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| muvrms o THE nmrvm e | |
o IHTERNATION&L BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS, LOCAL 12&5 (harein :
callcd “Bnlon) and PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC CQMPANY (herein called'bompany‘
v'are partics to a 6011oct1ve Barsnining Agreemont applying to Ofriee nnd .
f01gr$ua1 tmployees (Jt. Ex 1) Puraunnt to. zhat Agraamant, an arbitrntion

f:-fhaaring ﬂas conducted in San Frqnciaeo, California en Septambor 5, 19?3,

AR

:r‘at which hearing evidanca vas. presentod with ra:paet to the insue o set

'f. 99‘543

w;Pastmhauring brters vere euhmitted by the campany on Decembér 20, 1973, and

‘”twn erd (here:.a eaned "Bcard" ) for f‘inal zmd binding decieion

'“”by tha ﬁnion cn ?ebrunry ?, 197# Based upon such evidenga anﬂ,arsumant,‘ é
'wthe Board rindsaaa fcllaus' L b
ISSBE

Hhs the diacontinuance or a per diem payment of

*2

50{:!;0 ,earmin kemnc' . Ope
ﬂompmy 8 G.mn” 7 s;,i‘”f"' 'viautaan;f the -j
”ﬁa‘j&nbor Agr&emnnt?. Ifgsp, uhatvis'the &

ﬂatanc amplayad at

.lvprOprtute rameﬁay’:i5; (Jt ﬁx 2 ‘Tr. . 4- 5)
PERTINENT COHTRACTUAL PROVISIQNS
- AGREEMENT
This Agraament made and entered into thies first day of July,
1953, by &nd between Pacific Gas and Elesctric Company, hereinafter
referred to as Company, and Locel Union No. 1245 of International
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, (affiliated with the American

Federation of Labor - Congrese of Industrial Organizations), here-
inafter rererred to as Union,

* +* *




+the forggoing shall be .

1.2 It 18 the policy of Company and'Union not to discriminate ngaihs!

’;any employee because of race, creed, color, gex or national origin.
e : ; . «

1.3  MABAGEMENT OF COMPANY

- The management of the Company and its business and the direction
of its working forces are vested exclusively in Compeny, and this
includes, but is not limited to, the following: to direct and super-
vise the work of its employees; to hire, promote, demote, transfer,

‘suspend, and discipline or discharge employees for Just cause; to

plan, direct, and control operations; to lay off employees beceuse

" of lack .of work or for other legitimate reasons; to introduce new . .
.. or improved methods or facilities, provided, howeyer, that all of . -

 forag a1l be subject to the provisions ef this sgreement; .

rhitration or Review ( jQ‘%teogﬁnnigicns;Lar*1é§t§rs?oriﬂggéﬂﬁeﬁt;;;]
T memorandums :of understanding elarifying or interpreting this '

agrogmant, - oL o 0 fffy,ﬁi°“"“f*?"“’7‘7‘?7?&?3.5{"ﬂ°‘“”

S TSR

 20;2'f'€ompgny ahall not by,reason;or-ﬁhe execution of this Agreement
;;1) abrogate or reduce the-scope of any present plan or rule bene-
ficial to employees, such 88 its vacation and sick leave policies or

its retirement plen, or (2) reduce the wage rate of any employee
¢overed hereby or change the conditions of smployment of any such

employee to his disadvantage. The foregoing limitations shall not
~ 1imit Compeny in making & change in & condition of employment 4f such

change has been negotiated and agreed to by Company and tnion,

* 5 =

24,1 This Agresment, having taken effect as of July 1, 1953, and

h&V1ngﬁ$p§r§§ft§:ﬂpaqa ;gggﬂﬁd,i%ﬁmrtiﬁgﬁta;timﬁ,»ghéll;@@ntinﬁe in

_ 'sffect as ‘further amended herein for the ‘term July 1, 1970 o June 30,

73, and iﬁ&llﬁcpﬁtinut5tﬁer§@£ter;from,yaar,ta year unless written

g

- “notice of ‘tarmina ietion: shall be given by either party to the other 60

g

| days prior to the end of “the then current tern.

