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Parties to the Dispute

Pacific Oas and Electric Company (herein "Company” or
"Employer") and Internationsl Brotherhood of Electrical Workers,
Local Union No, 1245 (herein "Union") are parties to a collec-
tive bargaining agreement (herein "Agreement")(Jt. Ex, 1).
Pursuant to that Agreement, an arbitreation hearing was held in
San Frasncisco, California on Februery 18 and 19, 1970, at which
hearing evidence was prssented related to the issue as stated
below, It was stipuleted at the hearing that the belowestated
issue is appropriately before the Arbitration Board for deter-
mination, Post-hearing briefs were filed by the Company and
the Union on May 1, 1970, 'Based upon the evidence and argument,
the Arbitration Board finds as followsi

ISSUE

The issue which the parties stipulated be submitted
to the Arbitration Board is as followst
"Was the demotion of .  _. .______
from Gas Serviceman to Helper in violation of

the Agreement of 1952, as unanded* applying
to physical employees of Company?" (Jt. Ex,2)

AP CO CT PROVISIONS

¥102,13 If an employee has been de-
moted, disciplined or dismissed from Company's
service for alleged violation of a Company
rule, practice, or policy and Company finds
upon investigation that such employse did not
violate a Company rule, practice, or policy as
alleged, it shall reinstete him and pay him
for all time lost thersby."

(Jt.Ex.l-p.lQ)

* % *
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“DEMOTION OTHER THAN LACK OF WORK

"Me foregoing Sections 206,1 through 206,8
and 206,10 through 206,12 apply only to an
employee demoted for lack of work. Demotion for
any resason other than for lack of work is provided
for as follows!

206,15 An employee who is demoted for any
reason other than for leck of work may be placed
in a vacancy created in his headquarters by the
promotion of one or more employees to fill the
Job which the demoted employee vacated, If no ,
such vacancy occurs he may be demoted to a vacancy
in 8 lower classificaetion in the Division in which
he is employed, In the application of this
Bection an employee shall be demoted t0 & vacancy
in the first successively loweg classification
vwhich he is qualified to fil1},

' 4 (Jt.gx.l-‘p.sﬂ)

FACIS

The grievant in thia case, Mr, s
has been an employes of the Company for over nine years,
He became a Oas Serviceman more than six years ago and
remained in that classification until July 21, 1969, on
which date Mr. ____  was demoted to the clsssification of
Gas Helper. (Co., Ex, 2). As stated above, the issue in
this case is whether that demotion was violative of the
Agreement between the Company and the Union.

COMPANY POSITION

The basic position of the Company in this case is
that Mr, ad, by his entire past record as a Gas
Serviceman, demonstrated that he lacked the degree of

reliabllity, responsibility, and trustworthiness which is
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essential for employees in that classification., Gas servicemen,
by the very nature of their work, are "unsupervised", in the
sense that they work alone, and are provided a great deal of
"independence", The Company asserts that the other side of the
coin is an obligation on the part of the employee in that
classification not to take advantage of that "independence" and
to conduct himself in a responsible and reliable manner.
_» contends the Company, failed to meet that standard.

The Company points to a number of incidents and events
within the recent past that show, according to the Company,
that remeeemy’ 48 not worthy of the trust that must be pleced
in an employee in the classification of Gas Berviceman. Chrono-
logically, those incidents were as follows:
1, In March, 1968, , r left a "NOTICE TO CUSTOMERS
-- A P,G. and E. REPRESENTATIVE CALLED TODAY" near some motor~-
cycles at a customer's residence, on which notice | )
had written, "You people have been told to move these bikes. If
you don't by 3-26-68 the chain will be cut and bikes throw (sic)
out into garage." (Co.Ex.9). The motorcycles, which were lock-
chained to the residence, apparently obstructed Mr. .
availability to the electric meters at this residence., The
customer, upon reading the note, complained to the Company., It
is the Company's contention that Mr,. | should not have
left & note, but instead should have brought the situation to
the attention of his supervisor who, in turn, would have gone

