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KENT H. ANDERSON. Company Member
Golden Gate Region
Local Investigating Committee,

JOE VALENTINO. Union Member
Golden Gate Region
Local~Investigating Committee

This grievance concerns an allegation that the employment date for
employees who participated in the training program for Women in Non-traditional
Jobs should be the date of their. commencing the training program rather than
their current date of hire into a physical classification within the Company.

In the case at hand. the grievant 'was hired as a Groundman on June 20.
1983. On May 2. 1983. the grievant began the training program for Women in
Non-traditional Jobs. Phase II. at Kettleman. The training was conducted for
seven weeks. During that period. all of the participants were placed on a
temporary agency payroll (Women in Apprenticeship Programs. Inc.). The subject
grievance was filed on August 20. 1985,

The Union opined that Company is a "Co-employer" using the temporary
agency merely as a conduit for payment of wages. The Company interviews.
tests and selects the participants in the training program. The training is
conducted at a Company facility with instruction by Company employees. and
successful completion of the training is determined by the Company. Therefore.
according to the Un~on. the training program participants are PGandE employees
effective the first day of training.

The Company argued that this grievance was not timely filed as the
grievant's employment date is June 20. 1983. and the grievance was not filed
until August 20. 1985. The Company further argued that accepting the Union's
position would place it at a disadvantage in evaluating these employees during
what would be a shortened probationary period while in a beginning-level
physical classification. Company also noted that the Fair Start or Women
in Non-traditional Job Program has been discontinued.



The Pre-Review-Committee agreed-that the grievance was not timely
filed in accordance'with Secti9n 102.3-of the Agreement. The Committee does
recommend that, should the training program be reinstituted, the parties enter
into Ad Hoc discussions on the issues 'raised in this grievance.

This case is closed without adjustment and should be so noted by the
Local Investigating Committee.
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