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Central Coast Division Grievance No. CCH-94-22
DeAnza Division Grievance No. DEA 94-1
DeAnza Division Grievance No. DEA 94-3
DeAnza Division Grievance No. DEA 94-5
DeAnza Division Grievance No. DEA 94-6
DeAnza Division Grievance No. DEA 94-7
DeAnza Division Grievance No. DEA 94-9
Diablo Division Grievance No. CON-94-8
Diablo Division Grievance No. CON 94-36
Diablo Division Grievance No. CON 94-37
Diablo Division Grievance No. CON 94-38
Diablo Division Grievance No. CON 94-39
Diablo Division Grievance No. CON 94-40
Diablo Division Grievance No. CON 94-52
Diablo Division Grievance No. CON 94-53
Diablo Division Grievance No. CON 94-54
Diablo Division Grievance No. CON 94-55
Diablo Division Grievance No. CON 94-56
Diablo Division Grievance No. CON 94-57
Diablo Division Grievance No. CON-94-99
East Bay Division Grievance No. OAK -94-28
East Bay Division Grievance No. OAK -94-29
East Bay Division Grievance No. OAK -94-30
East Bay Division Grievance No. OAK -94-31
East Bay Division Grievance No. OAK -94-33
East Bay Division Grievance No. OAK -94-34
East Bay Division Grievance No. OAK -94-37
East Bay Division Grievance No. OAK -94-38
East Bay Division Grievance No. OAK -94-32
Los Padres Division Grievance No. SLO -94-22
Los Padres Division Grievance No. SLO -94-18
Mission Division Grievance No. HAY-94-29
Mission Division Grievance No. HAY-94-37
Mission Division Grievance No. HAY-94-10
Mission Division Grievance No. HAY-94-11
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Mission Division Grievance No. HAY-94-13
Mission Division Grievance No. HAY-94-14
Mission Division Grievance No. HAY-94-16
Mission Division Grievance No. HAY-94-18
Mission Division Grievance No. HAY-94-12
Mission Division Grievance No. HAY-94-36
Mission Division Grievance No. HAY -94-44
North Bay Division Grievance No. SNR-94-03
North Bay Division Grievance No. SNR-94-15
North Bay Division Grievance No. SNR-94-12
North Coast Division Grievance No. STR-94-16
North Coast Division Grievance No. STR-94-17
North Coast Division Grievance No. STR-94-40
North Valley Division Grievance No. CHI-94-17
North Valley Division Grievance No. CHI-94-19
North Valley Division Grievance No. CHI-94-21
North Valley Division Grievance No. CHI-94-33
North Valley Division Grievance No. CHI-94-34
North Valley Division Grievance No. CHI-94-18
North Valley Division Grievance No. CHI -94-20
Nuclear Power Division Grievance No. NPG-616-94-049
Nuclear Power Division Grievance No. NPG-618-94-051
Oakland Division Grievance No. OAK-94-35
Oakland Division Grievance No. OAK-94-36
Oakland Division Grievance No. OAK-94-37
Peninsula Division Grievance No. BEL-94-14
Peninsula Division Grievance No. BEL-94-15
Peninsula Division Grievance No. BEL-94-16
Peninsula Division Grievance No. BEL-94-17
Peninsula Division Grievance No. BEL-94-18
Peninsula Division Grievance No. BEL-94-19
Peninsula Division Grievance No. BEL-94-20
Peninsula Division Grievance No. BEL-94-22
Peninsula Division Grievance No. BEL-94-23
Peninsula Division Grievance No. BEL-94-24
Peninsula Division Grievance No. BEL-94-25
Peninsula Division Grievance No. BEL-94-26
Peninsula Division Grievance No. BEL-94-27
Peninsula Division Grievance No. BEL-94-31
Peninsula Division Grievance No. BEL-94-35
Peninsula Division Grievance No. BEL-94-50
Sacramento Division Grievance No. SAC-94-24(a)
Sacramento Division Grievance No. SAC-94-24
San Francisco Division Grievance No. SFO-94-13
San Francisco Division Grievance No. SFO-94-15
San Francisco Division Grievance No. SFO-94-18
San Francisco Division Grievance No. SFO-94-19
San Francisco Division Grievance No. SFO-94-27
San Francisco Division Grievance No. SFO-94-31
San Francisco Division Grievance No. SFO-94-34