to talk with the customer. (Tr. p.99-103).
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2. On Jeanuary 29, 1969, Mr, _ 's supervisor noticed
that Mr, + had an "unusually successive and high number
of CGI's." (NOTE: "CGI" stands for "Can't Get In", meaning
that the customer was not at home when the Berviceman was
there.) On the following day, the supervisor went to the four
residences where Mr. had indicated, successively, that
there had been no one at home. In all four cases, the cus-
tomers at those resiﬁéncea stated to the supervisor that, to
~ the contrary, someone was at home at the time indicated on
Mr. 's tag., Purthermore, each of the four custom ers
stated to the supervisor that no"CGI" notice had been left at
his residence. (Co.Ex.7; Tr. p.91-92, 165-166), The clear
implication of this evidence is that Mr. r did not in
fact go to those residences on January 29, 1969 and falsified
his tags by stating that he had gone but that no one was at
home,
3. The Company hes & policy that when Bervicemen go for
coffee, they are not to travel unnecessarily out of th@ir
assigned working area, nor are more than two Servicemen to be
in a coffee shop at the same time. On March 21, 1969,
Jr. r, in violation of this policy, went into a coffee
shop where two other S8ervicemen were alrsady present., Fur-
thermore, according to the Company, Mr, Maloniy aengaged in un-
reagonable routing in going for coffee, 1 1sulting in excessive
mileage., For this violation, the Company on March 26, 1969
gave Mr. r a written warning. (Co. ix.8; Tr. p. 96-97,
163-164),



4, The Company has a practice of auditing the work of each
Serviceman once every three montﬁa. This audit consists of
taking a random sample of a Serviceman's work on a particular
day and a supervisor's calling back on the following day‘at the
residences involved in the aample‘to check out the work that
was done by the Berviceman, If a Serviceman does not average a
ninety "index" based on ths four audits in a calendar year, he
is required to attend remedial training class the following
year, and he is sudited monthly thereafter until his perform-
ance 1s aglih consldered to be satisfactory. | '

In calendar year 1968, no more than 8 nervicamen'out of
the 96 in the central district of the Ban Jose Division, the
district in which Mr, - worked, hed a rating of less than
ninety, Mr, .___ -~ was one of those who had a2 rating below
ninety. Consequently, on March 26, 1969, he attended reomedisl
class, at which time, smong other things, it was emphasized to
Mr. _..S» and to the others in the class, the importance of
f1lling out tags correctly - i,8., signing them, dating them
and putting the exact time on them that they were on the job,
(Tr. p.17, 103-110, 185-190),

An audit was conducted on April 3, 1969 of Mr. rie
April 2, 1969 work, This audit revealed that Mr. ..___ ~ had
been at a customer's residence as a result of the customer's
complaint of a gas leak, that Mr, had found no gas
leak, had "painted the m ¢er" and left; however, the supervisor
conducting the audit later found e leak in the meter, Further-

more, the supervisor found that the gas pressure was lower than
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standard, According to the Company, had Mr, y followed
the prescribed procedure for checking lesks, he would have deter-
mined that the gas pressure was low, thus indicating that

Mr., - had not performed his Job in accordance with the pre~
scribed procedure, Lnutly,‘the supervisor found that there was
an uncapped gas line in the customer's garage. Ageain, asserts
the Company, had Mr, performed his job properly, he
would have discovered this uncapped geas line., (Tr. p.110-114),
5. On April 9, 1969, Mr, ‘s supervisor saw

‘Mr. . at 4412 P.N, driving his truck, That evening, the
supervisor checked Mr. 15 tags and found that Mr.

hed stated on one tag that he had arrived at a particular
address at 4:05 P.M. to perform a Job‘nnd had completed his work
at that address at 4:30 P,M, (Co,Ex.10)., When confronted by the
supervisor the foilowing day with the fact that he had been seen
driving at the same time that he had indicated on his tag thap/
he was working, Mr, . _ 7 admitted that the "arrival time®
that he had written on the tag was in error and that he had
adjusted the time to fit a gap in his schedule. He stated that
when he was seen by the supervisor at 4:12 P.M, he was on his
way to make & personsl telephone call.

Mr, _  was told that he was not to make any falsi-
fications of any type on any company record and that he was not
to defer company business and engage in unnecessary travel to
make personal telephone calls, He also was told that if a simi-
lar incident occurred in the future, disciplinary action would
be taken against him. (Joint Ex,3, Tr. p.1l15-122,304),
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6. on July, 15, 1969, Mr. ‘s supervisor checked

Mr, '8 tags and found that he had completed 28 lock tags
out of the 41 tags that had been issued to him. On the following
day, July 16, 1969, the supervisor agein checked Mr, g
tags and discovered that he had completed 24 tags of the 40 that
had been assigned to him. 8ince 40 or 41 tags are the average |
number assigned dally to a Berviceman with the expectation that
work will be completed on all of them, supervisor decided to
follow Mr, _ ~on July 17, 1969 to determine why Mr. -
‘was not completing the amountof work that was expected of him,
(Tr. p.123, 128-129),

