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This case concerns Company's reassignment of Joint Pole duties
from an Operating Clerk. Selma to Foreman's Clerks or Field Clerks in
five separate Kings District local headquarters.

For approximately 17 years prior to the grievance. Joint Pole
duties. including preparation of Joint Pole Intent and Set Notices. were
assigned to an Operating Clerk in Selma. As a result of reorganization.
these duties were decentralized to each of the old Kings District local
headquarters. These headquarters did not have Electric Clerical
bargaining unit employees so the work was assigned to the existing
Foreman's Clerks or Field Clerks.

Union argued that Company cannot unilaterally take work from
the Clerical bargaining unit and assign it to the Physical Bargaining
unit.

Company argued that while the Foreman's Clerk and Field Clerk
classifications are in the Physical Bargaining Unit. they do perform
clerical type work and further that there is a bidding tie between the
two bargaining units in that Operating Clerical clerks are in the line
of progression to Asst. Foreman's Clerk and Foreman's Clerk and
vice-versa.

The Union responded that the tie allows employees to move back
and forth between the bargaining units. but the assignment of work is
governed by Title 2. Recognition.

An informal survey of the system indicated that in the
overwhelming majority of locations. Joint Pole duties are. and have
historically been. assigned to Operating Clerical classifications.



The Company agreed, based on the facts of the case} specifically
that there was no clear showing that this was "common duty work", and
without prejudice to other pending or future jurisdictional grievances,
that Company's unilateral reassignment of this work violated Title 2 of
the Agreements. The Company will, however, submit for the Union's
consideration a proposed Letter of Agreement to continue the current
work. If the Union declines to execute the Letter Agreement, then
Company will make appropriate changes in the work assignment in order to
comply with the Labor Agreement.
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