4.2 (&) It elther party desires to amend this Agreement it shall
€ive notice thereof to the other party 50 days prior to the end of the
then current tern, in which event the partles shall commence nego-
tiations on any proposed amendment as soon ar practicable after such
‘notice has been Eiven.. Faliluvre of the parties to agree on such pro-
posed amendment ghall not csuse termination of thisz Agreement unless

either party heas given notice of termination 8e provided in Bection

+* * *

24,4 Any provision of this Agreement which may be in conflict with
any Federal or State law, regulation or executive order shall be gus-
pended and inoperative to the extent of and for the duration of such
conflict.

(Jt. Ex. 1)

3.




| n:scussxou -
Prior to Jmuary 20, 1959, al1 female xeypunc’h operators (Machine

:,‘Gperators “B”) were on the day shift. Commancing an that date, however,

r:;'tug fgmglg keypunch egarutora nere assigned to work the aacond ahift, uhich

v

fiarrangaments withka eab ccmpany te piuk up thase tWQ’Tmplayaes attar work -

7:7¢tartad at 4:50 p.m.ﬁand ended after midnight.A (The oparators 80 assigned
7volunhenrcﬁ 10 wark the aeeand thift ) The &ompany at that time made

."trutportatmn,gnawmce s @nd’ t.my both chose tha $2 50 per day option.

xf?f(Bbth of these implayeea also volunteerad ta wsrk the ltcona shirt ) In
'*Ravunhar, 1959.~the nccund ahift uas 1nnrnased tc savnnteea femalo keypunch

opnr&tcrs, all vnlunteers er new hlrca, and prnctiaally 111 of tham received

. the $£,50 per dny tr:naportatton nllowance 1nstaad or tnking the taxy - aerviee

optian. In April, 1970, the qptionAﬁf the taxi aarv&ae uas diaeontinued

*'naadq grtars‘ ;t§n1asian and Framant, and’ were permitted time off work

’shortly lrter 5100 .pam. to.move their cars in front of the building, so that
~.at the: and of thelr shift they could walk to their cars in sight of the

Company guurd. In February, 1971, the department in which the subject em-

’pplcyees worked moved to the Company's new headquartera 1ocated at 77 Beale

Street which had parking accomodationevin it that were made available to

these employeaes,

L
*



Natwithstanding the move 1nto the new building, the $2 50 per diem
transportation allowance continuad to be paid to these emgloyees.‘ In'
August, 1971, the data recarding aection, in which the female kcypunch opera
tore worked whc were receiving tha $2 50 per day transportation allawanc«, .
wasg merged 1nto computer Operatipns The leting mnnaser of camauter opera~

- tions brought to: the attsﬂtian ar the CGmpany's Industrial Ralatiana Daaart—
ment the fuct that two famale emplcyees uho had been nonking 1n commuter '

A determinatian was made shortly thereafter?

‘E an 1nconsiatoncy.
to discantinue the trnnspartatian allowance being paid to the second ahift
female keypunch operators. In late September, 1971, the Comnany advised
}the keypunch operaters that the trnntportation allowance WBE no langer re-
quired by law, that if it were}coatinued-it-would be discriminatory as |
against m&ieyemplbyeea, and that, therefore;xit would'be‘disccntinuéd?éffec-
tive Hovamberyll, 1971. (Nale employeess who worked the secend and/or third
fshirts were nevcr puiﬂ n truaaportatian :1lowanne cr proviésd cab nervica i
at Coapany nxpense.) The Union'z challange to the diacpntinuance ef bhe ;;‘ﬂ
-;$2 50 per day trannpertation allamance payment ta the keymunch operatora 1#
the subject mattar of this case, . |