~ Accordingly, on July 17, 1969, Mr. R______ ) . R
service foreman, and Mr, D .s &n assisteant service fore-
man and Mr, r's supervisor, were assigned to keep Mr,

' under survelllsnce., Mr, C @ drove the car while
Mr, ¥ . kept notes on when and where he observed Mr, -
during the day. Mr. C : snd Nr. F _ would check their
watches with each other periodically to make sure their watches
were synchronized. Although they did not manage to keep |
Mr, r under constant observation, they did seehkim at more
than half of the addresses where Mr, ad tags assigned to
him to perform work. (Co.Ex. 4, 5, 6),

According to Mr, F l's and Mr. C 's testimony,
shortly after 3112 P.M. on July 17, Mr. started driving
his truck and ended at an address which was outside his service
area. When he arrived at the address, which was 3.6 miles from
the immediately prior address. at which he had been, he was

T



_observed by Mr, C : and Mr, ¥ . to get out of his truck,
‘enter a residence and stay there until about 4110 P.M., at which
time he got back into his truck and drove to the San Joss yard,
arriving at the yard at 4128 P.M,

When Mr. f turned in his tags on July 17, the
times indicated on them as to when he arrived and left each
address were checked against the times that had been noted by

Mr. F a8 to when and where Mr. " had been observed
thet day, It was determined by comparing the tags against
- Mr. F L's notes that there were discrepancies in the times,

ranging from e difference of S minutes up to 79 minutes, Fure
therriore, there was no indication on any records turned in by

Mr,  that he had been at the address which was outside

his service area. (Co.EBx, 4, 5, 65 Tr. p. 30-35, 134-137),

® % ®

It 18 the Company's contention that Mr. ~ falsi-
fied the times written on his July 17 tegs, and that, particular-
1y in light of the written warning that had been given him in
April, 1969 ragarding rilsitication of company records,

Mr, J's demotion from Bervicemen to Helper was not viola~
tive of the Agreement, Moreover, the Company asserts that the
July 17 incident cannot be viewed in isolation from Mr. g
entire record of performance a8 a Serviceman, and that the con-
clusion is "inescapable” thet Mr, .. 7's record of perform-
ance and attitude demonstrates beyond question that he was

unsuited to be continued in employment as & Bervicsman.
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UNION'S POSITION

It is the Union's position that only two reasons were
given by the Company prior to the arbitration hearing for
Mr. 's demotion -~ namely, (1) that on July 17, 1969, he
went outside his service area on personal business during which
time his éompleticn tags indicated he was performing Company
work, and (2) that on July 17, 1969, he had entered incorrect
times on his tags "to cover other lapses from compeany work"”,
(Co.Bx,2), !hérorore, says the Union, it is not appropriate
‘for the Arbitration Board in this case to consider, as the Com-
pany seeks the Board to consider, any other incident in

Mr, _'s past record as & Serviceman to determine whether
Mr., r's demotion was violative of the Agreement,

An‘for ﬂr.' ‘Yg leaving his work area on July 17,
the Union points to Mr. y's testimony that the purpose

of this trip was to check s swimming pool heater at his
brother-in-law's residence. According to the grievant, he had
completed all of the work that had besn assigned to him whea he
want to his brother-in-law's house, PFurthermore, the grievant
insisted that it was after 4 P.M, when he left his work area,
to0o later for him to call the Company for additionsl assign-
mente that day, (Tr, p.271, 305-308). The Union notes in this
regard that the Company's evidence is in conflict as to when
Mr, . arrived at his brother-in-law's house, some of 1t
indicating that he arrived at 3:24 P.M,, yet an indication in
other parts of the evidence that he was still enroute to the

house at 3:30 P.M. (Co.Ex, 4,6; Tr. p.64), Thus, contends the
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Union, ﬁince'theéeampany's evidenee 1s inconsistent, the Board
should believe ‘the grievent.