San Francisco Division Grievance No. SFO-94-39
San Francisco Division Grievance No. SFO-94-46
San Francisco Division Grievance No. SFO-94-29
San Francisco Division Grievance No. SFO-94-32
San Francisco Division Grievance No. SFO-94-35
San Francisco Division Grievance No. SFO-94-40
San Francisco Division Grievance No. SFO-94-41
San Francisco Division Grievance No. SFO-94-44
San Francisco Division Grievance No. SFO-94-51
San Joaquin Division Grievance No. FRO-94-14
San Joaquin Division Grievance No. FRO-94-33
San Jose Division Grievance No. SJO-94-6
San Jose Division Grievance No. SJO-94-20
San Luis Obispo Division Grievance No. SLO-94-5
San Luis Obispo Division Grievance No. SLO-94-8
San Luis Obispo Division Grievance No. SLO-94-21
Sierra Division Grievance No. AUB-94-13
Sierra Division Grievance No. AUB-94-14
Sierra Division Grievance No. AUB-94-15
Sierra Division Grievance No. AUB-94-16
Sierra Division Grievance No. AUB-94-19
Sierra Division Grievance No. AUB-94-22
Sierra Division Grievance No. AUB-94-23
Sierra Division Grievance No. AUB-94-24
Sierra Division Grievance No. AUB-94-29
Sierra Division Grievance No. AUB-94-41
Sierra Division Grievance No. AUB-94-48
Sierra Division Grievance No. AUB -94-30
Sierra Division Grievance No. AUB-94-45
Stockton Division Grievance No. STKN-94-2
Yosemite Division Grievance No. MER-94-10
Yosemite Division Grievance No. MER-94-12
Yosemite Division Grievance No. MER-94-13
Yosemite Division Grievance No. MER-94-14
Corporate Services Grievance No. VPC-94-7

The above referenced grievances were referred to a ntle 206/19 subcommittee for
. resolution. All the grievances concern disputes arising out of the Company's

application of Title 206/19. The grievance issues fall into two general categories. The
first involves the 'compression" of displacement options. The second involves the
affect a systemwide displacement has on employees' ability to be placed in a demotion
area option (206.6 (a)) when more junior demotion unit (206.6(b)) or system options
(206.6(c)) are available.

In Arbitration Case No. 201, it was determined that the method in which the Company
administered Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor Agreement. In light of
that conclusion, the subcommittee examined the 206/19 assignments of the grievants
in the above referenced grievances to determine if the specific assignments were
appropriate. The Committee reached the following settlements:
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The grievant was hired by the Company on September 3, 1980 and at the time of
displacement was a T&O Driver. The grievant was placed as a Auxiliary Operator. The
grievant believed the placement should have been into a higher option under the
provision of Section 206.6.

The grievant was placed into his 10th option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to employees with greater seniority.

The placement of the grievants under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement 'this case' is :C1osedwlthout adjustment



The grievant was hired by the Company on April 3, 1978 and at the time of
displacement was a T&D Driver. The grievant was placed as a Materialsman position.
Th~grievanl believed the placement should have been into a higher option under the
provision of Section 206.6 ...

The grievant was placed into his 11th option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to employees with greater seniority.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievants were hired by the Company on between 1971 and 1978 and at the time
of displacement were in various Electric T&D classifications. The grievants were
placed into various options. The grievants believed the placement should have been
into a higher option under the provision of Section 206.6.

The grievants were placed into the appropriate options. The other options were
compressed out or were assigned to employees with greater seniority.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired on May 6, 1985 and at the time of displacement was a Utility
Clerk-Typist Operating. The grievant was displaced into a Utility Clerk-Typist -
Customer Services at Cupertino. The grievant believed she should have been placed
into a Utility Clerk-Typist Operating at San Jose under Title 19.

The grievant was placed into her 5th option. The other options were compressed out or
were assigned to more senior employees.

The grievant's placement under Title 19 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired by the Company on March 7, 1985 and at the time of
displacement was a Utility Worker. The grievant was placed as a Gas Transmission
Operator. The grievant believed the placement should have been into a higher option
under the provision of Section 206.6.

The grievant was placed into his 29th option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to employees with greater seniority.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired by the Company on February 8, 1980 and at the time of
displacementwas a Field Clerk. The grievant was placed as a Materialsman. The
grievant believed the placement should have been into a higher option under the
provision of Section 206.6.

The grievant was placed into her 67th option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to employeeswith greater seniority.

Th~ grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievantwas hired on September 18; 1991 and at the time of displacement was a
Meter Reader. The grievant was displaced into a Meter Reader at Davis. The grievant
believed he should have been placed into a Meter Reader at Concord under Title 19.

The grievant was placed into his 4th option. The other options were compressed out or
were assigned to more senior employees.

The grievant's placement under Title 19 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



Peninsula Division Grievance No. 8EL-94~50
~-' ':

This case concerns the allegation that two vacancies were not included as
displacement options for Title 19.