" The evidence shows that during the time'the trensportation allowance
was paid, women who were interviewed as naw hires for the second shift key-
punch operator Jjobs or were asked to consider tranefer on & voluntary basie
to the second shift were told ‘that they would be paid a $2 50 per day trans-
portation ellowance in sddition to ‘their base selary and shift differentisl

pay. The base salary, the shift diffarential, and the trensportation



allowance were tabulated and presented to the employéea during interviews/
“ dizcussions as t.:h.w amount of pay they'would receiva ror these Jobs. No B
:'nentian uas made 1n ﬁhosa 1nt@rviews/ﬂiacussions that the transportation

A

;;nllawance WaE being paid hecause af any Legal reauirem&nts gr that 1t waa

e e A R e

A'subJect tq pssaible aiseantinuance by the Compnny if the }ah ahculd change.
‘j_%whe amgunts 1nv91vea ~—1 e., ‘the base salary, shift difrernntial and =

B e,

Aréauirﬁd that they be providud fe
?', cab serviee home at cgmpany expanse. (Wage Order ~58 reads 1n perginent

4
4
1E
.
£
A
A7
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'part as follows' "No woman empley&e ahall be required to'raport for work

’ﬁgler bu diamiaxed from w@rk betﬂeen the haurs or 10 i,,.m,rxu::d b a.m. unless~‘

- "-.rsuitnble tranSportation 1s uuimla,f’ Tt Ex. 3. ) lat

7 ny de m : 'aqawy‘.-waum_ ederved by g:wimr her & §2.50 {perl cm

ftranaportatian allonanee in 1ien ‘of the cab service vﬁawever, aaserts the
Compeny, the genesis for the $2.50 per day in liau yayment lay in the IWC

- Wage Order te provide 'suitible tranapartation. That 18 the only raasenable
explanation for the $2.50 per dey payment, says the Company, noting thet
male employees working the,sécond anc.tn;nﬁ gshifte have nevarAbeenbpaiﬁ &

tranepartetion ellowance or been provided with cab sarviceuat Company expense,



?)
i

'Wfthe institution af the 32 50 per day tranapertntvﬁn allowance tar ramale »
ﬁ’&»empkayeas whe waxk&d tbe nenanﬂ shift, 1t ‘was also the law" that whs rea-_%

The Company points out thet the Union's Husiness Repreaantative was 1nformed
of the taxi service and the $2.50 per dey in lieu transportation allawanCe é
to the female employees on the second shift and had he believed’that such

service and/or payment was attributable to anything oﬁher than State IWC

requirements he indeed would have filed & "di&criminatory prnctlce griewnmm

,against the Compeny for not providing tha same service and/or payment to

second and third ahift male employeee,

f~‘

Moreover,~contends the Campany, Just as 1& was;”the 1aw that grempte&

ponsible for its ﬁisccntinuanee. ‘More specifically, according to the Con~
pany, Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1904, as 1nterpretud by the %
Courts, most particulerly by the United States Court of Appeals, Ninth Cir-;
cult in Rosenfald vs., Southern Pacific Companz, 3 FEP Cases S0U, decided :

June 1, 1971, rendered invalid ‘such state protective laws and regulations as
INC Wage Qrder &»38 Therefore, says the COmpany, it would be violative of
Title VII of the Civil Rlahts Act of 1954 were this Bu&rd ‘to decide that the
$2 50 per diem transportation allcuanee 1s required ta Le paid to t&warbmale
keypunch apﬂrtters 1nvolved in this eaae, aince male emmloyees are not. paid f
such allowance | Moreover, a8gerte the Company, stcb a declsion by this {
Board wor.1d be violative of the sex discrimination provisionc of the Agree-
ment (Section 1.2 of Jt. Ex. 1). £ti1l further, says the Company, it would
be proscribed from giving such & decision effect in light of Section 24,4

of the Agreenent which states thet any provision of .the Agreement "which

may ve in conflict with any federal or state lew ;.. shall be suspended and

Inopereative to the extent of and far the duration of sucr confiict.



