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Both grievances concern the appropriate rate of reimbursement pursuant to
Section 201.5 of the Physical Agreement for an employee required to maintain a
telephone in his home.

In the San Jose case. the grievance issue is over the Company reimbursing
employees at the lifeline rate in those geographical areas where lifeline is
available. The Local Investigating Committee determined that the Troublemen in San
Jose Division are required to have a telephone at their place of residence. The
company stated that. for those Division employees who are required to have a phone
who are not normally required to callout on the phone. they will be reimbursed at
the lifeline rate. For those employees who normally are required to call the
Company on their phone. they will be reimbursed at the "one-party" rate. The Union
stated that two-party service was not available in the San Jose area. The
supervisor stated in order to obtain a timely response that a one party-party was
preferred over a two-party line.

The Coast Valleys case concerns the issuance of a letter dated March 26.
1982 which provided for reimbursement at the single-party rate unless the two-party
service rate was available in the residence area of the employee.

The supervisor stated that he issued the letter which restated the policy
regarding reimbursement to Troublemen for the maintenance of telephones in their
residences. He stated that this policy had been in effect for the last nine years;
and all during that time. the Company had been paying the two-party rate.

The reason a letter was issued was that because of recent changes in
personnel in Troublemen positions, the Company found that not all the regulations
were being followed properly. One person did not submit a bill at all and did not
know he was allowed any reimbursement. and a second person was submitting his
request for reimbursement at an old rate. A third employee was using the
single-party rate on his request for reimbursement.

According to the supervisor, the two-party rate has been in effect
throughout the Coast Valleys Division. and it has always been the practice to
follow the guidelines in Standard Practice No. 724.4-J. The supervisor also stated
that the Company has been paying the extra dollar per month for the cost of one
basic rotary dial telephone which should be considered part of the basic rate.



Standard Practice No. 724.4-1 was reviewed. Paragraph 5 states in part,
"Reimbursement for single-party service will only be allowed when two-party service
is not offered by the Telephone Company." Company had argued that the Standard
Practice was written prior to the existence of the lifeline rate and that at the
time the Standard Practice was issued, it was Company's intent to reimburse
employees for telephone expenses at the lowest rate available. Union argued that,
pursuant to Section 107.1, Company had reduced the scope of a plan beneficial to
the employees inasmuch as prior to the existence of lifeline rates all employees
entitled to reimbursement receive either the one-party unmeasured rate or the
two-party unmeasured rate.

In discussing this case, it was noted by the Committee that there are
varying practices throughout the system with respect to telephone reimbursement
costs. In some locations, an additional dollar was paid for maintaining the
instrument plus the various taxes associated with maintaining a telephone. In
other locations, these associated expenses were not paid by the Company.

The Review Committee is in agreement that employees will be compensated
at the single-party unmeasured rate except where the two-party unmeasured rate is
available. Employees W'ill also"be "reimbursed for the various taxes and assessments
associated with maintaining a telephone. Those employees in San Jose Division who
were compensated at the lifeline rate will be retroactively reimbursed in
accordance with the above. The Coast Valleys case is closed without adjustment.
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