In any event, says the Union, the seriousness of the
grievant's trip to his brother-in-law's residence must be view=
ed in the light of Company policy on personkl errands. There
is ihdlsputably no prohibition against a Serviceman teking
time out during working hours for personal reasons 8o long as
dolne 80 does not unduly interfere with Company business, In
the instant case, the trip was to inspect & swimming pool heat-
ar, the operation orzuhiéh would bring additionnl income to the
Oampani, asgerts the Union. Thus, contends the Union, the harm
done o the Company by Mr, 's "excursion" is far out-
weighed by the herm done to Nr. by demoting him, recogw
nizing that even by the Company's testimony, it will probably
be at least a year and a half from the date of Mr, -tg
demotion that he will agein be cansidered if he bids for a
Berviceman's job, (Tr. p.231).

As for the times logged by Mr, ¥ - on July 17 es
to when and where he saw Mr, : on that date, the Union
esserts that those times must be inaccurate because of the
testimony by both Mr, F . and Mr. C , They testified
Ahat the minimum time necessary to complete a lock tag job on
both gas and electric meters is between five and ten minutes,
(Tr. p.50, 157). Yet, according to the times recorded by
Mr. F on July 17 in several instances only five minutes
lapsed between Mr, '8 arrival at one address to perform
& lock tag Jjob and his arrival at the next address. Therefore,
asgerts the Union, the times recorded by Mr, F © are
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inherently unbelievable, and even Mr, ¥ = was unable to
explain how Mr, ' aould have performed the work at several
addresses in the short period of time a8 would be consistent

with the times recorded by Mr. F ~« (Pr. 53, 54, 55, 58, 59).
Consequently, contends the Union, since the evidence submitted

by the Company cannot be considered to be accurate, the Compeny
has not met i1ts burden of proof in establishing that the times
recorded on the tags by Mr. _ were inaccurate,

Rotwithstanding that the Union believes that incidents
prior to Jﬁl& 17, 1969 should not be considered by the Arbitrae-
tion Board in the determination of this case, the Union asks
the Board to note the following evidence related to those prior
incidents:

1. As for the March, 1968 incident concerning the note
left by the grievant on the motorcycles, Mr. I testified
that he had spoken to the manager of the apartment on an earlier
" ocgasion, pointing out that the location of the motorcycles made
it impossible for him to check the meters, When he returned to
find the motorﬁycleu still unmoqu, he again spoke to the mana-
ger, who told Mr, . that the owners of the motorcyeles’
had been told to move thenm, end the manager suggested to Mr.

r that he leave & note, In any event, asserts the Unlon,
the Company has at no time tsken the position that Mr. _ ‘8
demotion in July, 1969 was because of his poor customer relations,
(Tr. p. 235-236).

2, Regarding the January 29, 1969 incident of the four
"0G1's™ wherein the Company asserted that the four customers
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seid that they were at home at the time Mr, - 8aid they
were not, Mr. | - testified that on that partieunlar day he
had no gas in his "hot change" tank, but that if ges had been in
his "hot change” tank, he could have made a "hot change” on the
meters at two of the four addresses in cuestion, Therefore,
since it would be possible to make & "hot change® at a later
time at those addresses, he left no "CGI™ notes. However,

Mr, Maloney teptified that at the dther two addressecs where a
"hand change" was necessary to make the meter changa,=h§ left
"ogx" notes after knocking on thelr dodrs and getting no res-
ponse. (Tr. p. 237-240),

3. With respect to the March 21, 1969 "coffee shop" in-
cldent, it was Mr, ‘s testimony that two Company service-
men were leaving the coffee shop just as he was entering, and
that there was only one other serviceman in the shop bedides
himself while he was there. (Tr. p.234). Furthermore, the Union
asserss that, inasfar as the Company allegation of exeelaive
trnvel" 18 concerned related to this incident, the Compeny made -
no showing that Mr, - eould have obtainad coffee at any
location closer to his work area than where he in fact went for
coffee, |

4. With regard to the April 3, 1969 audit of Mr, 8
April 2 work, wherein the supervisor found a gas leak, an uncepped
gas line and low gas pressure whereas Mr. . had not discover=
ed eany of these faulty conditions, Mr, . . testified thet he
followed standard practice in the performance of the work on this

Job. He stated that in order to find the gas leak in the meter
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1t[aan neeenadry for the supervisor to pull:-off the entire -dial
”facé.fram,theameter, and that he "~ ~ ) had never been
instructed to perform that operation to find a lesak. He also
stated that the customer told Lhim that she smelled gas outside
the garage and that he did not believe that a check inside was
indicated in view of that information. (Tr, p. 240-244, 300).
More importantly, contends the Union, it is not the Company's
position that the grievant does hot possess the ability to be a
Serviceman ahd'that'ginée the 5ridvant'l~démotion was not for
"poor qunlity'wnrk, this ;ncident,ia'irrelqv;nt.‘ (tnion brief,
P 19). -
5. With respect to the amount of work completed by