%ﬁ% In any evenf, cohtends the.ﬂamvany '1eaving the lav and the provisions of

the Agreement aaide, it was appronriate f@r i1t to terminate the tranaworta~
tion allowance in 1ight of the ract that all shlft employees were provide
Madequate' arrangements for their safe being by fvrniahing parking swaces
to them in the new headquarters bxilding. 7 G 3
As for Section 20.2 af the Agraement, the Gompany‘contends that bhat é

,-section 1s not asplieable to the 1netant caee because the.yractice of mnking
the pﬁr ﬂiem transpﬁrtatiaa 11 e 2

. to the Cempany, Eaction 20, 2

"gmplayment“ that were in nrract‘na_;o*:the ax@aut1sn of this;hgiaemeng " :
7'.The executian date. of the Agraement is July i, 1@53, says ‘the Company, | g
calliny attention to (1) ‘the page ﬁf the Agr@ement fal]owing the Table of g
Contents, wherein 1t is atated. "This Agreement dated Julz,l 1953, has |
been amended on the following ﬁates*" [fEmnhaeia supplied 75 (2) page 1 of
Joint Exhibit No, 1 wherein 1t is stated, "This Agreement made and entered
into this first dey of Julzim*QS%" [fEmphasia supplied 7, end (3) Saction
24,1 of the Agreement wherein it 1s st&ted,;”This Agreament, having teken
,erfact ae of July 1, 1253& nndA&5v73 ;tharaaf$§r been amandsﬂ rrom time to* w
}timﬁ, ahall zontinue in effnct as rarihar amanded herein forv%he term |
'JLly 1, 1970, to June 3, 1973... [”Emnhasia supplied 7. Thus, gays the

Company, since the practice of paying the transportetion allowance began

after July 1, 1953, 1t wac free to discontinue that practice without visla-
ting Section 20.2 of thé Agreeument.

The Company aske ths Board to pay particular nota to the tcstimonv of
Mr. Vernon J. Thompson, who particibate" on behalf of uh Company in nego-

tistions witl: the Union for many yeers, both before and mfter 1953,



A L L e B e

. According to Thcmpson, ‘the 1ntent of SQction 20, 2 wag to grotect the Union

LR At

in the early days nf the relationahip betwaen the Cngany and the Union
with regard to lmcal gractices that bhe Unian wWes . anaware of, 1eav1ng in

mind that the aperati@n ~of the cgmpaxy ancampasses a wide geographica}

ares with many ha&dquartars‘ Maramvar, Thumpsen teatiried, 1t wag not ;

, , possible in the early bargaining sasaiana to eover in ﬁheq¢°11&ct1v@ bar~ .

excegt fer prstneting tha practices th, ,ana 1n’efre¢t 1n the aarly days,

rotdid .w)g";”!“e s

Thompaon tastified. Thompxcn‘s tastimany, the camaany argxes, vaports its
""-positian that Section 20 2 only protects practices that were 1n eff&ct priorg
to 1953. Ir. the 1ntant ar tha partias ware utherwise, aays the campany,

18¢0t1an 20.2 would pravide,'ﬁ...by reason nf %he axecutian or amendment af :
| this Agreament.‘. - o | :

The Uﬁiﬂﬂ ¢9ﬂtﬂndﬁ that payment Qf the transpﬂrtation allowance far ,é
 elmost thrae"‘=»mm consititutes o Bindthg pas ' et
"mmst vni _berniv t&mimte, Thts ‘is‘;a‘a,

78actien 20.2 claarly'grahibits the eli&i#atian of‘an cst&bliﬁhed pl!t prace %
tica abgent agrepment betwean the CQﬁpany and the Union. ‘The‘vnion cﬂntends;
that the tranaportation allowance beeame-an agtablishad and reeegnizaa part j
of the regular cnmeannation of the subject employees, and thet the trans -
partation -allowanc@>was ralied upon by guch employees when they accepted

offers of employment for the jot& in question.

