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Subject:
This grievance resulted from the award of a Subforeman A position in Hydro
Construction to an employee with 306.9{a) rights. The union alleged that the successful
bidder should not have had 306.9{a) rights and therefore the position should have been
awarded to a more senior bidder.

Facts of the Case
In June 1995, an Electrician, was promoted to Subforeman A. In early 1996, he was
demoted to Electrician due to lack of work and provided 306.9{a) rights. In September
of 1996, he was promoted back to Subforeman A under Section 305.5{a).

The grievant, also an Electrician with greater seniority, alleged that the job award made
in June 1995 was in error. The grievant maintains he had a temporary/permanent
upgrade form on file to the position at that time and that neither he nor the Union was
properly notified of the bypass as required in Letter Agreement 78 - 58.

The Local Investigating Committee could not locate either the temporary/permanent
upgrade form or any indication that a bypass notice was sent to the grievant or the
Union. Likewise, the grievant was apparently unable to produce his copy of the
temporary/permanent upgrade form.



Discussion
The Committee reviewed the career histories of each of the involved employees. In
reviewing the records, it was determined that at the time of the original job award, June
1995, the grievant was headquartered in promo/demo area 1 and the successful job
bidder was headquartered in promo/demo area 6. As the job vacancy was in
promo/demoarea 6, it appearsto the committee that the job award was in accordance
with the Agreement and no bypassof the grievant occurred.

Decision
The Committee agreed that the job award was appropriate and no violation of the
Agreementoccurred. On that basis, this grieva e is consideredclosed.
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