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers,
P. O. Box 4790, Walnut Creek, California
94596; Member
appointed by the Union.
I. WAYLAND BONBRIGHT, Manager, Industrial Relations, Pacific
Gas and Electric Company, San Francisco, California;
Member appointed by the Company.
D.P. WILBUR, Drum Division
Electric Company; Member

Personnel
appointed

Manager, Pacific,
by the Company.

Gas &

ON BEHALF

OF THE COMPANY:

LAWRENCE VICTOR BROWN, Jr., Esq.
Labor Relations Department, Rm. 444
245 Market Street
San Francisco, California 94106

ON BEHALF

OF THE UNION:

PETER NUSSBAUM, Esq.
Neyhart, Anderson, Nussbaum, Reilly
& Freitas
100 Bush Street, 26th Floor
San Francisco, California
94104

Provisions

of the Agreement

Section

~~

of the agreement

provides:

'A Review Committee shall be established consisting of
(3) representatives designated by Company's Manager of
Industrial Relations, one of whom shall serve as Chairman of the Committee, and three (3) representatives
designated by the Union, one of whom shall serve as Secretary of the Committee.
The members of the Committee
shall be authorized to make final decision respecting
the disposition of any grievance.
Company will not
assume payment of any expense or lost time incurred by
Union members of the Review Committee.
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It is the policy of this Company that employees shall
at all times continue to practice fundamental honesty.
Employees shall not, nor attempt to: deceive, defraud,
or mislead the Company, other employees, or those with
whom the Company has business or other relationships;
take or misuse Company property, funds, or service; misrepresent the Company or its employees; divulge or
release any information relating to the Company of a
proprietary nature; obtain a personal advantage or benefit due to their association with the Company or by use
of the Company's name; withhold their best efforts to
perform their work to acceptable standards; engage in
unethical business practices; violate applicable laws or
conduct themselves at any time dishonestly or in a manner
which would reflect discredit on the Company.
Violation
of this policy will subject any employee to disciplinary
action, up to and including discharge.
In addition, supervisors and working foremen who knowingly allow others to
engage in acts of misconduct are subject to appropriate
disciplinary action.
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APPLYING TO OPERATION, MAINTENANCE, AND
CONSTRUCTION EMPLOYEES

LOCAL UNION NO. 1245 OF INTERNATIONAL
BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS,

ROBERT E. BURNS, ESQ., 155 Montgomery Street, Suite
San Francisco, California 94104; the Chairman.
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LAWRENCE N. FOSS, Assistant Business Manager, Local Union
No. 1245 of International Brotherhood of Electrical
Workers, P. O. Box 4790, Walnut Creek, California 94596;
Member appointed by the Union.
SUSAN GWINN, Business Representative,
Local Union No. 1245
of International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers,
P. O. Box 4790, Walnut Creek, California 94596; Member
appointed by the Union.
I. WAYLAND BONBRIGHT, Manager, Industrial Relations, Pacific
Gas and Electric Company, San Francisco, California; Member
appointed by the Company.
DAVID BERGMAN, Pacific Gas and Electric Company,
California; Member appointed by the Company

San Francisco,

at the rate of 7 1/2% per annum to January
subsection

102.4(a)

of the physical

22, 1982 as provided

by

labor agreement

Z:R;.~
Lawrence

N. Foss, Appointed

by Union

----

Company