The Unien 1g in baﬁic disagreemcnt with the pﬁsitibd df the Company

w0



g,‘that Saetion 20.2 protects only thoae cgnditions that exiated prior to 1953.

- According to ‘the Union, the Agreement 1s baaioally a standard autamatic

» renewal" contract, ‘mat 1e to sy, -the Agreement “exnires at tlw ‘end of

e&ah term<and 1n efrect 13 re-exacut&d" with the commencement cf the nem__%

term. Thus, argueg the Unian, the Agreement expired as af June 30 19?0'

' "*certnin amendments ‘were aegoti&ted and the.Agruumant, as so amcnded b@came

fjfﬁuh,n th&y lgrtiworkﬂat

_erééﬁiy"wxly 21,1970 rar 1ts new tcrmf‘

The 1 olon d1sc takes :Laaua ws.t.h :he' Gommmy'a contemion mt the

transpartati@n allauanca wae rsqaireﬁ by 1aw._ The Uhinn contsnds that 1t is
"questionable whethar IWC Order He. 4-:6 requtred even the taxi serviee, let f
" alone the $2.50 per day transportatien allcmance, 1nasmueh as (1) the em-

plﬁy@as valunt&rily elected ( as opposed to Deing required ) to work at

, night and {2) tho work locaticn WAS directly Bcross a well~lighted street

fron a 1arge trana artatian terminal.i”The Unian fgrther notes that the

"‘a maanruarbara; thus,;?
gat to their aarz e

vne ma"ar ﬁmr' ahiﬂ., ,
well ~lighted area unﬂer the watchfnl eye of a company ¥ieh ard. ‘The Union
etill further nates that the Campany at na timr contacted the Stete Depart-
ment of Industrial Ralationn,univision of Industrial Welfare to determinc
its obligations Lndar IWC Order Ko, 4-58 with reepect to the sitvation. 1In
any event, says the Lnien'taﬁre wWaE no relationahir batween the payment of

& straight $2.50 per day transportation ellowance ané the IWC Order No. 4-47)

10.




ﬁ} requirament that auitable trannpertttion be . avniluble, particulnrly from %
April 1970 onward when 311 or the lubaaet amployeez ware receiving the | i
allawante -—1.9., attcr the Company had diacontinwtd the taxi serviea-- and

ware parktng their ¢art 1n tront of thair vork bnilding In short,,naaerts

the Uninn, the Company mlds the ;llcwanca pnyments out of equity considerg
ti@na ruther'than bseuuse ar any 103:1 ruquiram&nts. .
| The most 1asicai txyltnattan rbr the 1nst1tutinn of trnn:portatlan

says ‘the | . the wons :,,’%hltrﬁhn paylcnttfuere o
thou;ht by the ﬁﬂﬂpuny to be rnquﬁrod hy 1tn or thtt there was a possibility

of the phyments belag discontinued. Rather, the inmauts were "promised" ’”7
to the wem@n as an 1neantiva fcr thcm to valunteer ror the night shift re-

lativu to thale uho were on tha day thtft, or ns un 1neontive for applicants
for nmpluymanb to take Jﬂ&nudth ths Canptny, lnﬂ the vcmen who volanteerad 3
tor the nizht ahirt or uho teak Jobs uith the COmgnny did sa in relianee ,‘i
upom r:cciving thanc pnynents., Thun, elaias*”tha uniaa,:aa - benarit, the
;,auéﬁitnted a bindinx yructtco lnd piin tnirieinlzto uaployuos‘g
unﬂar Stetien 20;2’ ur the Agruamnnt (Unicn brier. p. 153 ¥
" As for the campnay’t nantantian that the discantinuance of the trans- f

portntten allowance was tttributable to its econcern over Title VII of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Rosenfeld decision, the tnion esserts that
such & éontantiaﬁ 18 only a smokescreen for its real reason for discontinuing
the allowance, that reason being its fear that the two women who Qere
working in the merged duyar;meht on the night shift and who were not re-
ceiving the allowance would gsk for it. Aeccording to the nnion, the

11.



