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Subject of the Grievance

This case concerns the discharge of a Compliance Inspector for falsification of Company inspection
records.

Facts of the Case

The grievant was a Compliance Inspector In Stockton with 23 years of service and no active discipline
at the time of his discharge. The grievant held the Compliance Inspector classification from
November 2011 until his termination on March 20, 2014.

The Public Safety & Regulatory (PS&R) supervisor conducted a standard work validation assessment
of inspections completed by the grievant between November 2013 and January 2014. The following
discrepancies (damage, missing items, or needed repairs to electrical poles) were identified:

• Of the four PS&R maps reviewed, there were many discrepancies identified as not having
been addressed.

• Some PS&R maps appeared to show minor work performed at certain locations, while serious
conditions at these locations were not addressed.

Training records verify that the grievant had the necessary training to adequately perform the duties
of a Compliance Inspector. The grievant also received the annual Compliance and Ethics and
Employee Code of Conduct trainings in 2013.

Discussion

The Union argued that the grievant is a 23 year employee with an excellent work history. The
identified errors were the result of a temporary downturn in work performance and not intentional
falsification of inspection records as alleged by the Company. There is no proof that the grievant did
not go to each location as he documented, only that he failed to identify all necessary items to be
fixed or reported. The Union further argued that during the period reviewed, November 2013 through