The committee determined that the positionsin question were not authorized vacancies
as ofthe date that displacement:options were generated.

Given that the two positions in question w~re not authorized vacancies at the time that
Title 19 was implemented, there is no viofation of the agreement. This case is closed
without adjustment.



The grievance was hired by the Company on February 19, 1985 and at the time of
displacement was a Utility Worker - Gas. The grievance was placed as a Utility
Worker, DC. The grievance believed the placement should have been into a higher
option under the provision of Section 206.6.

The grievance was placed into her 12th option. The other options were compressed
out or were assigned to employees with greater seniority.

The .griev~nt's placement undel'title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired by the Company on June 14, 1972 and at the time of
displacement was a T&D Driver. The grievant was placed as a Utility Worker Building
Services. The grievant believed the placement should have been into a higher option
under the provision of Section 206.6.
The grievant was placed into his 21st option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to employees with greater seniority.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired on August 17, 1971 and at the time of displacement was a
Groundman. The grievant was displaced into a Utility Worker at Emeryville. The
grievant believed she should have been placed into an area or unit option under Title
206.

The grievant was placed into his 21st option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to more senior employees. Also at dispute was whether the grievant
was entitled to any 206.5 options. The Committee determined that the grievants
immediately previously held line of progression was General Construction. The
Agreement does not provide for 206.5 rights from Title 200 to Title 300 positions. As
such, the grievant was not entitled to 206.5 rights.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired on June 22, 1977 and at the time of displacement was a
Transformer Repairman. The grievant was displaced into a Fieldman at Fresno. The
grievant believed he should have been placed into a Telecom Installer at Fresno under
Title 206. The grievant believed that he should have had a 206.5 option to an
Apprentice Electrician.

The grievant was placed into his 2nd option (Fieldman under Section 206.5). The other
option was compressed out. The Committee determined that the grievant was not
entitled to a 206.5 option to an Apprentice Electrician as it is in the same Line of
Progression as Transformer Repairman.

Thegrievanfsplacement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired on June 18, 1984 and at the time of displacement was a Utility
Clerk-Typist. The grievant was displaced into a MR/Utility Clerk at Marysville. The
grievant believed she should have been placed into some other positions under Title
19.

The grievant was placed into her 3rd option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to more senior employees.

The grievant's placement under Title 19 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired by the Company on July 31, 1985 and at the time of
displacement was a Utility Worker. The grievant was placed as a Chem/Rad Helper.
The grievant believed the placement should have been into a Materialsman under the
provision of Section 206.6.

The grievant was placed into his 35th option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to employees with greater seniority.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired by the Company in 1983 at the time of displacement was a
Utility Worker. The grievant was placed into a Utility Worker - DC. The grievant
believed the placement should have been into a higher option under the provision of
Section 206.6.

The grievants was placed in a DC option. The other options were compressed out or
were assigned to employees with greater seniority.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievants were hired by the Company between 1964 and 1991 and at the time of
displacement were in various Gas and Electric Classifications. The grievants were
placed into various positions. The grievants believed the placement should have been
into a higher options under the provision of Section 206.6.

The grievants were placed into the appropriate options. The other options were
compressed out or were assigned to employees with greater seniority.

The grievants placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



Review Committee F!0NO. 1775

The grievant was hired by the Company on June 17, 1985 and at the time of
displacement was a Groundman. The grievant was placed as a Utility Worker - DC.
The grievant believed the placement should have been into a higher option under the
provision of Section 206.6.

The grievant was placed into his 29th option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to employees with greater seniority.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired by the Company on October 24, 1983 and at the time of
displacement was a T&D Driver. The grievant was placed as a Utility Worker - DC.
The grievant believed the placement should have been into a higher option under the
provision of Section 206.6.

The grievant was placed into his 24th option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to employees with greater seniority.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired by the Company on May 28, 1974 and at the time of
displacement was a Manhole Pumpman. The grievant was placed as a Utility Worker -
DC. The grievant believed the placement should have been into a higher option under
the provision of Section 206.6.

The grievant was placed into his 17th option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to employees with greater seniority.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired by the Company on July 23, 1990 and at the time of
displacement was a T&D Driver. The grievant was placed as a Utility Worker - DC.
The grievant believed the placement should have been into a higher option under the
provision of Section 206.6.

The grievant was placed into his 12th option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to employees with greater seniority.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired by the Company on June 27, 1983 and at the time of
displacement was a T&D Driver. The grievant was placed as a Utility Worker - DC.
The grievant believed the placement should have been into a higher option under the
provision of Section 206.6.

