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.'\
Review Committee Files Nos. (5lt¥and 515
Stockton Division Grievances 'Nos. 16-63-8 and 16-63-9

MR. T. J. BIANUCCI, Chairman
Stockton Division
Joint Grievance Committee

The Union has recently informed the Company members
of the Review Committee that the above subject grievances
have been withdrawn from the agenda of the Review Committee.
We are enclosing a copy of the Union's statements of with-
drawal for your information.

It will be in order for you to note in the minutes
of your next Division Joint Grievance Committee meeting that
these cases are considered closed.

L. i. o ••• '"d
L. V. BROWN, Chairman

Review Committee .

LVB:RS
Encl.

cc: VJThompson
EFSibley
CLYager
GLWorks

.LLMitchell



Oakland 12, California
LOCAL UNION 124.5

May 18, 1964

Mr. L. V. Brown. Chairman
Review CommitteePacific Gas & Electric Company
245 Market StreetSan Francisco 6, California
Dear Mr. Brawn:
The following Rev1~w Committee cases are being liithdrawn by the
Union for the reasons noted on the enclosed statements:
R.C.4J438R.c.#443R.C.1i48S
R.C.1486
R.c.1520
R.c.1488
R.C.#490
R.C.#544-64-37
R.C.ISOO
R.C.IS14a.C.ilS1S
R.C.#S3S-64-28

LL.'i:do
Enclso
cc : ~iMFleming

R'JlFialds

oeiu-29
afl<~cl.o
5185!t:~do

- Coast Valleys Division Grievance #18-222
- Coast Valleys Division Grievances 118-224 & 118-225
- Coast Valleys Division Grievance 118-63-5
- San Francisco Division Grievance 12-63-9
- san Francisco Division Grievance 12-63-15 (LoloC.#)
- San Francisco Division Grievance 12-63-15 (G/C I)- North Bay Division Grievance 14-63-12
- North Bay Division Grievance #4-64-2
- San Francisco Division Grievance 12-63-13
- Stockton Division G~ievance 116-63-8
- Stockton Division Grievance 116-63-9
- Sacramento Division Grievance #6-63-3

Very truly youra.

c:x-?d~Uvh~
L. L. Mitchell, Secretary
Review Committee



I)

Revi~N Committee File No/ 514/Stockton Division Grieva~a--No. 16-63-8
Review Committee File No. 515
Stockton Division Grievance No. 16-63-9

Union is '~dthdra,dng R. C. #514 and R. C. 1;515from the file and
will consider these cases closed. It is our feeling that as a
matter of contractual right, there is no basis for the adjustment
which is sought. We belIeve that to charge sick leave to a period
of absence from normal work time created by long hours of workJ or
interruptions in proper rest by reason of work assignments, would
violate the principle of adequate rest which was .aught when
Section 208.11 was negotiated. It 1. recoan1sed. that Section 20a.1l
does not provide this principle i. all cas.s of work .ssignment.
durina normal hours of rest aue to specific time requirements which.
by stlpulatlO1t in this See-tion. must be met befoX'e • paid rest
p.~iocli. providee!durina tlO%'IB8.l hour. of work. Thea. conditionawere not met in the•• in.tAne •••
We do ,believe that if con.ideration were to be given to the equities
of these cases. 80me compensation would be justified. when the loss
of timewa ••• a result of fatiaue created oJ condltiona where
normal rest was lost in providina a valuable senice lor the
Company. It would seem simple justice would indicate the matter of
payment should have been ba ••d on8 review of the special <:irc,.-
stances and merits in these ea.e. rather than denyina payment merelybecause there 1s no contractual obligation. P.~lehave been given
time off with pay in other situations for much less substantial or
urgent reasons.

L. L. Mitchell. secretaryReview C<8!littee