Rosenfeld case stands only rcrltharprbpoéiﬁibnfthnt‘egpléyeas otherwise
antitiud to s pdaition, whether male or remalc,~ehn be'éxéluded‘ only uponkl?
a showing or individual 1ncapacity, 1t did not declde, nor purport to de- g
cide, that transpertation payments ‘such as are herein 1avolved are unlawful
under Title VII of th6161v11 Righta,kct\9t$196&,‘_Furtherm9re, the Unicn

| contends, there 1s no authority far‘thpfyrbgositlén’thif'witia VII'requirsé

- the vithdrnmal or boneritt sanarad uadar . colioctive b;rguining ugroemant

‘druwal of beneritn 13 alulyt 1mprapor ﬂnﬂur Title VII.  In thart,‘the Union

arguea, the ccmpany acted ont of eeanamic telf-intaroat 1n terminating the
transportatian allawunce and marely uaad Title VII as l eonranient excuse
P to do so. el |

OPINIGN
The threshold qucstion ta be untwtrcd 1n this case 15 whether, as the

. R s g 3 PR P
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. Company contends, Soction 20.2 of thn Agracmunt appliaz only to practices 4
VV;.or eanditians of omp&oymant that wnre 1n erftet prior ta July 1, 1953, or »i:
| fnhathar, Al the Unian uontands, thnt SQetiau npplies to’mraaziees or. eondi-;
"tions af emplaymnnt that were 1n erract prior to July 1, 1970 The Board |
is convinced that this queation must‘he,annwered in the Union's favor for
‘the following ressons.
The parties have periodieally sat down since 1947 and bargained over
the termes and ednditionsfof'amployment for employees in the bargeaining
unit. When an understanding has been reached between the parties, that
) understanding has been membiialized in a‘written agreement. That has

l2.




bnppsned uny number of tines ainee 19#7, the laat time having ‘been in 1970.
The Compeny would hnve this Board rind that bocauae the pgrties aince 1953

_hlve cast their periodic uadcratunﬂing &n:o the momorillized fornm of having'
" amended the 1953 Agreement in eart&in rﬁgnrds, a airrer-nt result should

obtain than had the partina maaoriultxod thcir undcrntanﬂing in the form -of
e newly executaa aamplet& Agmmnt. ; As the Bourd mn 1t, tms ix pla.cing
torm nbova anbatanse.» The tuhgtaace is’ that cuch time the partics hava e

1aat memorinliseﬂ ”dcal“ In. snis aapo, thht ﬂttc 18 July 1, 1970 It may
well have been the 1neont of the Company thtt oniy those practices :Ln effact
prior to July 1, 1953 be prctectnd nnﬂtr Santinn 20. 2, Kawevcr, nqsuming

thlt to ha so, ths recerﬂ 13 cleur thnt such an 1ntent WaAS nnver diaclose*

- or ravnalaﬁ to the Unian, aiﬁhtr in nugotittians or in past grievunee

"Qa.ttlomonts and, thararore, gnnnvt bn hindiag npom the Union (B.e Union

k" 2: v_3i ai M9 xx. &)

vwvnzwi thaalsragnentwnpplios to #@nﬂiti@nst;

3%;:nf‘aqploym-nt that uart aitpblinhgﬂ*%uhaﬁquant to~ 953; éhe next qnettion

to be answered by the  Board 1a whether the $2.50. per dey transportation al-

'1owance wag such & protoctad;candltien‘efLemplosmant under Section 20.2,

The Board believes that 1t was for the following reasons. Ever since April,
1970, some three monthe prior to July 1, 1970, &1l the subject employeee
received the $2.50 per day tranaportatian allowance, notwithstanding the
unailputed fact thet their cars ware parked mmediately in front of the building

