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The above-subject grievance has been discussed by the Pre-Review Committee
prior to its docketing on the agenda of the Review Committee and is being returned,
pursuant to Step Five A{ii) of the grievance procedure, to the Local Investigating
Committee for settlement in accordance with the following:

On March 30, 1981, a Relief System Operator·worked the 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.
shift with an Electrician, performing maintenance at Cottonwood Substation. At
3:00 p.m., he was replaced by a System Operator who was working the 10:00 a.m. to
6:00 p.m. shift that day. The Union filed a grievance stating that the System
Operator was working out of his classification, and the.relief should have been held
over the 1~ hour worked by the System Operator.

A review of the job definition for Relief System Operator shows that such
employee may be required to perform electrical, mechanical and building maintenance
in the Substation/Hydro Plants and other related facilities. The same terminology
does not appear in the job definition for System Operator. Therefore, the Committee
concludes at the outset, that the use of the System Operator to perform this work
was inappropriate.

As to the grievant's claim for overtime compensation for the work involved,
the Pre-Review Committee notes the Substation supervisor's testimony that had he
realized the use of the System Operator was improper, in this case, he would have waited
until other maintenance people returned to the yard before continuing with the job
since it was not critical to perform the work. The Pre-Review Committee has faced
this particular issue in previous grievance settlements; that is, the right of
employees to perform "common task" work on overtime when other classifications which
may also be assigned this work would be assigned at the straight rate of pay. In
those cases, the Committee concluded that the use of an employee who was otherwise
properly classified to perform work at the straight rate of pay may be used in place
of working another employee on overtime. Such is the issue in this case, as between
the use of the Relief Operator or Helper to perform the maintenance work.



•
After careful consideration, the Committee concludes that there was no

violation of the Agreement with respect to the Relief System Operator since he was
not contractually guaranteed this work on a straight time or overtime basis.

This case is considered closed on the basis of the foregoing, and the
closure should be so noted by the Local Investigating Committee.
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