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Subject of the Grievance
Grievant was issued a DML for failure to follow appropriate work procedures resulting in an
unplanned outage.

Facts of the Case
The grievant is a Title 300 Subforeman A, Line Department. He was in charge of a job that
required the placing of grounds on a 12KV line. The grievant performed a buzz test on the
line to determine if it was energized. He heard a buzz but decided it was coming from a
nearby 115 line as it did not have the flash or spit usually associated with a 12KV line.

The Protective Grounding Manual C.2. states: "If buzz test indicates presence of voltage, a
second test will be performed using an approved voltage detector."

The grievant acknowledged he violated this procedure. He did so based on his belief that
the buzz was coming from the nearby line and because he did not have a voltage detector
available at the job site.

The grievant directed the Apprentice to apply the grounds. He did so successfully on the first
phase. When he applied the grounds to the second phase the line flashed and the outage
occurred affecting approximately 600 customers and the San Jose Airport for about 45
minutes.



Discussion
The PRC at the outset recognized the importance of following all safe work practices and
noted the grievant's admission of knowledge of the rule violated.

Most of the discussion focused on the Positive Discipline System and the fact that the
grievant had no active discipline at the time the DML was issued. Skipping steps in the
procedure, in the Union's opinion, flies in the face of the intent of the program which is to
change behavior. Union believes that management is not recognizing that a Written
Reminder is a serious step in the disciplinary process and that putting employees
immediately on a DML puts the employee at risk of discharge for minor, unrelated to the DML
infractions.

Company responded that there are some situations that are so serious that more severe
discipline is warranted as in this case because the grievant is in a lead position and his short-
cutting put the apprentice at risk. Further, the Company noted that recently there have been
several high profile incidents that have inconvenienced customers, resulted in injuries, and
made headlines due to employee failure to comply with safe work procedures.

DECISION
After much discussion, the PRe agreed the DML was for just and sufficient cause. This case
is considered closed.
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