Mr, _ on July 15 and July 16, 1969, the Union invites the
Arbitretion Board's attention to Mr, "3 testimony that he
had just returned from a month's vacation and that he hadn't
gotten "back in the groove", particularly since sBome of the
areas assigned to him on July 15 and 16 were unfamiliar to him.
(Tr. p. 2#6~250)¢ The Union also contends that the Company has
not alleged either that the grievant wes on personal business

or that the grievant in any way falsified his tags on July 15 or
July 163 therefore, evidence related to Mr, _ '8 Work per=

formance on those two days is irrelevant to the issue in this

cage.

OPINION

The Arbitration Board believes that the crucial issue
in this case is whether Mr, _ has demonstrated by his
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actlions the degree of rellability and trustworthiness that can - . - .

properly be expected of a Serviceman by the Company,. -Based-upon
all the evidence, it is the Board's opinion that he has not.

In erriving at this opinion, the Board wishes it to be
understood that much of the evidence submitted by the Compeny
has been glven little or no weight, The Board believes, for
example, that the March, 1968 incident regarding the note left
on the motorcycles has nothing to do with Mr, -'s trust-

- worthiness, and the Board concurs. with the Union that

Hr. | s cuntomar ralaticns is not proparly within the
scope of this case, Neither does the Board rely upon the

March, 1969 "coffee shop" incident, in reaching 1ts judgment as |
to the grievant's lack of reliability, for the evidence as to
that incident 1s indeed inconclusive that Hr. violated
the rule against "congregating®. The Board als0 places little
weight on the "four CG1" 1ncident of January 29, 1969 in making
its determination.

Putting 1t another way, the Board relies 1lrgely 1f not 
solely on the evidence regarding events occurring since
March 26, 1969, the day that the grievant attended remediui'
class., Mr, ~ should have realized at that time that he
was "skating on thin 1ce"; since the whole idea of the class
was L0 refresh the few Servicemen who had not met the "standard"}
for performance as indicated by their 1968 sudits. It must be
remembered that Mr; was told in this class that he was
tq f£ill out his tags accurately, Notwithatanding_this reminder,
no ?nore than two weeks passed before Mr. , admittedly .
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_ ﬁallifiad time on his tag, for on April 9; 1969 he was seen DY
his supervisor driving his truck at -a time when when he—stated
on a tag that he was working, Mr., ~~ 7 acknowledged this
falgification and was specifically warned in writing that
"future lapses of this nature or disregard ofﬁhe instructions
contained herein will result in eppropriate disciplinary meas-
ures being teken." Remember also that Mr. in this
ingident had stated that he was on his way to make a personal
phone call when he was seen by his supervisor., It was pointed
out to him that he hed gone 1% miles out or his way to make. hin

’phane oall and this was conaidered by the Company to be unreas-
onable, (Joint Ex, 3)

This warning appnrehtly hed little effect on

Mr, .. for on July 17 he travgléd 3.6 miies out of his
way on persaﬁal business ;: to aheék his brother-1n~lawss sSwin~
ming pool heatér; The grievant does not deny that he took this
detour, His defenne seams to be that checking the heater in-
directly benefitsd the company ~w an argument thﬁt does not
impress the Board e:'and that the detour ocdurred so late in

- the day that no more asaignmenta would likely hnva becn given to
him by the Company had he called in to the company.

In this latter regard, the Board does not accept

Mr, " testimony that he finished his last job prior to
his going to his brother-in-law's house at 4308 P.M., a8 opposed
to the testimony of Mr. I " and Mr, C that he left for

his brother-in-law's prior to 3130 P.M. If the Board were %o



believe Mr. .» he traveled 3.6 miles %0 his brother=in-
law's house; spent as much &8 seven minutes et that house, and
then drove at least eight miles back to the yard, all in the
spacé of twenty-two minutes, This the Board finds herd to
accept, as distinguished from the testimony of the Company wit-
nesses that Mr, stayed at his brother-in-law's residence
at least one-half hour and did not start back to the yard until
4110 P.M., arriving at the yard at 4128 P,M.