The grievant was placed into his 18th option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to employees with greater seniority.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired by the Company on March 12, 1992 and at the time of
displacement was a Groundman. The grievant was placed as a Utility Worker - DC.
The grievant believed the placement should have been into a Shop Meterperson under
the provision of Section 206.6.

The grievant was placed into her 5th option. The other options were compressed out or
were assigned to employees with greater seniority.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired by the Company on January 15, 1988 and at the time of
displacement was a Groundman. The grievant was placed as a DC Utility Worker. The
grievant believed the placement should have been into a Materialsman under the
provision of Section 206.6.

The grievant was placed into his 18th option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to employees with greater seniority.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired by the Company on June 11, 1990 and at the time of
displacement was a Utility Worker Gas T&D. The grievant was placed as a
Utility Worker - DC. The grievant believed the placement should have been into a
higher option under the provision of Section 206.6.

The "grievant was placed into his 34th option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to employees with greater seniority.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired by the Company on April 8, 1991 and at the time of
displacement was a Utility Worker - Gas T&D. The grievant was placed as a Utility
Worker - DC. The grievant believed the placement should have been into a
Materialsman under the provision of Section 206.6.

The grievant was placed into his 25th option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to employees with greater seniority.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired by the Company on April 12, 1985 and at the time of
displacement was a T&D Driver. The grievant was placed as a Utility Worker - DC.
The grievant believed the placement should have been into a Telecom Installer under
the provision of Section 206.6.

The grievant was placed into his 7th option. The other options were compressed out or
were assigned to employees with greater seniority.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired by the Company on December 28, 1987 and at the time of
displacement was a T&D Driver. The grievant was placed as a Utility Worker - DC.
The grievant believed the placement should have been into a Telecom Installer under
the provision of Section 206.6.

The grievant was placed into his 11th option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to employees with greater seniority.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired by the Company on October 11, 1982 and at the time of
displacement was a T&D Driver. The grievant was placed as a Utility Worker - DC.
The grievant believed the placement should have been into a Telecom Installer under
the provision of Section 206.6.

The grievant was placed into his 4th option. The other options were compressed out or
were assigned to employees with greater seniority.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired by the Company on May 29, 1991 and at the time of
displacement was a Utility Worker - Gas T&D Driver. The grievant was placed as a
Utility Worker - DC. The grievant believed the placement should have been into a
Telecom Installer under the provision of Section 206.6.

The grievant was placed into his 6th option. The other options were compressed out or
were assigned to employees with greater seniority.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



Name Hire Date 206 Assignment
Wade Cunningham 2/22/72 GC Utilty Worker
Ray Torres 8/23/71 Utility Worker- Bldg

Srvcs, San Jose
Ernie Quinonez 10/22/68 GC Utility Wrkr

" Lesley Green 1/2/79 Meter Reader-Concord
Sherry Jones 6/6/83 Meter Reader-Concord
Ron Bastiaans 9/19/83 Apprentice Lineman -

Oakport
Jim Kliewer 10/24/83 Gas Transmission

Operator - Hinkley
changed to GC Gas in
Antioch

Mike Kelly 9/18/84- GC Utility Worker -
Antioch

Anthony Kennerly 7/23/87 GO Utility Worker -
Antioch

Ron Spirlock 8/18/71 GC Utility Worker -
Antioch

Dawn Curtis 3/16/92 GC Utility Worker -
Antioch

Marco Cartagena 8/9/87 Trv. Utility Worker -
Moss Landing --
changed to GC Utility
Worker, Antioch

Prioritization
3
16

The Committee reviewed the placement of each grievant and the disposition of their
higher prioritized options. Grievant Kliwer believed that he should have been given a
206.5 option to Apprentice Lineman. The Committee determined that all their other
options were either compressed out of were assigned to more senior employees.
Grievant Kliwer was not entitled to a 206.5 option to an Apprentice Lineman since it
was in his line of progression ..

The placement of the grievants under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the
Labor Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



Review Committee _NO. 1775

East Bay Division Grievance No. OAK-94-28. OAK-94-29. OAK-94-30. OAK 94-31
OAK 94-33. OAK 94-34. OAK-94-38

Brown
Mitchell
Mathis
Bennett
Asche
Thomas
Lamperti

2120/92
6/3/85
1/11/71
5/13/91
9/30/83
3/12/91
5/15/68

U.W.-DC-Richmond
U.W.-DC-Richmond
Janitor-SF
U.W.-DC-Antioch
Trav. U.W-Pittsburg
U.W.-DC-Oakland
Fieldman-Richmond

#14
#14
#29
#48
#12
#24
#1

The Committee reviewed the placement of each grievant and the disposition of their
higher prioritized options. The Committee determined that all their options were either
compressed or were assigned to more senior employees, or were positions for which
they were not qualified.

