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Subject of the Grievances

These; cases concern whether it is appropriate for apprentice control technicians to perform jourmneyman
electrical production work without benefit of upgrade to the Control Technician classification.

Facts of the Cases

In early 1995, the Company vacated the Electrician and Instrument Repairman classifications at power plants.
The majority of incumbents prebid to newly established Apprentice Control Technician positions. The
Company's decision to vacate the Electrician and Instrument Repairman classification and have the electrical
work performed by Control Technicians became the central issue in Arbitration Case No. 210. Arbitration Case

No. 210 was closed by the parties as the result of Letter Agreement 95-74 which provided expanded job
opportunities in the CES business unit for displaced employees.

At the Diablo Canyon and Morro Bay power plants, Apprentice Control Technicians, who formerly held the
Electrician classification, continued to perform journeyman level electrical work when they were not actively
engaged in academic or on-the-job training within the Apprentice Control Technician classification. It was
not.ed by the Pre-Review Committee that at the time the LIC conducted its investigation in this case, little if any
training was being provided to the former Electricians who bid to the Apprentice CT classification. Discussions
were underway at the Joint Apprenticeship Committee level to update the Apprentice CT training program. The
Pre-Review Committee has been advised that the Joint Apprenticeship Committee has concluded discussion

on the issues related to the training program and at present Apprentice CT's are receiving the necessary
training.
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The grievants in this case were not upgraded to the Control Technician rate of pay, but they continued to receive
the rate of pay of a journeyman Electrician. Ordinarily, employees are placed at the beginning pay step of ‘he
Apprentice Control Technician when entering an apprenticeship for the first time. However, note 4 of the
Apprentice Control Technician job description in Exhibit VI-B of Title 600 provides that employees, who were

previously Electricians or Instrument Repairmen, are allowed to maintain their journeyman rate of pay until such
time as the apprenticeship is complete.
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The Master Apprenticeship Agreement provides that an employee in an apprenticeship classification may be

assigned to work alone as part of the employee's training and experience but that such assignments shall be for
the purpose of developing and demonstrating proficiency.

The issue in these cases is whether the assignment of journeyman level electrical production work (work that is

not assigned for the purpose of developing or demonstrating proficiency) to Apprentice Control Technicians
requires an upgrade to the Control Technician rate of pay.

In the cases at hand, the employees were assigned electrical work that was clearly within their skill and ability to
perform. These employees had most recently heid the Electrician classification. Additionally, they were
compensated at the rate of pay of a journeyman classification, Electrician, that had previously been assigned this
work, as is provided for in the job definition agreement. Lastly, in closing out Arbitration Case No. 210, the

parties recognized that a certain amount of electrical production work would be performed by apprentices who
had previously held the Electrician classification.

Conclusion

This case presents a very unique set of circumstances, in that via the closure of Arbitration Case No. 210 the
parties acknowledged that ACT’s would continue to perform the work they previously performed as journeyman
Electricians. No exception was provided to deal with the seeming conflict with the Master Apprenticeship
Agreement, which limits an apprentice to work alone only as part of the employee's training and experience
where such is for the purpose of developing and demonstrating proficiency. Based on the unusual facts
presented in this case, the Pre-Review Committee agreed that the assignment of journeyman level electrical

production work to Apprentice Control Technicians, without benefit of an upgrade, was not in violation of the
Agreement. On that basis, the grievances are considered ciosed.
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