There is another part of Mr, - 's testimony that is
difficult for the Board to aecept. Mr. stated that he
saw Mr. F . and Mr, c 3 in a car on several occasions on

July 17 and realized that he was under surveillance. If that
were true, then it indeed was remarkable that Mr, © 7. would
have taken a trip out of his service area to his brother«-in-law's
house, rememberin; again that he had been given a written warning
only three months earlier about ﬁAking unnecessary trips on
personal. business during working hours. The Board beli:ves that
if Mr, " knew he was being followed and nevertheless. took
this excurnion, such conduct would conatitute near inaubordina-
tion, “ , _
~ The Board is also of the opinion that Mr. . falsi-
fied the times on his tags on July 17. At the same time, the
Board does not accept the full accuracy of the tihes aé noted by
Mr. F _ a8 being "arrival times" by Mr, at the
respective addresses. Indeed, if the difference between the

times noted on Mr. .'s tags and the times noted by
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Mr.F  were within a few minutes of each other, the Board
would not find that Mr, falsified his times, The Board
1n‘ making these observations, is not casting doubt on -
Mr. P | s honesty; rather, the Board takes cogninnce of
the fact that this 1s the first time that Mr. P  ever
°ngaged in surveillance work and itis more likely that the times
he wrote down were the times when he saw Mr. _ at the var-
ious m;-eues instead of thei.r being "a.rrim times",

| Hmvor, the tme dirtercntiall between Kra-.- g
and Mr, b 's. notatiem were not ALNOr ww tn.y mre at
oonaider@ble vario.nce, two of them baing over an bour apart,
For example, Mr, r noted an his tag that he completed his
work at 56 N. 3rd at 1:00 P.M,, whereas Mr. ¥ "1 noted that
Mr. arrived at that job at 11152 A.N. cqnsiaermg' that
“the wor'k at that address yas a "'rewd only", a task teking no
more than 2-3 minutes, it 1is apparent that either Mr. F_ »
in coll.us!.on with Mr. ¢ _ , wilfully !.nd denberatﬂy falnifisd
the time that he put down as having seen Mr, at thet
J-udaren on one hmd, or ﬂm Mr. .. -falsified the time that
he was there on the other ha.nd As betweon these alternatives,
the Board believes that it was Mr, _ s ot Mr, ¥ |, who
falsified the time notation, ,

The considerable time difference as between Mr, F

's and Mr. _'s notations at the 56 N. 3rd address was
not unique to that address. A study of Company Exhibit 6 shows
that of the 16 addresses where there were time notations by both



Mr,F =~ and Mr. . “&t°7 ‘addreades the ‘diffsrence was
more'ﬁﬁan”BO”ﬁlhutéé;'aﬁd“dﬁ 13 addressés the dirfTerence was 20
minutes or more. To reiterete, a difference of such magnitude
cannot be attributable to mere mistake by either or both of the
persons making the notationi e either Mr, ... deliberately
falsified his time notations or Mr, F. _ daiad -:'and the
Board finds that it was Nr. ~ who aid.,

Thus, the Board concludes that disciplinary action
agalnst Mr.  Was jJustified. The remaining consideration
for the Board to determine 18 whether demotion was an appro- |
priate disciplinary écti&u W ae the Agreement silent in this
regard or were there no past praétice of dgmoting employees as
a disciplinary messure, the!Board might be hard put to find
demotion as being appropriate. However, tne facts are to the
contrary.

Bections 102]3 and 206.15 of the Agreement clearly pro-
vide for demotions for reasons other than for lack of work, the
former section being perticularly clear thet demotion is appro-
priate as a diaciplinary ection, Mbreover, it was established
that in at laalt two prior 1natnnces, employees have been
demoted a8 disciplinary measures, and in one of those prior in-
stances the employee was dqmoted tiam the 8Serviceman Jjob,

(Co. Ex, 11 & 12), In light of the above-cited contractual
provisions and the past practice of the partles, the Board is

of the opinion that Hr. ..... 's demotion was appropriate &s a

disciplinary action,



.

The demotion of | ' from Gas Berviceman to
Helper was not in violation of the Agreement of 1952, as amended,
applying to physical employees of Compeny,

Dated: July 13, 1970,

" c-rx';’
of Arba.tntion Board

Union Appointed Arbitrator

%@%&-«é@m)

Union Appointed Arbitra.tor

Company Appointed Arbitrator

ceapuny Appointeﬂd.rbitrator
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