13,




a8 they walked to ﬁncir uara. Tb;r@ wua no eﬁnnection, ‘a8 the Ecurd saes

in uhieh they uorkad and that thﬂy were 1in full #1ew of the COmpany guurd

.‘it, during that poriod —-1ndﬁad, 1f thnre evnr uul~~ batween the payment ot
_,thc trtnnpbrtutien allowunce and the requiramants ar IWC ﬁracr ﬂo. & 5%

| ﬁfrogarding the tvnilibility of auit;kis tr;nspartation . Ihe origin fer

Lth% tz 50 per ﬂny triuapartatiﬁn allauunce hnck 1n Amgunt, 19a9, wmy hnve

; wns an csta- -

e ;hlinhcd practine at pnying thg kaypvgéflcperatcrs the $2 50 per day'trnns~
"fpcrtation allowunce without regard to :equiramcnts of law.‘ Moruover, and

thie is the "key sa fax IB tha aamrd 1a coaﬁarned, tha lubacet cmplqyaaa

" were promilad, as an 1nduaeaent for. e1thur trunxrarring te: the night shift
or. taking aaba on the aa.ght ahift “from the out.lida s that they woulﬂ be
: puia the trtnspartatinn alleuunce, unﬂ thqy de traaar

or teke ‘the Jobs
ﬁfi&drea by ‘thes to be ff
_‘ heir Jobs oo the a:lght snire,
,,ﬁf!harerera; prcaunt‘so 88 to prohibit tne“
campnny rrom unilaturally discantlauing the payment.  More specifically, the
practice that the Board finds was protected by Section 20.2 relates to the

1ndi71dua1‘ggglogees who were paid the ‘transportation allowance until
November, 1971, and to no ather employaas.

As the Board sees 1t, its declsion, resting as it does upon an estoppel
principle as thet principle is rohuted to Bection 20.2 of the Agreement,

14,



*?T‘ane 18 not entitled to raceive thut allowanca under thia deciaion. ‘The

lﬁ{ moots the quastion of the legality or illegality or the paymant of the :
ﬁl trunapcrtation allowanee ‘to the subjact amplayeea regtrds Title VIiI ;
" of the Civiy mghta Act of 194, Tnat s to ny, as.uec the Board's deeumr
- 19 limited to thase specific amglay:ea uho wera raceiving the trsnaportatiox
allom.nce pr?mr to 1ts aa.semtmumce tn Kovembtr, 1971, and to.no other
"»l employuas, nale or gggeig, tha 1snue pt sex di:criminat&cn uuéer Titlefvxivi
: i docs not ari#u‘,_“'” L L | i

‘ or . ‘ , _;fffa, 8 kaypunch cpera-:
4;_tor hirﬁd after ﬂﬁvﬂmher, 1971 vho wus navar paid tha transporsntian nllow-i

 -‘Board 13 uulrs thut pnyiag some qupunnh aperatora bhe tr‘naportation ullow-
dnoe nnd!nut paylag othara may he.a prahlam ta the CQNplny and, for that ‘;
1.uattar, to the Unian as nsll._ Hewevar, nntuithstandinx tha mischicf" vhich

}?

may be crauted 1n that ragard the ﬁoard believus that i& haa no raaourae 7*%

15.




,Am _
The diacontinuance ef s per diem pnyment of' $2 50 t.o certain
’keypunch aberatora employﬁd at Uompany’a Genero.] Offiee vas - violntlon o
of the czeriml Labor Agmomant ‘ ’ ‘

R As 8% remdy ror sueh violatian, these apac!.tic qupunch oper;bors

s 'I‘he ‘Bm.rd hereby remins Jurudictwa m ﬁh;is case 1n t.he evont
| there is t!isagreement batwem the ygrtias o.s 4;9 the Mplementcticn o:r
this Award. :

L | Raspectfully auhmittad, o
Dated: July 10, 1974 Ammrm mn |

| ‘anronee“ﬁf’ ass, “Un on» el 'E‘Er '

~ Qov\cwr&
%&y%io&%mber ' ;\

-l

’>a.n ﬁazﬂﬁ“@z
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