The placement of the grievants under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired on September 20, 1990 and at the time of displacement was a
Utility Worker. The grievant was displaced into a DC Utility Worker at Oakland. The
grievant believed he should have been placed into a Garageman at Richmond under
Title 206.

The grievant was placed into his 18th option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to more senior employees, or were positions for which the grievant
was not qualified.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adju~tment.



The grievant was hired on April 16, 1991 and at the time of displacement was a Utility
Worker - Gas T&D. The grievant was displaced into a DC Utility Worker - Gas at
Redwood City. The grievant believed he should have been placed into another position
under Title 206.

The grievant was placed into his 29th option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to more senior employees.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired on February 20, 1990 and at the time of displacement was a
Materialsman. The grievant was displaced into a Materialsman at Fremont. The
grievant believed he should have been placed into a Utility Worker at Alta under Title
206.

The grievant was placed into his 14th option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to more senior employees.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



Review Committee FaO. 1775 •

The grievant was hired on July 16, 1979 and at the time of displacement was a Clerk
Steno-D. The grievant was displaced into a Utility Clerk-Typist at Woodland. The
grievant believed she should have been placed into a Utility Clerk-Typist in Demotion
Area 10 under Title 19.

The grievant was placed into her 8th option. The other options were compressed out or
were assigned to more senior employees.

The grievant's placement under Title 19 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired on August 21,1973 and at the time of displacement was a T&D
Driver. The grievant was displaced into a DC Utility Worker - Electric at Stockton. The
grievant believed he should have been placed into a Utility Worker at Burney under Title
206.

The grievant was placed into his 11th option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to more senior employees.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired on August 20, 1984 and at the time of displacement was a
Groundman. The grievant was displaced into a Meter Reader at Chico. The grievant
believed he shoUld have been placed into a position in his demotion area under Title
206.

The grievant was placed into his 24th option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to more senior employees.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired by the Company on September 17. 1990 and at the time of
displacement was a Utility Worker - Gas T&D. The grievant was displaced into a Utility
Worker - Gas. The grievant believed he should have been placed into a Maintenance
Assistant at Hinkley under Title 206.

The grievant was placed into his 18th option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to employees with greater seniority.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired on July 23, 1979 and at the time of displacement was a
Groundman. The grievant was displaced into a Meter Reader at Oroville. The grievant
believed he should have been placed into a Utility Worker at Marysville under Title 206.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired on March 30, 1992 and at the time of displacement was a Utility
Worker - Gas T&D. The grievant was displaced into a DC Utility Worker - Gas at Chico.
The grievant believed he should have been placed into a Fieldman at Chico under Title
205.. The Company did not fill Fieldman positions under Title 205, and the grievant had
no right to that classification under Title 206. The parties have agreed in the past that
Title 206 takes precedence over Title 205.

The grievant was placed into his 3rd option. The other options were compressed out or
were assigned to more senior employees.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. The grievant had no rights to the Fieldman classification. This case is
closed without adjustment.



The first grievant was hired on September 12, 1983 and at the time of displacement
was an Patrolman. The grievant was displaced into a DC Utility Worker - Gas at Chico.
The grievant believed he should have been placed into any of the compressed 206.6
options.

The grievant was placed into his 5th option. The other options were compressed out or
were assigned to more senior employees.

The second grievant was hired on May 9, 1994 and at the time of displacement was a
Groundman. The grievant was displaced into a DC Utility Worker - Gas at Richmond.
The grievant believed she should have been displaced into any of the compressed
206.6 options.

The grievant was placed into her 13th option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to more senior employees, or were positions for which the grievant
was not qualified.

The grievants' placements under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired on August 24, 1981 and at the time of displacement was a T&D
Driver. The grievant was laid off as a result of the Title 206 activity. The grievant
believed he should have been placed into a Utility Worker at Diablo Canyon Power
Plant under Section 206.6.

The grievant's option were compressed out or were assigned to more senior
employees.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.



The grievant was hired on May 2, 1973 and at the time of displacement was an
Inspector. The grievant was displaced into an Apprentice Lineman at King City.

The grievant believed he should have been placed into a Telecom Installer at San Luis
Obispo under Title 206.

The grievant was placed into his 2nd option. The other options were compressed out
or were assigned to more senior employees.

The grievant's placement under Title 206 did not constitute a violation of the Labor
Agreement. This case is closed without adjustment.


